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KNOWLEDGE FOR WHOM?

What's the point of sociology? Sociology has long been the most self-questioning
of disciplines. Recently, such self-interrogation has involved discussion about
what kinds of audiences sociology reaches and should be reaching. This book
constitutes a vast leap forward in the “public sociology” debates, enriching them
with historical depth, philosophical sophistication, and a truly global vision. An

exceptionally attention-grabbing contribution.
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the discipline through the study of the emergence, role and social function of ideas.
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Introduction
Public Sociology in the Making

Christian Fleck and Andreas Hess

Sociology, like some of its disciplinary neighbours, seems to be often regarded
by others as an unhappy endeavour. Even some of its practitioners complain
occasionally about failed achievements and the lack of acknowledgement.
Sociologists just do not, so the complaint goes, get the credit they deserve. Politics
and the larger public do not seem to pay attention to sociology’s recommendations
of how best to solve the pressing social problems of our societies. Occasionally
insights from sociology are even regarded to be beyond consideration. Why is it,
one may ask, that other scientific disciplines are treated much more favourably?
And looking at the tragic-comedy side of things, sociologists do not even seem
be able to recognize themselves in fictional figures as they appear for example in
David Lodge’s and Malcolm Bradbury’s novels. Are we that humourless? Do we
not deserve better?

When in May 2012 the Library of Congress awarded former president of Brazil
Fernando Henrique Cardoso the John W. Kluge Prize for the Study of Humanity
the Executive Officer of the American Sociological Association, Sally T. Hillsman,
claimed that “sociologists are constantly making important contributions to
society and the selection of Cardoso reinforces the significance of our efforts”.
What she failed to say was that Michael Burawoy’s presidential address “For
Public Sociology” presented at the annual meeting of the American Sociological
Association made more headlines than the prize winner Cardoso, at least in the
sociology community. What was even more remarkable was that Burawoy’s speech
actually conveyed the very same message, namely that sociology was of use and
indeed contributes to society in many ways and on a regular basis. Seldom had an
ASA presidential address received so much attention. Ever since Burawoy delivered
his public sociology address, the discussion about sociology’s role, its functions,
impact and broader meaning has not abated (Burawoy 2005). The discussion
peaked two years later with a full-length academic publication dedicated to the
topic, including a longer version of Burawoy’s speech together with responses
from more than a dozen prominent American sociologists (Clawson et al. 2007).

In retrospect its success and perhaps its broad appeal at the time may also have
obscured some of the 2007 collection’s more problematic aspects. For example,
it was almost impossible to understand Burawoy and the other discussants’
contributions without knowing something about the peculiar American conditions
to which most chapters referred, either directly or indirectly. To be fair, most
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participants were aware of this limitation, yet, the remarkable thing was that they
decided not to do much about it. Rather, the majority of contributors thought it
more useful to simply appeal to the sociological community to be more inclusive,
cosmopolitan and international. Enlightened attitudes, so the argument went,
would, at least in the long run, help to de-provincialize American sociology
departments and liberate them from their narrow national perspective and their
often all-too narrow specialization. Apart from such well-intended, yet presumably
hopelessly ineffective appeals, only a few attempts were made to look beyond
American borders.

While Burawoy himself hinted at least at the possibility that his intervention
could be seen as appealing only to American circumstances and conditions —
implied here is that his discourse could also be interpreted as one that presented
itself as if it were a universal problem — this suggestion was, we suggest, never
picked up by the respondents. Apparently, the rest of the world was something
to be referred to in passing, a complex matter that was better left to linguists,
students of comparative politics or social anthropologists than to American
sociologists. Globalism, yes — showing some interest in the world, maybe
less so!

Burawoy’s speeches have been understood, quite correctly, as a call to arms,
or to put it in a less bellicose fashion, as an appeal to fellow sociologists to enrich
their role set by paying more attention to their broader potential public impact. In
contrast to other scholarly communities, sociologists seem to be somewhat unhappy
with their own peers and become even unhappier if their attempt to reach out does
not receive as much applause as they think it should. Sociological activists scorn
fellow sociologists who are satisfied with a restricted reception by their own peers
and limited public. To stay with our prominent example, Burawoy’s four-fold table
of professional, policy, critical and public sociology automatically presupposes
that “true’ sociologists must reach out to extra-academic audiences, something that
other social scientists would refuse to accept as part of their professional identity.
Instead, for the latter such engagement is left to the self-definition of what it means
to be a citizen outside the republic of knowledge. Some sociologists would call it a
case of under- or better over-developed role crystallization while others might be
more prone to subscribe to Erving Goffman’s dry remark about some sociologists
“who ...combat false consciousness and awake people to their true interests” and
who, in any case, will surely have their work cut out for them “because the sleep
is very deep”. To this, obviously ironic remark, Goffman added that he did not see
it as his task “to provide a lullaby but merely to sneak in and watch the way the
people snore”. It is obvious, that such a detached attitude is miles away from the
weltanschauung of today’s engaged sociologists.

Looking at some of the current debates about public sociology one can get the
strong impression that institutional political amnesia seemed to have befallen its
advocates and practitioners. For example, while obligatory references are made
to the interventions of a Robert S. Lynd, a C. Wright Mills or an Alvin Gouldner,
the discussion showed little or no awareness of some of the most important
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twentieth-century experiences and related debates. Not one attempt was made to
comprehensively contextualize sociological debates about public sociology. This
is even odder when we consider that the declared aim of the advocates of public
sociology is to reach out beyond the academic milieu and disciplinary boundaries.
Granted, the usual suspects, Pierre Bourdieu and Jiirgen Habermas for example,
were briefly mentioned — we presume mainly because of their attempt to analyse
the public and its structures and the role that the reception of enlightened ideas
plays in their work. But Burawoy and almost all of the other discussants totally
missed out on any serious discussion about the more socially ambiguous and
historically complex dimension of the relationship between intellectuals, power
and the public sphere from the past. Relevant contributions that discussed the
public role of intellectuals in more critical terms, particularly those stemming
from the European sociological tradition, were totally ignored. It was as if Max
Weber, Raymond Aron, Ralf Dahrendorf and Wolf Lepenies had never existed.

But it was not only the case that any non-American debates were obliterated,
the omission of references to any past American debates that reached beyond
politically correct left-wing causes must give cause for concern. True, Thorstein
Veblen, John Dewey, C. Wright Mills and Lewis A. Coser were seen as being
worth a passing remark, however, as significant scholars they were sold short,
their names serving only as keyword prompters for the radical public sociology
agenda. Others like Talcott Parsons, Edward Shils, Daniel Bell, Jeffrey C. Goldfarb
and Jeffrey Alexander, who have all discussed the complex connection between
ideas, power and society but who would obviously not be allowed to ride on the
left-wing ticket, were equally blanked out, not to mention the numerous other
contributions that would fill a small library: about the nature of totalitarianism, the
Cold War, imperialism and decolonization and the Fall of the Berlin Wall and how
intellectuals (including sociologists) reacted to each of these events or historical
constellations. The obliteration of these experiences in a debate about public
sociology suggests that not a few of its most prominent advocates not only seemed
oblivious to some of the most important twentieth-century debates but also of the
history of their own discipline. This does not bode well for any future debate about
sociology and its publics.

One may speculate on why the discussion of the nature of public sociology
contained no convincing concrete examples or why there was no reference
whatsoever to historical and sociological cases that would have helped the
interested reader to understand some of the complexities involved. To put it
bluntly, the public sociology discussion lacked sociological imagination. It
never explained or elaborated on how exactly a sociologist can become a major
intellectual or public sociologist; there was nothing or very little about reputation
building, nor about the finer points of the sociology of ideas or how men and
women of ideas communicate with different publics. No example was given of
how sociological discourse has impacted on the functioning of social institutions
and local and state governments. The absence of any historical references and the
lack of any detailed discussion of the complexities and contradictions involved
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made the discussion about public sociology a somewhat sterile and problem-free
exercise. To paraphrase Robert K. Merton, it made society appear as if it were a
body without an appendix, and it turned sociology, a discipline that claims to study
societal relations, into little more than an ambitious yet in the end failed public
relations exercise.

Was it a mission impossible? That one could do better than Burawoy and his
sympathetic discussants is demonstrated by Robert S. Lynd, author (together
with his wife Helen Lynd) of the famous Middletown studies. On the death of
C. Wright Mills (one of Michael Burawoy’s heroes), Lynd, a colleague of Mills
at Columbia, warned the sociological community of the dangers of selling the
publicly engaged sociologist short. He argued that it would be a serious mistake
to portray C. Wright Mills solely as a sociological muckraker and radical Texan
but not pay respect to the serious sociologist and intellectual that he also was. It
seemed almost as if colleagues were only perceptive of Mills’ political and public
interventions, particularly his media appearances, the Cuba book Listen Yankee! or
his The Causes of World War 111, but not the subversive and enlightening quality of
his many other academic works, such as his essays on the sociology of knowledge
or White Collar. Indeed, if there is one thing that characterizes the trials and
tribulations of C. Wright Mills, it was his attempt to identify the larger tendencies
in society — tendencies which he attempted to understand in order to change them.
How successful he was in his undertaking is open to debate; however, it would not
be unfair to the late Mills to say that he had put the will to change and influence
society before the attempt to fully understand it.

From Lynd’s warning not to sell Mills short to the contemporary debate about
public sociology is but a small step: Indeed, it appears as if the current call for a
new public sociology is caught in exactly the same trap that Lynd warned against.
There is of course nothing wrong with the attempt at making sociology more
relevant by catering to the public’s interests or by producing and offering more
‘useful’ knowledge. However, and this may be the lasting legacy and importance
of Lynd’s message, we should always bear in mind that ‘the cause’ should not be
allowed to become more important than the explanation.

Indeed, we could argue that Lynd was onto something. Much earlier, actually
almost 23 years before Mills’ death provoked the comments referred to above, Lynd
had given a series of talks at Princeton University, which were later published as
Knowledge for What?: The Place of Social Science in American Culture. Its author
addressed the complications and potential risks that a publically engaged social
scientist was facing, particularly when confronted with a systemic crisis (Lynd
wrote his book on the eve of the Second World War and at a time when the effects
of the Depression could still be felt). Lynd regarded social scientists as trustees
who were part of the culture they were studying. Consequentially “(t)he social
scientist finds himself caught ... between the rival demands for straight, incisive,
and, if need be, radically divergent thinking, and the growingly insistent demand
that his thinking should not be subversive” (Lynd [1939] 1986, 7). Lynd concluded
that, stuck between the demands of the well-being of a social institution — in the



Introduction: Public Sociology in the Making 5

social scientist’s case the university — that appears to be increasingly controlled by
special business interests and by ideologies concerning the greater good of society,
it had indeed “manifest disadvantages” for the social scientist to put “one’s head
into a lion’s mouth to operate on a sore tooth” (ibid.: 8).

Put differently, the social scientist is found in a dilemma. Knowledge, morals
and interests appeared to be connected. But how exactly? Lynd drew attention
to the fact that the social scientist had to make sense of that web called culture
of which the social scientist was also a part. According to Lynd, the twentieth
century social scientist faced an even more challenging task in that this culture
was driven by specialization and marked by an extremely sophisticated division
of labour. If that was true and if this also applied to academia we were unlikely
to get a comprehensive answer by solely looking at one particular discipline,
one specific political, social or economic problem. In contrast, Lynd conceived
an enlightened social science as one which was aware of disciplinary limitations
and one that also attempted to address the common good. For Lynd the answer
lay obviously not in an ever-increasing division of labour but in attempting to
understand the entire society — an impossible task if you just look at its constituent
parts. We must, argued Lynd, break with our specialized habits and attempt instead
at being more comprehensive: “Specialization and precise meaning”, he noted,
“must continue, for without them science cannot grow. But if human institutions
form a continuation of sorts, all parts of which are interacting all the time, and if
specialization and the refinement of measurement are not to continue to operate in
effect to prompt us to ignore these vital continuities, there is need for an inclusive
frame of reference for all the social sciences. Each specialist would then state
his problems with reference to the inclusive totality in which they operate. This
totality is nothing less than the entire culture” (ibid.: 19). Lynd, so it seems, had
a very modern notion of culture. For him, culture was not a specific realm in the
way we see for example art and literature but “all things that a group of people
inhabiting a common geographical area... do, the way they do things and the ways
they think and feel about things, their material tools and their values and symbols”
(ibid.). Culture, Lynd argued, was not a separate sphere on top of the political,
economic or social spheres, but something that ran through all aspects of life. It
is this modern notion of culture that allowed Lynd to see the wood for the trees.

Contemporary advocates of public sociology would be well advised to take
Lynd’s insights seriously. As it currently stands, the notion of public sociology
appears to be of a rather instrumentalist kind with little or no appeal beyond the
discipline. This does not make for good advertising. The attempt to reach out and
distribute knowledge seems to resemble the mechanical way in which water is
distributed from a water sprinkler. It makes sociology look narcissistic and as
being the one discipline which knows ‘the truth’. It presupposes that sociologists
have the knowledge but only lack the means or access of distributing it more
widely. It makes sociology look desperate, insecure and anxious about its status.
It is a discipline that seems to be apparently unaware of its cultural dimensions in
the way Lynd talks about it.
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It is but a small step from Robert S. Lynd to Lewis A. Coser, a sociologist and
radical German-Jewish exile who had not only a good knowledge of the American
and European sociological publics but whose own life was also marked by the
ideological wars of the twentieth century. In a foreword to the 1986 edition of
Lynd’s Knowledge for What? Coser noted that its author appeared as somebody
who had come too early and was therefore punished with obliteration — “the
penalty for taking the lead” (ibid.: xii). It should not come as a total surprise to the
reader to learn that only a few years before Coser wrote the lines just quoted he
himself had tried to map the relationship between intellectuals and publics. Coser’s
Men of Ideas: A Sociologists View was the attempt to make sense of the plurality
of contexts in which intellectuals (and sociologists) operate (Coser 1965). While
some of the conditions have obviously changed since he first formulated his ideas,
many descriptions still ring true today. Coser observed for example “(u)niversities
have been a haven for intellectuals over the last few centuries to the extent that they
allowed them to one degree or another to stand apart from the world of everyday
affairs. They protected men of ideas from the insistent pressures of the market place
and the political arena” (ibid.: xvii). Coser warned also “if the boundaries that in
the past separated the world of the university from the world at large are broken
down, if the university can no longer provide a shield protecting its members,
the life of the mind in America will be in mortal peril”. With special reference
to the 1960s student movement he noted critically “a politicised university ...
cannot provide the environment in which intellect flowers” (both quotes ibid.:
xvii). Much of Coser’s comments were indeed directed against a somewhat naive
conceptualization of the relationship that existed between intellectuals and their
publics. Coser also alerted fellow sociologists to be careful about what one wishes
for: naively calling for a new public sociology without taking specific historical
and social contexts into account was, in Coser’s view, not only careless but could,
on occasion, turn out to become a tunnel effect with detrimental consequences for
the discipline itself.

Like Lynd, Coser came too early and as we know by now, the ‘punishment’
for this is obliteration. Today Men of Ideas is almost forgotten. This is regrettable
because Coser was in an almost ideal position to explain to us why the American
context differed from that of Europe. In the US, modern universities no longer
just catered to an elite but had to attempt to educate a mass of students. With
increased size came increased differentiation, leading American universities to
fulfil ever more specialized functions. The academization of the intellect was a
direct outcome: quite a few intellectuals who before then had operated outside the
university environment were now drawn into academia. As Coser puts it, “There
are few major university departments in the social sciences or the humanities in
which we do not find radicals or ex-radicals who at one time attempted to make
livings as unattached intellectuals in the interstices of official universities (ibid.:
267)”. According to Coser, this shift could not only be observed in universities but
also in government and the media. In such a situation not all the people dealing
with ideas could be identified as fulfilling per definitionem the role and function
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of intellectuals. The net result was that “today intellectuals may play a role within
the university, they may benefit from affiliation with it, but they can no longer be
the university” (ibid.: 280).

To be sure, there have been some considerable changes since Coser identified
some of the major patterns in modern higher education. The need for extra
legitimation vis-a-vis the taxpayer has perhaps increased, performance indicators
have put on extra pressures, and impact factors now try to measure the output and
reception of ideas. But overall Coser’s observation describes drifts that can still be
observed today. The compartmentalization of knowledge continues. But it seems
now as if modern higher education wants to have its cake and eat it as well. The
deeper irony in all of this is that the call for public sociology does not appear to be
that far away from what it criticizes. In terms of diagnosis it ironically resembles
Veblen’s ‘captains of higher learning’. The difference is only that the captains
are in power and steer the ship while the others receive the orders. If there is
anything new at all, it is perhaps that the balance has clearly tipped towards more
bureaucratization and mindless pseudo-academic exercises. Control and fear have
now become major driving factors. Whether a new public sociology that deserves
its name can provide protection against such developments remains to be seen.

So far we have argued that some of Mills’, Lynd’s and Coser’s structural
arguments, particularly their insights as to the broader context and culture, still
provide food for thought. However, evoking Mills, Lynd and Coser, we have also
argued for the importance of paying attention to changing contexts. Thus, we do
not believe in the return to yesterday; rather, we insist in zeroing in on the many
contexts and constellations and their changing meaning.

What changes in particular do we have in mind? First and foremost we would
argue one has to take into consideration some radical demographic changes. The
worldwide expansion of the universities and the establishing of modern mass
universities had consequences both for the professoriate and its standing within
the public. The growth of the numbers of professors, students, and the related
explosion of the role of scientific papers and scholarly books, has challenged the
traditional understanding of the role of the professional academic. The changes
happened in several parts of the world but came about in a staggered way. The
expansion of the system of higher education started first in the United States,
followed by the Soviet Union and its satellites and occurred in Western Europe
much later. To some degree it has been spurred by the so called Sputnik Crisis,
when the Soviets launched the first Earth satellite in October 1957, very much to
the complete surprise of the Western world (the next time the West was caught on
the wrong foot was when the Soviet empire imploded). Immediately the American
government reacted with an increase in the budget for research and initiatives to
expand the country’s university programs.

However, the system of channelling government money into academic research
had actually started much earlier as a reaction towards the supposed superiority
of a military enemy. America’s World War II involvement was accompanied
by an awareness of having been surprised and accordingly the US entered the
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war somewhat unprepared. To avoid such a crisis ever happening again the US
government increased the federal budget for research, which was distributed mainly
via the Department of War and its branches. However, the Army, Air Force and
Navy did not only spend huge amounts on militarily relevant research. Nothing
could illustrate this better than a footnote of one of the earliest papers of that well-
known critic Noam Chomsky: In 1955 he acknowledged the support of the Army’s
Signal Corps, the Air Force’s Office of Scientific Research and Air Research and
Development Command, as well as the Navy Office of Naval Research. All of the
mentioned and the Eastman Kodak Company gave Chomsky, then affiliated with
MIT’s Department of Modern Language und the Research Laboratory of Electronics,
money for his study “Three Models for the Description of Language”. In Chomsky’s
case the funding by the “military-industrial complex”, which President Eisenhower
had warned of in his farewell address in 1961, did not silence the author. Rather
Chomsky became inclined to expose the beast that had once fed him. Others, less
convinced persons might have subordinated themselves more.

Another example of the problematic relationship between academics and
their publics took the form of incorporation by former freethinkers usually by
means of appointment or promotion, two possible pathways by which independent
intellectuals became university professors. From the 1950s onwards writers, who
had made their living earlier in their careers by contributing to some magazine or
journal, were hired by the newly established universities. Changing places might
not have led necessarily to a change in attitudes but the disappearing world of
the little magazines definitely closed that channel for the next generation. One
of the consequences was that young graduates were no longer obliged to spend
some time in jobs outside academia but instead continued to live inside the ivory
tower, if only on the ground floor. The new academic cohort did not have to go
any more through a stage of life where they had to reach out to a wider, less
academically educated audience. Instead, they could just produce texts for readers
like themselves.

While a new cohort went through normal academic career paths, some
established members of the professoriate followed a different route by starting their
career outside the campus, for example as experts in governmental advisory groups.
The new differentiation processes led to a re-definition of roles and agendas. Seen
from an international perspective, the changes in the higher education sector did
not all occur simultaneously. For example, the British university system remained
up to the middle of the 1960s unchanged, whereas in the US a new hierarchy of
colleges, universities and research universities has been established much earlier,
not least due to changed admission policies like the G.I. Bill.

The knowledge production inside academia became affected by what has been
called “scientification”. Whatever social scientists produced was now evaluated
according to what were assumed to be the standards of international scholarship.
What the public thought no longer played any important role. The natural sciences
increasingly influenced knowledge production, at times parodying the physical
sciences to a point of utter absurdity. Carving out big theories lost its appeal and
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testing clear-cut hypotheses became standard. Increasing competition between
scholars was accompanied by new funding regimes that generally encouraged
short-term deliveries of results. Both led to the slicing of the findings into the
smallest publishable units, submitted to a growing number of highly specialized
scholarly journals. An assault on the learned book was the inevitable result.

In the US, McCarthyism, the hysterical prosecution and expulsion of purported
communists caused a climate of apprehension, where professors worried about
exposing students to ‘critical’ texts. In Europe, perhaps even more so than in
the US, the Cold War reached a peak when the Congress for Cultural Freedom
organized public events in which disillusioned ex-communists fought Stalinist
expansionism. The irony of it all was that Arthur Koestler and his compatriots
did not get much support from university professors who preferred to remain
apolitical. Actually, the deployment of atomic bombs at the end of World War II
in Hiroshima and Nagasaki mobilized many more physicists and other scientists.
In contrast, only a handful of social scientists joined the so-called Pugwash
movement, named after a gathering in a small Canadian village, in the aftermath
of the Russell-Einstein Manifesto (1955), which called upon scientists to assess
the dangers of weapons of mass destruction.

During the 1950s and early 1960s European intellectuals either sided with the
Communist Parties or the Congress for Cultural Freedom; in-between the space
narrowed. In particular French and Italian intellectuals seemed to have been
affected by this civil-war like positioning. Perhaps Raymond Aron’s L opium
des intellectuels has been the most outstanding contribution from a sociological
viewpoint. The other academics who were unwilling to join the heated debate
secured a niche, usually by turning into experts for applied social problems. Their
special competence ranged from the sexual behaviour — Alfred Kinsley comes to
mind here — to the supposed devastating consequences of the new mass media,
associated with the name of Paul Lazarsfeld and his team. Whereas Kinsey filled
football stadiums and appeared on the cover of Time, researchers of the Lazarsfeld
type catered to media networks, the government or local administrations by
providing project reports about whatever else clients were asking for.

By way of the cunning reason of history both Kinsey’s and Lazarsfeld’s
approaches came to symbolize what would eventually be called “the average
American”. It seemed as if proclaiming a distribution of particular sexual
practices affected ordinary people the same way as the announcement of voting
preferences before an election. Many years before, at the beginning of the
twentieth century Georg Jellinek, a legal scholar from Germany, had coined the
formula of the “normative power of the factual”. Jellinek thought about it in the
context of law and its effects. However, from the 1950s onwards the normative
force of the factual increasingly applied to other realms, like the sexual behaviour
or media consumption patterns. Visions of the good life became eclipsed by
reports on the distribution of habits, preferences, etc. As a consequence the
space for critical commentary shrank. Theodor W. Adorno lamented this new
conformist mood by proclaiming that “there could be no good life in one that is



10 Knowledge for Whom?

false”, a statement which became a slogan for the emerging youth and student
movement.

The Sixties saw a huge number of sociologists entering academia, perhaps more
so in Europe than in America. In the US the expansion of the higher education sector
had started much earlier and had almost come to an end when the cohorts of the
disobedient generation entered professional life. The contrast manifested itself in
throughout academia and the distinct development of sociology was no exception
to this rule. The segregation and isolation of academia was less pronounced in
Europe. In the old Continent sociologists got much more attention outside the
universities than in the US. Ralf Dahrendorf, Jiirgen Habermas, Raymond Aron,
Michel Foucault, Pierre Bourdieu and Anthony Giddens, to name just a few, became
public intellectuals whereas very few American sociologist managed to reach a
wider public. Especially from the 1970s onwards Europe produced more influential
thinkers with a sociology background than their counterparts across the Atlantic.
A part of American sociology’s current unhappiness seems to be rooted in the
noticeable decline of public figures in the discipline. Our suspicion is that some of
the broader resonance of European public intellectuals can be explained by access
to various media. The European intellectual uses public appearances in newspapers,
radio broadcasts and TV talk shows, but remains, despite all this, primarily a writer.
This has changed only in recent years. Today members of the chattering class
seldom come from an academic background. Authors like Stéphane Hessel with his
Indignez-Vous! appeal have come to occupy the public spaces formerly populated by
authors of an academic background. The irony seems to be that some international
convergence seems to have taken place because the same observation could be made
with regard to the American Occupy Wall Street movement.

The purpose of this volume is to do what sociologists do best: not drawing up
imaginary publics but analysing those publics and concrete contexts and specific
meanings that do exist and that are of relevance to our work. We need to know
more about the discipline but from a perspective of a public sociology that has no
‘imperialist’ notions or tendencies and that avoids the pitfalls discussed above. We
need to get a more rounded picture of how sociological ideas and publics work
in different contexts around the world. Of course, this volume cannot cover all
aspects, nor can it analyse what is going on in all parts of the world. What it can
do, however, is to look at a few examples that highlight some of the tensions and
contradictions discussed above.

Our title evokes Lynd’s discussion of the usefulness of knowledge. However,
we give it a slightly different direction by asking Knowledge for Whom? instead
of Knowledge for What? The qualification in the subtitle Public Sociology in the
Making makes clear that we have no quarrel with a new project that favours more
productive encounters between academics, ideas and various publics. However, in
contrast to Burawoy and other advocates of public sociology we hypothesise that it
might be helpful to employ the tools of the sociology of ideas in a wider and deeper
sense. We would like to understand public sociology as a delicate undertaking and
achievement, full of the contradictions and tensions that Lynd and Coser alerted
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us to. More specifically, we are guided by three major questions: (1) How does
one become a public sociologist and prominent intellectual in the first place, and
can one think about prominent examples and eminent scholars, perhaps by going
beyond the traditional sociology of knowledge approach? (2) How complex and
complicated do the stories of institutions and professional associations become
when they take on a public role or tackle a major social or political problem?
(3) How can one investigate the relationship between individual sociologists and
intellectuals and their various publics without falling into the traps of uni-linear
narratives like that of Burawoy?

Accordingly our book is divided up into three parts. In the first part, “Public
Intellectuals and their Afterlives: Biographies, Reputation Building and Academic
Disciplines”, Marcel Fournier addresses the question of how difficult is it to write
a biography in social sciences by discussing the cases of Durkheim and Mauss.
Having written the biographies of both, Fournier was faced with a number of
difficulties, which he discusses in greater detail in this chapter: the marginal status
of biography in the field of social sciences, the relation between the study of a
life and the study of a work, and the theoretical perspective which often supports
descriptive presentation of life and work of the authors in question. Fournier also
asks whether there is something that can be said about the relative roles the private
and the public play in the life of a scholar? What exactly is a work (oeuvre) in the
social sciences? Are we looking at coherence from beginning to end or should we
stress oppositions or contradictions?

Andreas Hess claborates on the argument about biography and looks at the
new sociology of ideas which is trying to distance itself from other attempts that
have tried to address the complex relationship between ideas and individual life
stories. But how successful is this new approach, both in theory and in practice,
when compared to the more traditional sociology of knowledge and the intellectual
history approach? Hess argues that the sociology of knowledge, intellectual history
and the new sociology of ideas have all tried to find answers to the challenge of
finding a plausible way through the complex constellation of social environment,
the making of ideas and that intellectual ‘surplus’ that is generated through
individual life trajectories. Yet, despite all theoretical sophistication, these attempts
have remained somewhat incomplete. This incompleteness, he concludes, is not
due to the lack of theoretical awareness or sophistication but can be explained by
looking at the complex ways in which individual creativity plays out under often
challenging social conditions.

Daniel R. Huebner investigates scholarly publishing projects in the Great
Depression, projects which he treats as cases of the economic structuring of
knowledge. Huebner has some doubts about previous research results, which
documented the impact of economic downturns on scholarly publication, most
often by demonstrating the overall decline in books and journals sold and produced
during such periods. While such research highlights the large amount of competent
scholarship that goes unpublished in times of economic hardship, it had little to
say about what impact, if any, downturns have on the content of the works that do
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manage to get published under such circumstances. In order to assess whether this
claim is actually true, he selects as case studies two series of proposed monographs
that were under consideration at American scholarly publishing houses during
the Great Depression, the so-called “Payne Fund” studies at Macmillan, and the
“Works of George H. Mead” at the University of Chicago Press. Huebner finds
that in both cases the order of publication of the series volumes was determined
in part by estimates of sales potential and that there was pressure to reduce and
reformulate the text of the volumes in order to ensure publication and sales. These
decisions, made under especially pressing conditions, affected the subsequent use
made of the volumes. In particular, the order and content of the Payne Fund studies
had a decisive impact on film censorship debates in the United States and helped
popularize social attitude survey methods. Equally, the order and content of the
Mead works popularized a particular understanding of his thinking that became
influential in the social sciences.

Marcia Cristina Consolim looks at developments in France but does so as
a Brazilian sociologist who is interested in the history of European sociology
and particularly French sociology. Her chapter aims at contributing to a better
understanding of standpoints taken by the Revue Internationale de Sociologie
in the first 20 years of its existence (1893—-1912). The journal aimed both at
disseminating the social sciences and legitimizing a certain view of these subjects
and their relationship with sociology. Consolim shows that the journal’s principal
contributors and editors belonged to two identifiable groups: law and economics
on one side and pedagogy and teacher training for secondary schools on the other.
Despite the official rhetoric which supported sociology, in practice the emerging
discipline and some of its exponents were regarded with suspicion. More
specifically, Consolim argues that the struggle between collective psychology and
sociology for hegemony explains much of the standpoints the Revue took. Despite
the ‘organic’ defense of sociology, the work of Gabriel Tarde was used to position
the journal against Emile Durkheim and his journal L’Année Sociologique.

Jarostaw Kilias discusses Czech and Polish narratives and what they tell us
about the construction of sociology’s past. Kilias points out that the texts that
he discusses were actually not written by historians but by sociological theorists
without any historical training, and, in one case, a renowned historian of ideas.
However, this apparently did not influence the validity of the argument in any
significant way. More surprising is perhaps that the narrative structure of all four
books under consideration was rather loose; none of them exhibits narrative
patterns typical for historical narratives. According to Kilias, such a development
can be explained not only by the growing time distance from the described
phenomena, but also by the formation of classical sociology as an autonomous
sub-discipline of sociological theory.

The second part of our book deals with the question that any public sociology
faces, “Serving the Public or the State?”” This part opens with Daniel Gordon
who takes a closer look at some of the fundamental tensions that have emerged
in universities, especially in the United States since 1945. While recognizing the
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often discussed dilemmas of teaching versus research and general education versus
specialized education, he focuses on the contradiction between discipline formation
on the one hand, and a democratic service ethos that tends to morph over time into
consumerism on the other. Gordon offers us some critical thoughts on how the trends
described in his piece impact on the discipline of sociology.

With Barbara Hoenig’s chapter our attention moves to Europe. While recent
global changes in higher education and research evoke differences due to peculiar
processes of institutionalization in the different nation-states and a variety of
disciplines, not much research has been conducted on its impact in the European
context and on sociology as a discipline in particular. Hoenig’s concerns are with
both the supra-national institutional framework of European science policy and the
impact it has on a re-definition of the so-called European Research Area (ERA).
Hoenig argues that it is highly likely that we will be faced with new inequalities
and processes of monopolization in the European research system.

Sally Shortall argues that in order to understand how evidence is used to inform
policy, we must critically reflect on the organizational culture of the civil service
and how it differs from the academy. She examines the hierarchical rule-based
structure of the civil service, where authority is linked to office. Shortall considers
the role of the civil servant as a generalist, who does not have specialist knowledge
of his or her policy area, but instead has specialist knowledge of the workings
of the civil service and how to minimize uncertainty. Shortall also examines the
culture of anonymity in the civil service. Academics who provide evidence to civil
servants may have little knowledge of the structure of the civil service or how it
differs from their culture. The academic is a specialist whose academic authority
comes from questioning normative knowledge and publicly disputing accepted
beliefs. Such an approach is anathema to the civil service. She concludes that
the difference in values and ideology of the civil service and the academy has
implications for how academic research is used to formulate policy and how it
positions itself in knowledge power struggles.

From Europe we move to South-East Asia: Albert Tzeng takes a closer look at
the emergence and state of the public sociology debate in Taiwan, Hong Kong and
Singapore where the idea of ‘Public Sociology’ has attracted extensive theoretical
debates. However, very few empirical surveys exist that look at the actual practices
in these countries in a more systematic way. Starting from a critical revision of
Burawoy’s scheme, Tzeng develops an elaborated template which allows him to
look at the targeted audience, epistemological style and the level of engagement.
Based on his empirical material Tzeng offers some critical reflections regarding the
notions of critical mass, intellectual traditions and political-institutional factors.

From South East Asia we make a big jump across the Pacific Ocean to Latin
America. Marcio de Oliveira looks at a chapter in Brazilian sociological history
that might not be known outside of Brazil: the UNESCO research about racial
relations and the unexpected racism against Poles in Curitiba (Parand). As
Oliveira points out, the history of Brazilian sociology has been very influenced
by UNESCO’s fight against racism just after the Second World War. In Brazil
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this fight culminated in a research program about racial relations, which took
place between 1951 and 1952 in the cities of Recife, Salvador, Rio de Janeiro
and Sao Paulo. UNESCO saw Brazil as a country that had a successful model of
harmonic racial relations. In this sense, it would be a paradigm for other racial
conflictive countries all around the world. Nevertheless, Brazilian history and
society disappointed UNESCO’s officials because the Brazilian research team had
discovered that the model of democratic racial relations — as described by the
most famous Brazilian anthropologist, Gilberto Freyre (1900—1987) — was widely
overrated. So, after the initial UNESCO research, a new Brazilian team — headed
by the most important sociologist of this period, Florestan Fernandes (1920-1995)
—engaged in new research about racial relations in Southern Brazil. This area was
left out of the first UNESCO research apparently because of the small number, or
even total lack of, black people. As it turned out, in the city of Curitiba (capital
of the state of Parand) they were surprised by discovering a new type of racism:
racism against white people, particularly those of Polish descent. Oliveira intends
to recover the details of this unexpected discovery by taking a closer look at a
number of neglected dimensions and by putting the case in the proper context of
Brazilian sociological history.

The third part of the book discusses “Individual Intellectuals and their
Audiences”. The first case study by Matteo Bortolini deals with the US sociologist
Robert Bellah. Bellah started off in the mid-1950s as a specialist on Japanese
religion and a general theorist in the sociology of religion, working squarely
within the twin frameworks of structural-functionalism and modernization theory.
Around 1965, however, he abandoned Parsonian jargon and championed a radical
approach to the study of religion, which he termed ‘symbolic realism’. Describing
his new stance as a politics of imagination and religion, Bellah wrote that the best
guides might not be systematic theorists, but poets and ecstatic aphorists. In the
autobiographical introduction to his first collection of essays, Beyond Belief (1970),
Bellah explained his intellectual shift as the result of a personal coupure, born
out of disillusionment with American political and cultural life and the influence
of a counter-culture. Bortolini intends to complement Bellah’s autobiographical
explanation by showing that the structural and intellectual roots of ‘symbolic
realism’ and its meaning lie also within a disciplinary and interdisciplinary context.

Studying open-editorial pages in two Austrian dailies, Philipp Korom attempts
to determine who exactly it is who is doing the talking, who the public is and what
the possible motives of each are when it comes to the relations between the two.
Korom identifies the authors and their professional roles but he is also interested
in establishing a debate about the deeper political, cultural and social meaning of
this public deliberation process.

Ragnvald Kalleberg takes a closer look at the roles of academics and the
media. Usually dissemination has the function of making specialized knowledge
and insight relevant for and understandable to an interested public outside a
particular research area. However, on occasion academics also take part in
public discourse and contribute with specialized knowledge to democratic
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discourse. How exactly is this task understood and practiced nowadays? Is it
adequately institutionalized? What are its problems and prospects? Kalleberg
focuses particularly on Norwegian academics and uses them as a case study
in order to illustrate a more general phenomenon in modern media-dominated
contemporary society.

Jonathan Roberge and Thomas Crosbie discuss the changing role of the
intellectual as critic and what distinguishes old forms from new forms of intervention
in the public sphere. They argue that many discourse communities gather around
the thoughts and actions of social movement intellectuals, that is, individuals who
are closely identified with the meaning of the community as a whole. However,
new media technology has changed the communicative interaction patterns of
many of these groups. Social movements have become balkanized and ever-
smaller grained communities are the result of this. Skilled critics have taken the
place of social movement intellectuals by defining the internal meanings of the
group as well as projecting those meanings onto a broader public.

Andrew Abbott’s text is an attempt to take stock. What does it mean for a
social scientist to reason and to be passionate about the society he or she is a part
of? That this is not just something that only American sociologists think about
becomes clear once we expand our horizons and take a closer look at how other
cultures and societies function and how their respective social scientists have tried
to explain them. The University of Atlantis and the work of Barbara Celarent
provide an excellent viewpoint to look at this aspect of world sociology in an
imaginative fashion.

The editors would like to thank a number of reviewers who at various stages
have commented on draft chapters and made a number of editorial suggestions.
They deserve to be called good citizens of the republic of knowledge: Samantha
Ashenden (Birkbeck, UK), Howard Davis (Bangor, UK), Neil McLaughlin
(McMaster, Canada) Stephen Mennell (UCD, Ireland) and Christopher Whelan
(UCD, Ireland/Queen’s, UK).
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Chapter 1
Biography in the Social Sciences:
The Case of Marcel Mauss

Marcel Fournier

The Status of Biography in the Social Sciences

Today very popular when it comes to politicians, writers, artists or even movie
stars, biography remains a secondary genre in the social sciences, particularly in a
Francophone environment. In the Anglophone world, biographies of pioneers are
numerous: Ruth Benedict, Margaret Mead, Edward Sapir, etc.

We owe the only biography of Emile Durkheim to Steven Lukes, a professor
of English origin. Things have changed a bit over the past 20 years. First there was
the (re) discovery of the life story as a tool and object of research, then as a clinical
intervention and a therapy. We also saw a “rechabilitation” of autobiography by
some historians of the Annales school: Georges Duby and his Guillaume Le
Maréchal, a knight of the Middle Ages, Jacques Le Goff and his Saint Louis and
later his Saint-Frangois d’Assise. In a similar approach, micro-history has focused
on people’s ordinary everyday life: Carlo Ginzburg depicted the world of a miller
of the sixteenth century in Le fromage et les vers (The cheese and the worms)
while Alain Corbin rebuilt the world of a Norman shoemaker of the nineteenth
century (Le monde retrouvé de Louis-Frangois Pinagot).

But concerning the history of our own discipline, biography is still viewed
with suspicion. I can see several reasons for this. First of all, a certain Puritanism:
in academia, gossip abounds about colleagues here and elsewhere but we do not
accept that a book about a scientist, writer or artist, should disclose the details of
his private life. It is always assumed that by making private information public, the
greatness of the works would be undermined. Who wants to know that Marx had
mistresses, that Max Weber had mental problems, that Durkheim was suffering
from neurasthenia, that Beethoven had suffered from syphilis, that Althusser killed
his wife or even that Foucault frequented gay bars in San Francisco? The temptation
of sensationalism is present now more than ever: insatiable publishers and readers
wanting more of it. On several occasions, researchers, mostly American, asked
me intrusive questions about Marcel Mauss: his close relationship with his friend
Henri Hubert, his relationships with women, the role of his mother, etc. ... Mauss
married late, at 60, a few years after the death of his mother, a strong woman.

Secondly, the opposition that lies between science and literature. In his
magisterial study on Les trois cultures (Die drei Kulturen: Soziologie zwischen
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Literatur und Wissenschaft, 1985), Wolf Lepenies notes that sociology stands at
the confluence of two quite different modes of thinking and writing: science and
literature. Literature and literary thinking irritates and fascinates sociology. It is
as if we could not stretch or pretend to the status of science unless we deny the
literary aspect of a scientific activity. The biography is certainly the result of a
long research and requires the collection of a considerable number of data, but
it has, because it is a story (of life), a specifically literary dimension. There is
obviously a chronological view; thrillers and mysteries. One not only seeks to
convince by force of arguments and rigorous demonstration, but also to move and
to communicate this emotion in style. Writing a biography is like writing a novel,
or at least the writer is hoping that the reader will read it like a novel, on a beautiful
summer day on a beach in Kent.

Thirdly, the opposition that exists between life and work. When the sociologist
(it is the same for the philosopher, the economist or the physicist) discusses the
history of his discipline, he focuses on the history of ideas, theoretical discussion
and the rereading of texts. In the words of Dirk Kaesler, a German sociologist and
author of a biography of Max Weber, “a scientist has no biography, he only has
a bibliography”. Of course, one can introduce some biographical notes in a book
about a particular author, sometimes even an entire chapter, but the reader or even
the publisher will wait for one thing: the presentation of the scientific contribution,
the ideas of the author in question. My intention was to build upon an educational
and theoretical background when writing an intellectual biography, the first of
Marcel Mauss. But what really is an intellectual life? Is it the writings? Thoughts?
Beliefs? As good a structuralist as Claude Levi-Strauss was more discreet than
that when I interviewed him, sending me a clear message that the knowledge of
his life would add little to the understanding of his work. I wanted to publish his
correspondences — a dozen letters written with Marcel Mauss between 1936 and
1944, from Rio or from New York — but he refused. Was it a defensive reflex or
a theoretical position? Would it not be better to let the texts “talk” to each other?
The premise of any socio-biography which is in fact the sociology of knowledge
appears to be quite different: a text can only be understood in context.

Finally, the main opposition between the individual and the society. Sociologists
are rightly wary of what Pierre Bourdieu, who was the director of my doctoral
thesis, called “biographical illusion”. Bourdieu himself had warned me against
“scavenging”, a trend that can be found in intellectual circles: the biographer is a
kind of scavenger, who lives with corpses and finds pleasure in devouring them.

Or some sort of parasite that wants to grow up on the shoulders of the great.
Any biography seen as a story has a philosophy of history implicit in the sense of
a succession of historical events. But what if life had no meaning, in both senses
of significance and direction? The advent of the modern novel, as noted by Alain
Robbe-Grillet, smashed to pieces this vision of history and the history of life:
“The reality is discontinuous, consisting of juxtaposed elements, each of which is
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singular, and more elusive they arise so constantly unexpected, irrelevant, random”.!
The sociologist is more than willing to recognize the contingent nature of social
action, of any social life, and he knows the importance of structural and cyclical
factors. One can easily identify the determinants that have influenced Mauss:
his rabbi grandfather, a son of a family of merchants and small manufacturers, a
child of Epinal in the Vosges, a nephew of Emile Durkheim (Durkheim was born
in 1858 and Mauss in 1872, only 14 years apart). Mauss etymologically means
“seller of books”. Jewish, provincial, and “petit-bourgeois” (petty-bourgeois):
this is a position, in Sartre’s sense of the term, and a mentality that exerted a
deep influence on the young Mauss. The challenge for the socio-biographer, is
to reconstruct the context, the “social surface” on which the individual acts in
a plurality of sectors or fields, at every moment. The use of an prosoprographic
approach and to a structural perspective analysis, for example, in terms of scope
and structure of social relations, will not only help to define the terms that reflect
the social positions and trajectories, but also to identify margins involved and
the opportunities for innovation within the system. I have developed since the
beginning of my academic career a research program that emphasizes a historical
approach, which is in the fields of sociology of science, sociology of the university
system and the sociology of intellectuals. My book on Marcel Mauss includes,
to a large extent, collective biography: the presentation of the team members of
L’Année Sociologique, a study of institutions of higher academic education, a
development analysis of scientific disciplines (such as anthropology, sociology,
history of religion, economy politics, etc.). This is even more true for the book that
I have written on Durkheim and the French sociological school, whose title could
have been Durkheim, Mauss and Co.

The Difficulty of the Task when it Comes to Writing
a Biography of Marcel Mauss (or Emile Durkheim)

The problems are numerous. I will mention only two: the first one, broadly, refers
to the (implicit) theory of action, while the second one, with a more methodological
approach, refers to questions of sources and data interpretation. First problem
encountered: Who is Mauss? An individual or a character? A free thinker, without
ties, or a social character crushed by the weight of determinism? Is the main
character of the story rational or non-rational? Is he guided by his interests or by
his passions? Any biography contains an implicit theory of action. The natural
tendency for the author of a biography is, as noted by historian Giovanni Levi, to
draw upon a model that combines an ordered time sequence, a consistent and a
steady personality, actions without inertia and decisions without uncertainties. But
life is not so simple, and individuals far more complex to understand. There are

1 Robbe-Grillet, A. 1984. “Le Mirroir qui revient”, in P. Bordieu (1986), L’illusion
biographique, Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales, 62-3: 70.
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inconsistencies, contradictions, moments of indecision ... prevarications are often
more numerous than the decisions themselves: we postpone until tomorrow, we
deliberate, we expect time will solve the problem, etc. Things do happen and we
do not know why, but we do not take decisions. Habitus and cultural backgrounds
are at play.

Between habitus and circumstance, how much room there is for the actor?
Very little, and often no more than as a margin of error. One does not act as one
should. While he was at it, Marcel Mauss kept going; he has researched and
written hundreds of articles. His life, like any, is characterized by uncertainty
and prevarication: remaining single, teaching at the Ecole Practique des Hautes
Etudes, being a member in good standing of the Socialist Party or staying in Paris
during the Second World War, etc. Mauss had surely “nice reasons” not to do this
or that, but nice reasons are often rationalizations, that is to say ways of presenting
as rational actions things that are not. Life is destiny. Mauss was in line with,
though a little against himself, what Bruno Latour calls a “cycle of credibility”:
get published, become renowned, get more grants, etc. His friends urged him to
stand for a seat at College de France. Though he kept in mind that this venerable
institution gave his teachers a lot of authority, he hoped to find his place in this
“asylum of liberty, independence, and pure science”. The fame came on top of it,
late in his life. But too late...In 1938, when in Copenhagen, he was invited as a
vice-president at an international congress of anthropology; one of his friends, Paul
Fauconnet, gently teases him: “You did, without trying, surely apply for fame”.
I once felt like painting Mauss as a young man, drawing my inspiration from the
René of Chateaubriand, known as the first great poet of “primitive civilization”.
Mauss did read Chateaubriand. The “mal de [’infini” (the correlation of sadness
with the feeling of the infinite) which Durkheim speaks of in Suicide is truly the
world-weariness depicted by Chateaubriand:

I am accused of having fickle tastes, of not enjoying the long same dream, of
being addicted to an imagination that is rushing to get to the bottom of my
pleasures, as if she was overwhelmed by their duration; [ am accused of passing
the goal that I can achieve... Alas! I am only seeking unknowns goods, the
instinct for which pursues me. Is it my fault if I bump into frontiers everywhere
I go? What if that is finite has no value for me??

René poured into melancholy, thinking about suicide and fled to America; “Blessed
are the uncivilized!”, he exclaims. Has Mauss been fascinated by the dandy’s
character? His own life was, until his late marriage, that of a bachelor, but can we
really talk about Bohemia And what about the painful dialogue between the finite
and the infinite? Durkheim criticized his nephew’s “moral unconsciousness” and
he feared, indeed, more than any, the “domestic chaos”, deploring in Suicide the
poor situation of a single man. What was he thinking about when he was writing

2 Chateaubriand, R. (de) 1992 [1805]. Atala--René. Paris: Flammarion, 155.
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this to Mauss? We know that Mauss, much to the chagrin of his entourage, refused
to make patterns and to set limits. Had it not been for the presence of his uncle,
what would Mauss have become? Would he, like his younger brother Henry, have
followed in the footsteps of his father and mother, or would he have followed his
inclination for politics (he was a friend of Jean Jaures) and tried to get elected
as MP? What skills and ability to assign to the actor? The ability to overcome
obstacles, to overthrow the determinism and to face the animosity?

By trying to highlight the strength of an individual, we run the risk of getting
caught into the trap that awaits any biography, namely hagiography. Mauss pioneer
of the humanities, Mauss founding father of modern anthropology, Mauss, another
Durkheim but a “better equipped one”. When he presented Mauss’s candidacy at
the College de France in 1930, Charles Andler praised his candidate as follows:
a workforce of uncommon self-sacrifice, a huge range of mind, a knowledge
of several languages, an extensive training as an ethnologist and a competent
museographer, etc. As a counterbalance to an overly rationalist or proactive
view, we can now try to show where the actor failed. At least early in his career,
Mauss was a loser. His family, especially his uncle and his mother despaired of
him: laziness, a position in an institution that was, under his mother, a “trap”, an
uncompleted thesis, an unmarried status, low pay. Should we talk about failure or
success? The whole question is how the small Jewish Mauss from Epinal, Mauss,
who passed the aggregation exams without being a regular student at the Ecole
normale supérieure, Mauss the nephew of Durkheim in the shade, became the
“father of modern anthropology” (Condominas 1972), thus providing a highly
original contribution to the development of the humanities. The “Mauss enigma”
remains unresolved.

Second problem: the sources, the data. Can we really write the life of an
individual? The Family Idiot by Jean-Paul Sartre, probably his bedside book,
remained with its three volumes, a work in progress. Its original question was:
What can you tell from a man today? When he was writing the obituary of the
English anthropologist James Frazer, Marcel Mauss formulated the following
wish: “A work of art can only be suggestive. The story of a scientist must be true,
and we must tell everything”. Tell everything? The life of an individual includes
an infinity of facts. The biographer is faced with a series of problems: access to
sources, the memory of those who knew him, the many interpretations given to
his work. I was lucky enough — I was the first — to be granted access to the Hubert-
Mauss archives that the Hubert and Mauss families have donated to the College
de France: Thousands of letters, manuscripts, unpublished writings, etc. An almost
inexhaustible source! But we can never claim exhaustive coverage. There are,
therefore, necessarily forgetful, occasional errors, sometimes even censorship.
Thus, any biography is tentative. The achievement of a biographical study requires
the collaboration of so-called beneficiaries as they control access and use of family
archives. Then it was obvious that before the publication of the biography of
Mauss, I would have to submit the manuscript to the Mauss family. This was an
implied understanding but who cannot fear the emotional response of the family?
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I have not substantially modified my text, although I showed respect for some
“touchiness” within the Mauss family: money matters (for example Mauss’ legacy
to his brother Henry), various family stories, relationships or love life. The most
difficult issue I struggled with during my work is really what happened during the
Second World War: For the entire duration of the Occupation, Mauss lived in Paris.
His wife was ill. Had he been protected by his connections and his reputation?
Former classmates or colleagues occupied administrative functions: Jérome
Carcopino, Max Bonnafous, Hubert Lagardelle or Marcel Deat. Deat and Mauss
were closed friends: both agrégé of philosophy, Durkheimians and veterans, they
had fought together in the socialist movement. At the end of April 1939, Mauss
wrote to Deat by sending him a subscription to La Tribune de France: “In recent
times I have seen very few articles from you that I would not have approved”.?
A troubling confidence. This requires us to revisit Zeev Sternhell’s theses about
fascist ideology in France. Marcel Deat will definitely commit himself to fascism
in May 1940. A year before, his image of peace still prevails. Marcel Mauss, for his
part, remains puzzled: “I am totally unable to predict what will happen... People
change, wouldn’t you?” We can say that Mauss has always changed as we may
say that he never changed. It is simply a matter of perspective. The biographer is
required to determine periods (which are usually parts or chapters of the book:
“The nephew”, “The clan totem-taboo”, “The heir” and “the recognition”).

The biographer also feels inclined to identify key or critical moments: for
example, for Mauss, the deaths of his father and grandfather in 1896, those of his
nephew André Durkheim in 1915 and uncle Emile in 1917, the death of his friend
Henri Hubert in 1927. The years after the First World War are, for Mauss, the
most fruitful: he teaches at the Institute of Ethnology of Paris (1925), publishes his
famous “The Gift” (1925), revives L’Année Sociologique and begins the writing
of two books, one on Bolshevism and the other one on the nation: Change or
stagnation? Mauss’s biographer is faced with the question of the consistency of
his life and his work. Is there a young and an old Mauss? The young Mauss felt
old and already at an advanced age, he remained an “eternal student”. But we can
distinguish some of the changes in his life and thought as turnovers, others as break:
revolutionary in his youth, Mauss became more of a reformist as he aged. A cursory
reading of his writings suggests that in his early work, he became interested in the
ritual dimension of social life and gave more importance to morphological factors,
which led him, subsequently, to study mythology and discover the power of the
symbolic. But it is not so simple: All his life, Mauss was bound to Durkheim; first
as disciple and later as heir. We can establish continuity between his early work on
the sacrifice and research on exchange (such as the potlatch). It is possible — and
I was tempted — to find a single principle of explanation of his work and life: The
Gift (which, in life, becomes self-giving). Central notion of the work: reciprocity;

3 Lettre de Marcel Mauss a “Mon cher ami”, 17 avril 1939 (Archives Hubert-Mauss,
IMEC-Caén).
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central value of life: generosity. So everything turns, in work as in life, around
Durkheim’s main concern: solidarity.

In some major texts written in the mid-1920s, the scholar and the activist meet
and speak as one man. “We must go back to the archaic”, exclaims Mauss at the
end of his essay on the gift. “We must reinvent the noble morality of spending and
find the joy of giving”. But there are, in various writings, nuances, inflections and
there is, especially, a particular way of living his life and work that does not help
a biographer to bring out a unifying principle. “I’m not interested”, he says to an
American colleague, in developing systematic theories ... ’'m just working on my
material and if, here or there, there is a valid generalization, I lay it down and turn
to something else. My main concern is not to develop a large theoretical scheme
that covers the whole field — that is an impossible task — but only to show that in
some of the dimensions of the field we have hit margins. We know something here
and there and that’s all. Having worked this way, my theories are scattered and
unsystematic and no one can try to summarize them .... There are so many things
to do that seem more important than to cherish old times and look back.*

Mauss has warned his biographer. Even today, he stuns his readers and he
manages to outwit his judges, and why not his biographer? The biography still
remains the best way to approach Mauss’s work as it respects the principle of
analysis; he defends himself “... The facts that we are studied are all, that we
are, if one may allow the expression, total social facts ... is to say they put in
motion in some cases the entire society and institutions ...”. All these phenomena
are both legal, economic, religious, aesthetic, morphological ... and he concludes
by saying that the task of the sociologist or the anthropologist is not to draw
abstractions but to “observe what is given and what is given” is Rome, Athens,
it is the average Frenchman, and it is the Melanesian of a particular island. The
best way to approach Marcel Mauss is by writing, in the words of Georges Duby,
his “total biography” and consider him as “a man of society”. It closes the circle:
the biographer adopts the view that imposes its purpose. The obvious risk is to
identify with him. I have already received a fax at the university on behalf of
Marcel Mauss that went directly to my office! In conclusion we may wonder, as
Nathalie Heinich does about art, what does biography contribute to sociology? I
would give a short answer: first of all, a deeper and more substantial understanding
of the works, then a greater reflectiveness, albeit on a career as a sociologist but
also about life itself. What’s in a life? Fate, some say. A gamble, say others. Would
it not be just, to borrow a phrase from Marcel Mauss, an “experience”? A very
special experience, it must be admitted, because, as the life of societies, it is rarely
conducted methodically, turning as it does most often in adventure, with all the
risks that entails.

4 Entretien de Marcel Mauss avec Earle Edward Eubank, in Dirk Késler, Sociological
Adventure, Earle Edward Eubank’s Visits with European Sociologists. New Brunswick,
Transaction Publishers, 1991, 146.



26 Knowledge for Whom?

Bibliography

Andler, C. 1925-1934. “Proposition en vue de la création d’une chaire de
sociologie au Collége de France”, exposé fait le 15 juin 1930, assemblée des
professeurs, Archives du Collége de France, G-11-13.

Bertaux, D. 1997. Les récits de vie. Paris: Nathan.

Bourdieu, P. 1986. “L’illusion biographique”, Actes de la recherche en sciences
sociales, 62(3): 69—72.

Condominas, G. 1972. “Marcel Mauss, pére de 1’ethnographie francaise. A
I’ombre de Durkheim”, Critique, t. XXV 111, no 301, June, pp. 118-39.

Fournier, M. 1996. “L’¢lection de Marcel Mauss au Collége de France”, Geneses,
22 March, pp. 160-6.

Gaulejac, V. (de) 1999. L histoire en héritage. Paris: Desclée de Brouwer.

Heinich, N. 1998. Ce que [’art fait a la sociologie. Paris: Minuit.

Latour, B. 1988. “Le dernier des capitalistes sauvages. Interview d’un biochimiste”,
Fundamenta Scientiae, 4(3—4): 301-27.

Latour, B. and S. Woolgar 1988. La Vie de laboratoire. La construction des faits
scientifiques. Paris: La Découverte.

Lévi, G. 1989. “Les usages de la biographie”, Annales ESC, September—December,
pp. 1325-6.

Mauss, M. 1992 [1920]. “La chaire de la coopération au Collége de France”,
L’Action coopérative, in Ecrits politiques, edited by Marcel Mauss. Paris:
Fayard.

Mauss, M. 1969 [1928]. ““ L’ceuvre sociologique et anthropologique de Frazer”, in
Europe, t.3, Paris: Minuit, p. 532.

Mauss, M. 1965 [1925]. “Essai sur le don”, in Sociologie et anthropologie, edited
by M. Mauss. Paris: PUF, 3e édition, p. 274.

Mauss, M. 1969 [1923]. “Allocution a la société de psychologie”, in Ouvres, t.3,
edited by M. Mauss. Paris: Minuit, pp. 280—1.

Mauss, M. 1996 [1924]. “Appréciation sociologique du bolchevisme” and
“Socialisme et bolchevisme” (L925), Ecrits politiques, edited by M. Mauss.
Paris: Fayard.

Sternhell, Z. 1983. Ni droite ni gauche: L’ideologie fasciste en France. Paris:
Seuil.



Chapter 2
Making Sense of Individual Creativity:
An Attempt to Trespass the Academic
Boundaries of the Sociology of Ideas
and Intellectual History

Andreas Hess

Introduction

The way sociology has tried to understand intellectuals and the way ideas are produced
have both been seriously challenged by the arrival of competing programmes, most
prominently in the form of intellectual history (Cambridge-style), conceptual history
(as promoted and practiced by the German historian Reinhart Koselleck and his
colleagues) and by a successful combination of the two, as for example in the work
of sociologists of ideas such as Wolf Lepenies or, more lately in a more explicit
sociological fashion, Neil Gross. These exercises have all enriched the history of
ideas in one way or another. However, what do not exist are any serious attempts that
have tried to bring these various approaches into dialogue with each other.’

As a sociologist interested in the history of ideas and concepts but also in the
intellectual trajectory of individual thinkers I would argue that we should make
a more serious effort at distinguishing between various ways of thinking about
intellectuals (their history, role and social background) and the coinage and politics
of intellectual ideas and how they bear or, more often than not, do not bear fruit
in the social realm. As Francois Bosse has pointed out, intellectual history and the
history of ideas do overlap but they are hardly the same. At present sociology is
neither able to identify clearly what the two share nor say exactly how they are to
be distinguished. Even worse, sociological approaches do not seem to care what’s
been discussed in other countries and neighbouring disciplines.? To complicate

1 There is perhaps one exception, that of Anthony Grafton. In a magisterial overview,
reprinted in his essay collection Worlds Made out of Words: Scholarship and Community in
the Modern West (2008), he has tried to make sense of the last 50 years of the ebb and flow, the
pros and cons of the various attempts to conceptualise and write the history of ideas.

2 The somewhat isolationist nature of the sociological discussion about public
intellectuals seems to be symptomatic in this respect. Even worse, we can encounter now
a split between American and European sociological notions of what it means to be an
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things even more, while sociology has had a good record in terms of coining,
conceptualizing and exporting its ideas, it has been less successful in reincorporating
what other disciplines or academic fields have done with sociological ideas.

While the Cambridge School of intellectual history and the German approach
to conceptual history have to various degrees been very successful in studying the
role of individual intellectuals and the history of ideas, none of that seems to matter
to, or is seriously discussed, in sociology. This seems odd, particularly at a time
when sociology and the social sciences have failed to develop a strong programme
studying intellectuals and ideas. The various attempts of social scientists to take
refuge in the study of the ‘discourse’ type (Edward Said or Michel Foucault
might serve as examples) show only the conceptual confusion and helplessness
that prevails. More often than not ‘conceptual voluntarism’ (or should we say
‘conceptual imperialism”) seems to reign over empirical evidence — even to the
point of conceptual manipulation. The warning by C. Wright Mills that theory
should help to discipline the empirical wealth and evidence has been mistaken to
mean ‘give me a concept or idea and I will show you what I can do to manipulate
the facts’ (Mills 1959). As a result, conceptual and ideological rigor is no longer
sensitive to facts, and more often than not the former has begun to determine the
latter. In an attempt to promote a much stronger programme of intellectual and
conceptual history — the attribute ‘strong’ is meant here to symbolise a more solid
relationship between theory, concept and empirical evidence — I will argue that
any sociology which purports to address the historical dimensions of knowledge
production and ideas, would be well advised to return to some ‘irreducible
positivism’ and take historical facts, however socially constructed, more seriously
— almost as if they had a veto.?

I am not so naive as to argue for a simple return to Rankean historicism and to
the idea of ‘writing history as it really happened’; I am merely arguing for more
intellectual rigor and honesty in dealing with historical singularities and facts —
something in which intellectual or conceptual history can help to fill some gaps.
Sociology’s own attempt to find refuge in discourse analysis, social constructivism
or, even worse, banal references to the social environment at large (sometimes
also simply referred to as ‘sociologism’), has not helped to advance the field. To
complicate matters even more, I maintain additionally that sociology has not been
very successful in terms of understanding and explaining individual creativity,
that is, the way intellectuals and thinkers have conceptualized and mined ideas

intellectual. While in the US and Canada talk about the ‘public’ in ‘public intellectual’
is emphatically stressed, Europeans have been much more reluctant to use the ‘public’
qualifier when they talk about intellectuals. My suspicion is that major disciplinary
historical, sociological and political forces might explain the different notions.

3 Tamnot at all convinced that Randall Collins’s work fulfils these criteria. I maintain
that his work falls under the type of work that was subject to Mills’s earlier critique. It
also seems to me that Collins’s sociology of ideas suffers occasionally from illusions of
sociological grandeur i.e. the wish to re-establish sociology as the master discipline.
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not only for social and political purposes but also in an attempt to make sense of
their own lives.*

In order to advance my argument, I will take a closer look at the intellectual
history of the so-called Cambridge School and another attempt that seems to me
to follow a slightly different path to intellectual history but which is in intention
quite close to it — that of conceptual history as elaborated by the German historian
Reinhart Koselleck. I will finally, by way of a short conclusion, argue that a
productive synthesis is already available in the work of Wolf Lepenies and, to
a lesser degree, that of Neil Gross. The latter two’s publications are particularly
interesting since they are the work of sociologists. Actually, the two are very rare
examples of an attempt to explore topics that sociologists usually shy away from,
such as the relation between individual biography and intellectual creativity.
Lepenies in particular has also demonstrated an interest in the unique historical
constellations that help intellectuals to push certain ideas. In doing so, individual
achievement is never reduced to notions of playing merely an intellectual role.
There is never just function, structure and form but also content and meaning. That
this is all presented in accessible language and in a style that produces in the end
also a readable narrative distinguishes Lepenies from the dry exercise that some
intellectual history has become.’ However, before I argue for what seems to me a
new achievement and something sociology should engage with, I would first like
to say a few more critical words about the limits of the traditional sociological
approach in studying intellectuals and the history of ideas.

4 In this context it should also be stressed that in their conceptualizations sociologists
have always been somewhat prone to generalization and comparison while historians
usually dealt with irreducible, proven historical singularities. Max Weber spotted this
a long time ago while reflecting about concept formation in sociology in Economy and
Society. To be sure, since Weber wrote there have been a good number of attempts at mutual
understanding between history and sociology, and there have been plenty of attempts to
borrow from each other’s discipline. However, a century after Weber we also know that
the balance sheet remains uneven. There are lots of historians who use, for example,
sociological concepts of the Weberian type, but there are actually very few sociologists who
take concepts from historians seriously. The current blind eye of sociologists and social
scientist vis-a-vis intellectual historians and conceptual historians is just an indicator of
the imbalance of trade in sociology (lots of export, very little import). This chapter cannot
compensate for the lack of contact and perception; what I would like to do here is merely
to suggest a few inroads and to identify some points of common interest which sociologists
would be well advised to take on board. However, having made the point about imbalance,
there are also some things which intellectual history can take on board from sociology. I
will come back to this point in my concluding remarks.

5 T wish I could say the same for Gross’s study, but those looking for intellectual
excitement will hardly find that in his study of the making of Richard Rorty, despite the
fact that the book is a great academic achievement. More about Gross can be found in the
conclusion of this chapter.
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Why the Traditional Sociology of Knowledge Approach Will No Longer Do

Although not the first to make the case for this particular academic branch, sociology
of knowledge as a paradigm achieved prominent status mainly through the work
of Karl Mannheim, particularly his Ideology and Utopia (1929/1985[1936]), now
regarded as a modern classic in the social sciences. Mannheim attempted to find
out how the very existence of ideas — he distinguished between ideologies and
utopias — and the group of people who expressed these ideas could be understood
and explained sociologically. In trying to distinguish between ideas and the social
group which expressed them he faced a conundrum: how it is possible to say
that some ideas are true or meet objective requirements, Mannheim’s answer was:
by studying (social) being in relation to consciousness and thought. Thus, in the
first instance ideologies were conceived of in terms of how a set of ideas gave
legitimacy to the established order (36ff, all references refer to the German edition).
In contrast, utopias were a set of ideas which questioned, wanted to get rid of or
at least radically change, the established order. Mannheim argued that ideologies
and utopias were themselves socially constructed and thus reflected the interests of
those who promoted them. From this it follows that the world of intellectual spirit
was not free from the struggle for recognition and power. The task of Mannheim’s
sociology of knowledge was to identify the role of institutions, the class relations,
the social system etc., which helped to trigger or promote such interests.

No idea could ever be conceived independently of these interests, or so one
would think. But with modernity a new social group of thinkers appeared on the
horizon — the intellectuals (12). This group was no longer cast-bound as the old
type of thinkers once were; instead the new group “floated” freely in the newly
developed public realm, be it as academics, philosophers or writers. Even though
the politics of ideas of this new social group remained somewhat less affected
by immediate class interests, they were not absolutely free in their thought and
actions. Mannheim argued that only if intellectuals realised their own socially
determined role self-critically and only if they developed an awareness of their
own epistemological bias would they be able to be successful in their search for
truth and objectivity (41ff). The sociology of knowledge was conceived as that
new key (sub)-discipline that would help those thinkers to see the (relative) light
of their particular social condition. Since this sociological approach reflected self-
critically the social role and condition of thinkers and intellectuals it seemed to
have provided a breakthrough by identifying ideologies and utopias as expressions
of “not adequate” or “false” consciousness and discover, as it were, a reality gap
and, potentially, the “real” meaning behind ideological and utopian thinking (83ff).

Epistemologically this approach proved to be problematic since it presupposed
a vantage point so universal that it was almost incomprehensible. Enlightenment
was only possible through a ‘dialectical trick’ that consisted of a magical, spiral
movement of understanding (91ff). Through constant self-reflection the intellectual
could rise above local conditions. How exactly this could possibly work is
unfortunately obscured by Mannheim’s sociological prose. It reads well, but
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logically speaking it’s a disaster. In the end, the spiral movement of understanding
and discovery functioned rather like the legendary Baron Miinchhausen who lifted
himself out of the moving sandpit by pulling his own hair.

The problem of not being able to identify an epistemological vantage point
— apart of course from the already mentioned magical spiral of self-awareness
and critical self-reflection (in case of the famous ‘last instance’ Mannheim always
reserved the word ‘dialectical’ to bridge the last epistemological gap) — was
linked to Mannheim’s inherent sociological relativism, which the author never
managed to get rid of completely. Once introduced, this sociological relativism
constituted a major problem, which runs like a thread through Mannheim’s book.
While ‘normal’ intellectual contributions and actions were always explained as
being socially rooted or were explained by referring to belonging to a group or to
group behaviour, the greatest achievements were seen as intellectual expressions
of some kind of existential Lebensgefiihl. It may come as a surprise to those who
look for sociological insights that Nietzsche’s Ubermensch is never far away from
Mannheim’s analysis of intellectual achievement (Mannheim comes clean about
his admiration of Nietzsche only in the penultimate page of Ideology and Utopia,
before that the philosopher is quoted three times affirmatively by Mannheim but
almost in a shy way, as if not to disturb the main flow of the argument.)

As should have become clear by now, Mannheim’s sociology of knowledge
remains deeply locked into relativism and the few times the sociologist manages
to escape such relativism he ends up in Nietzschean assumptions of the
superhuman. There is no real notion of individual intellectual contributions; in
Mannheim’s work they are either sociologized away by referring to interest-bound
institutions and groups or to Nietzschean visions of the superhuman. Thus, the
very sociology of knowledge which pretended to do more than giving relativist
answers and which wanted to enlighten us about the ways intellectuals and their
ideas functioned, actually helped to obscure the way we might understand them.
It was almost as if modern democracy had levelled individual achievement
while a few selected individuals stood above such levelling processes by virtue
of expressing intellectually superhuman Lebensgefiihle. In the end Mannheim’s
sociology of knowledge could not deliver. Neither did it analyse properly the
meanings that intellectuals give to their actions and thoughts, nor could it conceive
comprehensively of the way intellectual ideas functioned in the public realm, nor
could it see the complex relations between the two. After all, interest was all there
was; as to the outstanding rest, there was always Nietzsche.

Sociological Revisions
Two of the most prominent figures, Robert K. Merton and Pierre Bourdieu, have

tried to overcome the birth pangs of the sociology of knowledge. While they
suggested some innovative ways of thinking about intellectuals and intellectual
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ideas, I maintain that they never fully managed to get over some of the earlier
sociological relativism.

Robert K. Merton expanded the field by not only making concrete suggestions
such as studying publication patterns, age groups and cohorts, links with
professional associations or attempts at professionalization, but also by delivering
a good number of empirical studies in which he actually managed to show in detail
how the complex world of intellectuals and ideas — in his case mainly scientists
and scientific ideas and advances — actually functioned (Merton 1968, 1979). For
Merton, science had the great advantage that in the course of its history it had
become somewhat cumulative although he also pointed out repeatedly that there
was no straight ascending line of progress (Merton 1965, 1979). In contrast, ideas
in the humanities and in the social sciences followed no clear patterns and one can
certainly argue whether any true notion of cumulative progress applies in their
case. The crucial distinction lies, as Weber has pointed out and as Merton knew,
in the way the humanities and social sciences have to deal with an intervening
variable of utmost importance for an explanation of any behaviour, a variable that
is absent in the natural sciences — namely the very fact that the individuals who are
being studied give meaning to their actions and ideas (Merton 1968, 2006). This
makes the study of human action somewhat ‘messy’ and complex and also makes
it a real obstacle to notions of progress.

As is known, Merton rejected any notions of working towards a grand
theory. For him, it was far too early to conceive of a general theory in the social
sciences (or the humanities for that matter). Social systems always had something
similar to an appendix, an organ or a part of the body which did not function
properly, hence Merton’s criticism of Parsons and his revised and softer version of
functionalism, which took dysfunctions more seriously (Merton 1968). Hence also
Merton’s many detours and attempts at conceptual refinement be it through the
study of serendipity patterns, addressing self-fulfilling prophecies or looking into
unintended consequences. What Merton did not manage to get rid of, however,
was the assumption that all intellectual thought could be easily submitted to the
sociological procedure without ever explaining in detail why some individual and
intellectual surplus distinguished itself from some other individual effort. Linked
to such relativization of individual intellectual contributions and creativity there
was also a strange sense of timelessness in Merton’s work, despite his historical
interests and investigations. As Merton’s famous book title reveals, any individual
effort and creativity was always regarded as being possible only because it
stood ‘on the shoulders of giants’ (Merton 1965). Individual merit looked like
any Lego edifice — one plastic brick supported the other; and although individual
components could be of different shape or colour, they all were part of the overall
construction. Similarly, reading Merton’s work one always gets a sense of unit
ideas that were identified and studied in history, never individuals. There was
always a sense of progress, however serendipitously it worked. Merton was always
keen on progressively ‘moving on’. In variation of the famous Ranke statement
‘that all periods are equally close to God’ one could say that in Merton’s case ‘all



Making Sense of Individual Creativity 33

inventions and intellectual contributions were equally close or of equal worth to
the sociologist of (scientific) knowledge’.

Merton’s preference of the sociology of science actually suggested that there
were more fixed and steady points to deal with than in the case of the social world
(Merton 1979). In a way, it seemed easier to nail down progress and argumentation
in the sciences than it was in the social sciences and humanities. Yet this sense of
stability or steady development in Merton can also be used as an argument against
him. As Wolf Lepenies has demonstrated in his seminal book on the origins
of sociology (Lepenies 1988), sociology was conceived of as a third culture,
somewhere situated between the study of literature and letters (humanities) and
science (evolutionary approaches in particular). These birthmarks, one could
argue, have and will always accompany sociology. The attempt to ‘solve’ the
ambiguities by getting rid either of the natural science aspects or the humanities
link, or siding with one side (as in Merton’s case with the sciences) disturbs the
delicate equilibrium which has enriched sociology as a discipline. The consequence
will always be that such repression will result in the return of the repressed side.
Merton’s narrowing down (a more neutral word would be ‘specialization’) of
the sociology of knowledge to the sociology of science runs into the risks of
obliterating the other side of the humanities — a potentially strange fate for a theory
that was promoted by somebody whose great achievement has been to shed light
on such sociological conundrums as ‘obliteration by incorporation’.

After Merton it was Pierre Bourdieu who has been most prominent in describing
an alternative route to the trodden path of the traditional sociology of knowledge.
Bourdieu’s contribution consists not only of introducing new elements and critical
ideas to the field; he also conducted field research out of which a good number
of publications have emerged, most relevant perhaps for intellectual history and
academic knowledge production (but less so for the conceptual history of ideas),
Homo Academicus (Bourdieu 1990). In this study academics and intellectuals are
seen in relation not only to each other but in relation to other actors and fields in
society. What Bourdieu’s study reveals is that academic and intellectual distinctions
are no less about power and power struggle than are other fields and occupations.
On first sight Bourdieu appears thus to be a true follower of Mannheim; however,
what distinguishes Bourdieu from Mannheim is the emphasis on how cultural
capital and its related habitus forms work specifically, that is how the accumulation
of titles and positions leads to prestige and how prestige helps to create social and
cultural hierarchies. For Bourdieu, intellectuals score stronger in terms of cultural
hierarchy than in terms of social position.

Maybe because the academic field and the higher education environment
turned out to be Bourdieu’s ‘home turf” he scrutinized it so rigorously by analysing
and dissecting those structural conditions that help individuals (‘actors’ in the
language of Bourdieu) to gain intellectual distinction and cultural capital: having

6 This seems to me to be another indirect reference of Bourdieu to Mannheim’s
conceptualization of intellectuals.
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been educated in such institutions as elite schools, research institutes, particular
universities, or through occupying distinguished positions or having gained
certain titles, certificates or honours or having been appointed to editorial boards
of prominent journals or book series. What distinguishes Bourdieu’s work from
that of his sociological predecessors is that this is all well-researched empirically,
almost as if it were an ethnological study of the tribe of intellectuals and academics.

As in Mannheim and Merton, for Bourdieu understanding and conceptualizing
the intellectual and academic world is the precondition for doing any serious
sociology. However, as in the case of Mannheim and Merton, we encounter in
Bourdieu the problem of an analysis that is more interested in form, function and
structure than it is in understanding intention, motives, subjective/intersubjective
meaning and the role that individual creativity plays. Without deciphering the
meaning that intellectuals give to their thoughts and actions the whole scenario of
power struggles and distinctions becomes somewhat less convincing. Everything
is equal to the analyst of structural power conditions. Focussing entirely on
cultural capital and distinction leads to scenarios in which individual contributions
are reduced to mere power struggles and interests.” How we can actually conceive
of any significant intellectual change or individual creativity in thinking remains
unclear.® The lack of meaning also reveals the narrowness of national dimensions;
without further reference to similar scenarios or comparisons sociology remains
merely national in aspiration.’

Be it the sociology of knowledge Mannheim-style, the sociological-historical
treatment of mainly scientific advances as practiced by Merton or the sociology
of intellectual and academic life as pursued by Bourdieu — all these attempts
saw themselves as true avant-garde approaches scouting out the direction for
understanding knowledge production in general. Yet, since Mannheim, these
sociological approaches have prioritized form over content, power over argument
and structure and function over meaning. What is problematic is less the fact
that form, power, function and structure are analysed but that they are analysed
without the other, that is subjective motives and intention, content, argumentation
and meaning — in short, anything that resembles individual creativity. While the
three authors alluded to above paid lip service to substantive argumentation —
Mannheim and Merton perhaps more so than Bourdieu — in the end there is no
real depth in terms of being committed to a systematic attempt at understanding
subjective meaning and/or individual creativity. It is for this very reason that I

7 See also Jeffrey Alexander’s essay “The Failed Synthesis of Pierre Bourdieu” (in
his fin-de-siecle social theory collection).

8 This, by the way, also applies to Bourdieu’s own sociological ‘autobiographical’
study (Bourdieu 2008). It is an account which is not convincing; it does not help the reader
to understand how Bourdieu became ‘Bourdieu’.

9 Thus, we may have identified ironically some truth in the common prejudice about
French intellectuals (i.e. that they are mainly concerned with themselves).
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call this sociological approach of dealing with intellectuals and ideas a ‘weak
programme”’.'®

I cannot see how pursuing such a limited form of sociology can produce any
new insights, particularly not when it comes to individual effort and creativity.
I maintain that it is a sociological programme that has been exhausted and I
doubt whether it can really be resurrected if it does not manage to overcome the
sociological relativism which seems to run deep. However, in what follows I will
suggest that there may be a way out. If it were the case that a new sociology of
intellectual life and ideas developed that truly lived up to its name and that did
not just focus solely on form, function, power and structure, and that took on
board some radical criticism and accepts other ways of seeing and understanding,
it just may pave the way to a more productive encounter with ideas and individual
thinkers. Most crucial for such a revamped enterprise would be the integration of
the criticism and methods of two schools of thought; one based in the UK (but
by no means limited to it) the other one stemming from Germany. Both have
emerged since the early 1970s: the so-called Cambridge School of Intellectual
History that is associated with such names as John G.A. Pocock, Quentin Skinner
and Stefan Collini and the so-called Begriffsgeschichte, or conceptual history as
coined and practised by a group of scholars mainly associated with the German
historian Reinhart Koselleck.

What follows is not intended to be a comprehensive account of the two
historical schools. 1 will discuss the Cambridge School and Koselleck’s
programme only insofar as they can throw light on the deficits of the traditional
sociological ways as criticized above. Also, I do not want to praise intellectual
history or conceptual history as being flawless or perfect. There are, as [ will argue
in my conclusion, also a few things that historians might be able to learn from
sociological conceptualizations and ways of thinking. In the conclusion I will
hint at such a possibility by suggesting that a synthesis and a model of how to
write intellectual history while also outreaching to somewhat broader sociological
concerns is already available in the work of Wolf Lepenies and, to a lesser extent,
in the work of Neil Gross.

10 In many ways my critique here repeats similar claims made by defenders of the
strong programme in cultural sociology vis-a-vis other approaches of studying culture(s).
However, my distinction here is less related to culture(s) than to intellectuals and ideas.
Of course, one can speak of intellectual culture(s) and how culture(s) and the systematic
production of ideas are related. There is certainly some overlapping and sharing similar
concerns. Yet in my opinion cultural sociology has not reached that level of sophistication
in developing conceptual approaches that would allow it to address those questions that
are related to the specific historical dimensions of concepts, ideas and individual thinkers.
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What Sociologists Can Learn from Intellectual Historians
and From Conceptual History

Intellectual history comes in various styles and forms and is not as the label
“Cambridge-style” first seems to suggest a closed shop or paradigm. The qualifier
“Cambridge-style” refers here only to the place of origin, not at a current address
or ‘home’. At present, most historians who work within the paradigm can be found
in a number of (mainly) English-speaking countries; for example, Quentin Skinner
enjoys his ‘retirement’ at Queen Mary, University of London, Stefan Collini
continues to occupy a chair at Cambridge, while John G.A. Pocock has emeritus
status at Johns Hopkins but continues to travel widely, addressing academic
audiences around the world.

As the label suggests, the main exponents of intellectual history have their
common origin and history in Cambridge where they first met and got to know
each other. It is hard to come up with a definite year for when the paradigm that
we now call intellectual history first made an appearance. It would be much
more appropriate to suggest that the origins remain first somewhat tentatively
hidden in the work of individual scholars such as Pocock and Skinner before,
in the early 1970s, a string of articles and a number of individual monographs
emerged that helped to define a paradigm more thoroughly. This paradigm has
become even more refined as we approach the turn of the century, and in the
last few years the paradigm seems to have reached a peak with multiple scholars
and an equally impressive output. For my purposes here I will not deal with the
milestone monographs, be it Skinner’s Modern Foundations of Political Thought,
Pocock’s Machiavellian Moment or Collini’s study of British intellectuals in his
magnificent Absent Minds, but rather with some of the more programmatic and
methodological writings, as they have been re-published and are now available in
two comprehensive essay collections, Skinner’s Visions of Politics Vol. I (2002),
subtitled “Regarding Method” and Pocock’s Political Thought and History:
Essays on Theory and Method (2008).

Quentin Skinner has made some of the most important contributions to the
strong programme for intellectual history, a programme which also includes
the discussion of major sociological concerns — without actually using the label
‘sociology’. In order to understand Skinner’s strong programme one has to know
about his intellectual background. Since his student days Skinner has favoured the
philosophy of language and in particular the contributions of Quine, Wittgenstein
and Austin. The idea of parole, language games and illocutionary speech acts was
particularly attractive to Skinner; it made him think more systematically about
how rhetoric was used in particular historical settings (Skinner 2002, 2ff). While
reflecting about the latter he faced a serious problem: how could one distinguish
properly between systematic theory and philosophy on one side and history on
the other? The answer was that in order to explain how ideas worked in historical
contexts one had to investigate the social contexts and causes which were of
concern to individual thinkers. What exactly were their motives? Why did they
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insist on certain meanings and concepts? With whom did they argue? What did
these concepts mean for the thinker/intellectual himself and for others?

Skinner also found that instead of focussing on “supposed meanings of the
terms we use to express them” it turned out to be much more fruitful to ask “what
can be done with them and ... examining their relationship to each other and to a
broader network of beliefs” (4). What sounds and appears to be almost historicist
is immediately relativized by Skinner by stressing that such an approach does have
its benefits for the present social world and its concerns:

If we approach the past with a willingness to listen, with a commitment to trying
to see things their way, we can hope to prevent ourselves from becoming too
readily bewitched. An understanding of the past can help us to appreciate how far
the values embodied in our present way of life, and our present way of thinking
about those values, reflect a series of choices made at different times between
different possible worlds. This awareness can help to liberate us from the grip of
any one hegemonial account of those values and how they should be interpreted
and understood. Equipped with a broader sense of possibility, we can stand back
from the intellectual commitments we have inherited and ask ourselves in a new
spirit of enquiry what we should think of them. (Skinner 2002, 6)

The intellectual historian has to avoid certain pitfalls, which used to plague
sociological investigations. Particularly the search for unit ideas is always in
grave danger of falling into the traps of anachronism and prolepsis. Anachronism
is the attribution to a past author of concepts that could not or were not available
to him or her. It is a kind of re-projection into past efforts. This is a common
flaw in most sociological analyses. While it is a legitimate thing to resurrect
and reconstruct past ideas, social scientists interested in the history of sociology
and sociological thought should not mistake such efforts as proper intellectual
history. Related to anachronism but not identical with it is prolepsis. Prolepsis
refers to the treatment of an individual thinker and his ideas as prototypes.
Skinner reminds us that both anachronism and prolepsis can create a problematic
position not only in term of the scholar’s way of dealing with the past, something
that could easily turn into “a pack of tricks...played on the dead” (65) but also
for the very conceptualization of historical episodes that would have “to await
the future to learn (their) meaning” (74)."

As the fallacies of anachronism and prolepsis reveal, the search for unit
ideas has repetitively troubled the history of sociology since its very conception.
Either authors are retrospectively handpicked for some concepts which remained
underdeveloped or isolated, or thinkers and ideas are picked out for not having
lived up to the task of some imagined re-projected comprehensive programme, or

11 Tt is not too strange to see here some important parallels with some of Robert K.
Merton’s arguments; however, I maintain that Skinner is much more outspoken about these
dilemmas and dangers than Merton.
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a “mythology of doctrines... proper to the subject”, is constructed, which might
run against the very intentions and motives of the original thinker and his ideas.

To avoid such pitfalls Skinner asks those who have an interest in studying
intellectuals and their ideas to make a double effort in terms of hermeneutics.
It is not only crucial to understand the meaning of what was said but also how
the meaning is communicated. Austin and Wittgenstein’s reflections on speech
acts and illocutionary moments are never far away from Skinner’s concerns: “To
understand any serious utterance, we need to grasp not merely the meaning of
what is said, but at the same time the intended force with which the utterance is
issued. We need, that is, to grasp not merely what people are saying but also what
they are doing in saying it... As well as grasping the meaning of what they said, we
need at the same time to understand what they meant by saying it” (82).

Pursuing a sociology of knowledge or practising intellectual history for
purely ‘presentish’ demands such as finding solutions to contemporary problems
or fulfilling a problematic desire for contemporary system-building or aiming at
some sense of completeness is for Skinner not only a methodological fallacy but
amounts to “a moral error” (89). For him, “to learn from the past ... the distinction
between what is necessary and what is contingently the product of our own local
arrangements is to learn one of the keys to self-awareness itself” (ibid.).

Skinner’s intellectual history is less concerned with long-term conceptual
change than with certain rhetorical “techniques” (187). In a way, Skinner’s strong
programme is more directed at decisive moments or, as he calls it, towards the
“pointillist study of sudden conceptual shifts” (180). In contrast, John G.A.
Pocock’s version of intellectual history gives more due to long-term developments.
His interest in political argument and political thought has led him to look at
the plurality of languages and within that, particularly the language of history
and historiography (Pocock 2009: viii). In his masterpiece, The Machiavellian
Moment, Pocock studied how concepts travelled over time and how they emerged
in various places by following the republican thread and paradigm that runs
from the Italian city republics through to the emergence of North Atlantic’s civil
societies. Yet, even though Pocock addresses some methodological question in
The Machiavellian Moment, over the years he has reserved most of his reflections
related to theory and method of political thought for his essays (Pocock 2009).

In the preface to his latest essay collection Pocock takes the opportunity
to discuss his own efforts by juxtaposing his pursuits in intellectual history to
Thomas Kuhn’s study of science paradigms. While he identifies some parallels in
constructing paradigms, Pocock is sceptical whether the very term makes sense
when applied outside the realm of science and the scientific community. As Pocock
points out, political communities are not really ‘communities of inquiry’ with a
strictly controlled common language. While they may be so at the beginning, for
example in identifying a common problem or establishing a common political
language, over time political communities tend to become too differentiated to
follow just one paradigm. Instead, “many ‘paradigms’ must co-exist” (xii) often
competing with each other, not at least in terms of their different normative
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horizons. These polities are also always open to “new linguistic possibilities” (xiii),
something that is not often the case in the context of scientific inquiries (although
it occasionally happens, particularly in the context of scientific revolutions).

New in Pocock, and here his programme differs slightly from Skinner’s, is
the focus on Rezeptionsgeschichte. While Skinner looked at “what an author was
doing”, his intentions, his social network and the common language that was used,
Pocock decided to go a step further by asking “what he/she turned out to have
done”. As Pocock points out, this concern led him away from speech acts and
more towards common usage, or, in his own words, “from illocution to allocution”
(xiv). As Pocock further explains, this “involved not only the shaping of parole
by langue; one must (also) inquire how authors were understood by readers,
and how the response of the latter both shaped and was shaped by the original
author’s speech act” (ibid.). This last comment should attract the attention of any
sociologist, particularly since the process of innovation and interpretation results
not only in consequences which may have been intended but also in many non-
intended consequences. In other words, the outcome reaches often way beyond the
original motivation and control of the author.'?

Pocock devotes considerable effort to distinguish further between an original
intended meaning and its possible reception. As he stresses, it happens quite often
that despite their original intention ideas are used, interpreted, changed, distorted,
misperceived, translated or mistranslated and are used or misused in political
action — in short, they can often take on a life of their own. Reflecting about the
history of political thought, Pocock rightly points out that we had better become
aware of the fact that intellectuals are never entirely at liberty in determining or
influence those structures in which their ideas are discussed and acted out; and, if
this is true, we must naturally devote some attention to “both the situation in which
(the man, the woman) is placed and the tradition within which he (she) acts” (13).

The exact relationship between thought and action remains crucial to Pocock’s
conceptualization of intellectual history. He insists, for example, that how ideas
have been used in political and social action is one thing, how conceptualizations
and the “activity of thinking” have functioned in history is quite another. The
latter usually works in much more complex ways because it goes beyond a
singular thinker or intellectual and often presupposes aggregates such as entire
polities. Pocock knows of course that styles of thinking can vary considerably,
pending often on peculiar style and forms of engagement within a given polity. To
discuss Burke, a figure in which political action and political thought are closely
intertwined, is one thing; studying a Hobbes or Locke who leaned much closer
to the thinking side than the applied political action side is another. If this is an
appropriate description of different thinkers and how they relate to their social
and political context then it makes sense to presuppose a certain continuum rather
that a complete juxtaposition between thought and action. However, the main

12 This is something that Robert K. Merton also took great interest in but that seems
to have been totally neglected in Mannheim and Bourdieu.
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point here is about larger aggregates and how thinkers relate to these aggregates.
Once a society has reached a certain stability, once it has become a polity, it will
develop a language and a vocabulary of its own, or maybe several languages and
vocabularies, which allow it to conceptualise and validate its political culture,
its politics and even it policies, something that is very often beyond the singular
contribution of individual thinkers or intellectuals.

Like Mannheim, Pocock is aware of the difference between thinking and
experience. But in contrast to Mannheim, Pocock never presumes that there is such
a thing as ‘false consciousness’, and he never presumes that the very raison d’étre
of his analysis would be that of hinting at or correcting such false consciousness.
Rather Pocock’s attempts to write intellectual history aim at inhabiting “that gap
between thinking and experience” (17).

From Pocock’s conceptualization and understanding of intellectual history it is
finally but a small step to the German conceptual history as coined by Reinhart
Koselleck. Koselleck, a former student of Carl Schmitt, distanced himself early
on from the extreme political leanings of his former teacher. Together with his
collaborators Otto Brunner and Werner Conze he has taken some of Schmitt’s
concerns related to etymological and conceptual distinctions on board while at the
same time steering conceptual history in a more liberal direction. There is nothing in
Koselleck that would remind one of illiberal notions of ‘the political’ or such dubious
distinctions as that between ‘friend” and ‘foe’. Koselleck learned from Schmitt that
there is more to concepts and concept formation, particularly if one takes a closer
look at their specific political and historical meanings. In a number of studies, mainly
in the context of editing Geschichtliche Grundbegriffe, that encyclopaedic and
monumental work of a lifetime, Koselleck has outlined his programme of conceptual
history. These studies have now been published in three volumes, starting with
Vergangene Zukunft: Zur Semantik geschichtlicher Zeiten (Engl.: Futures Past) to
Zeitschichten (Engl.: The Practice of Conceptual History) and, just after Koselleck’s
death in 2006, the still untranslated Begriffsgeschichten (Conceptual Histories). The
contributions in those volumes have varied between substantial theoretical and
methodological reflections on conceptual history to actually writing the conceptual
histories of such terms as Bildung (education), Fortschritt und Niedergang (progress
and decline), Patriotismus (patriotism) or Revolution (revolution).

Koselleck argues that it is impossible to write histoire totale (Koselleck 2006,
12). He maintains that we will always have to live with the tension of not being
able to reproduce or write society’s or the world’s history on a one-to-one scale. We
always need to abstract from reality and history and we do so by using concepts.
The crucial, and similarly productive, tension consists of the difference that while
conceptualization is necessary in order to understand history, history cannot be
dissolved into mere conceptualization and neither can social history be reduced to
just referring to the connections between social relations. Better formulated, there
is no society and no history of society without language and parole; at the same
time history cannot be totally reduced to language or parole (15). Furthermore, the
historian will have to deal with both synchronicity, the attempt to conceptualise
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present events, and with diachronic dimensions, which reach out deeper in terms
of distance from the present moment. What is new about social and conceptual
history is its awareness of having to address both dimensions (for example, it
is always the older notion which both enables and limits the present usage of
concepts) (22).

Bearing such important complications and necessary qualifications in mind,
Koselleck reminds us that a dynamic tension between society and the way we
conceptualise it will always remain. It is not difficult to identify here a crucial
difference that distinguishes the intellectual history programme as suggested by the
Cambridge School from conceptual history. As Koselleck himself has suggested,

(t)he contemporary methodological debate about intellectual history is prone to
relativising the hard antithesis of reality and thought, being and consciousness,
history and language. Instead, other distinctions are used, which can be related
to each other much more easily, for example, meaning and experience, which
are constituted together and explain each other mutually, or text and context,
both of which hide linguistic and non-linguistic presuppositions. The sociology
of knowledge and linguistic analysis converge if and when meaning and
experience are related to each other. The justification of such methods is beyond
doubt because every language is historically conditioned and all history is
conditioned through language. Who would deny that all unique experience turns
into real experience only because it is mediated through and by language and
thus makes history possible in the first instance. Nevertheless, | maintain that the
analytical distinction between language and history remains crucial, not at least
because the two can never become totally identical. (32f; my translation; in the
original passage the words marked in italics are in English)

What about the practice of conceptual history? Are there any preferences? Are some
conceptualizations more important than others? Looking at Koselleck’s own work
it becomes clear that his conceptual history has always been keen on deciphering
particularly those concepts and meanings (incl. their change) which have evolved
and which were first and foremost used in political debates. The explanation for
such a preference seems obvious: political debates are usually loaded with historical
experiences and content which help to coin crucial concepts in the first place. In
other words, the concepts refer to real social struggles and experiences. However,
the very fact that concepts are related to real past events and experiences does not
mean that they change as suddenly as events do. The opposite is actually the case;
concepts and conceptualizations are by nature very sluggish. While there are cases of
sudden change and innovation, the general trend is one of slowness. Koselleck sees
here an important connection with the structural dimensions of any language: “The
repetitive foundational structure of language and understanding, their very repetitive
character is a condition for the expression of the new” (60). For the historian this
can be tricky. Some terms might take on a new meaning while other, related terms
will not. Some terms are more prone to change while others are not. The new can
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appear together with the old and vice versa. While the historian will try to follow
and identify those complications, Koselleck reminds us that we should never lose
sight of the simple fact that there are no concepts without experience and that there is
no experience without conceptualization; conceptualization and experience relate to
each other but they do so in complex ways and almost never, as pointed out before,
on a one-to-one scale (62).

Apart from political debates, most interesting and certainly of the first order
to the conceptual historian are those terms that directly relate to historical
times and periodization. Here the historian looks, so to speak, into the engine
room of historical understanding. This perspective might also explain why so
much of Koselleck’s own work deals with the various conceptualizations of
historical time and political-conceptual — “isms”, that is concepts which he calls
Bewegungsbegriffe, ‘concepts of movements’ — but also ‘moving concepts’. Both
notions form a kind of king’s highway to conceptual history, the first one because
it shows temporalization and its popular perception ‘at work’, the second notion
because it refers to crucial collective experiences and how they were understood.
For both notions intellectuals and their ideas remain obviously crucial. However,
the most important fact about conceptual history is that we get a sense of both
structural conditioning and enabling capacities. Reminding us of these two
conditions Koselleck has broadened and self-reflexively limited the range of
intellectual history and the history of ideas.

While there remain major differences, intellectual history Cambridge-style and
Koselleck’s conceptual history share many concerns that distinguish both from
sociological approaches, particularly those of the discourse type. Both care deeply
for substantive argumentation, content, meaning, intention and experience. This
seems to me in stark contrast to the structure-only, power-obsessed sociological
approaches.

Trespassing Academic Boundaries

I would like to finish this chapter on a positive note by referring to at least two
instances that demonstrate how one might successfully think about intellectuals
and their ideas, and it might not be by chance that my positive example comes
from two sociologists.

Since his book on the origins of sociology, Between Literature and Science
(1988), Wolf Lepenies has practised both intellectual history and the history of
ideas in a balanced way that would take in much of what has been suggested so
far. Unfortunately, while practising intellectual history and the history of ideas,
Lepenies has rarely given us an insight into his own workshop. Be it as it may, his
last two studies stand out in terms of good practice and they reveal maybe more
so than any theoretical reflection what can be achieved. One is an (untranslated)
intellectual biography of the French literary critic Sainte-Beuve (1997); the other
study, entitled The Seduction of Culture (2006) leans more towards the conceptual
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history side, although it combines very well with intellectual history as suggested
by Skinner and Pocock.” In these studies Lepenies has very much practised
what the high priests of intellectual history have preached. His Sainte-Beuve is a
masterpiece which never forgets about the individual and creative dimensions of
the thinker. At the same time it is a portrait of Paris and French intellectual life in
the middle of the 19th century.

In contrast to Sainte-Beuve, The Seduction of Culture is very different in aim
and scope. Since it deals with a complex polity (Germany in the late 20th century)
and with how concepts and ideas have travelled (for example, into American exile
and back to Europe) it is more Pocock than Koselleck-style in orientation. Having
said that, the story of The Seduction also has its own intellectual hero — the writer
Thomas Mann. Lepenies uses Mann as a prism or looking glass, thereby managing
to address larger cultural ideas, how they have changed over the years and how
cultural rhetoric became, after a complex and complicated learning curve, finally
reconciled with modern democracy. Taken together, the two studies reveal that it is
indeed possible to take on board some of the criticism from intellectual historians
and practice intellectual history while remaining a sociologist.

Indirectly Lepenies’s historical-sociological studies also reveal and point
towards the omissions or fallacies of historians of ideas and concepts. All too often
intellectual and conceptual history appears to be too keen on academic border
maintenance, reserving the strict conceptual application to what they define as
their territory. While this makes for a good disciplinary record, it is very often
extremely dry in its execution. What is often missing is a lively description of
the life-world and a sense of historical possibilities, something that goes beyond
ticking conceptual and intellectual history tool boxes. In contrast, with Lepenies
we always get a fascinating thick description that borders on the qualities of
good literature. In intellectual or conceptual history this almost never happens.
Anything that smells of good writing or narratives is all too easily dismissed
(maybe a Hayden White syndrome?) The naked discussion of facts always seems
to win over good rhetoric and good writing style.

I began this chapter by noting how important it is that when dealing with
intellectuals and their ideas that the historical-empirical, almost positivist
evidence should have a kind of veto right. Not everything goes, as for example
those sociologists who are keen on discourse analysis have suggested. Having
discussed some aspects of contemporary intellectual and conceptual history
writing and how it could potentially enlighten sociological analysis, we should
always bear this in mind: while it is important to say what the historical case is
we should also reflect on how we present our findings. Lepenies’s work reminds
those of us who are interested in intellectual and conceptual history that there is
no academic monopoly just by simply claiming a stake in the field or demarcating

13 In a series of lectures, given to the Académie Francaise, Lepenies reflects on his
lifetime preoccupation with intellectual history and the history of ideas. However, the
lectures do not reveal fully what Lepenies exactly thinks he is doing.
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it. Against the often clinical dry spell of intellectual and conceptual history,
Lepenies’s success lies in his stylish thick descriptions, which often take on the
form of sociological deliberations which are not grounded purely in dry facts
and meticulous historical reconstruction. Critical judgement and leaving ground
for a Hirschmanian-like ‘possibilism” are crucial to such work. They represent
best what I mean when referring to a strong programme. Lepenies’s work might
just represent that necessary dose of sociological imagination and liberty that all
history writing needs — and intellectual and thought-oriented historical writing
perhaps even more so.

What Lepenies’s writings also reveal is how one can combine the study of
creativity as a means to give meaning to and to make sense of individuals’ lives.
Lepenies’s writing is not of the type that one can encounter in old-fashioned
biographies, and while Lepenies remains interested in the individual creativity
process he does so without giving in to Mannheimian or Nietzschean notions of
the superhuman. Neil Gross’s notion and use of what he calls ‘intellectual self
conceptualization’ are certainly of relevance here (Gross 2008: xii-xvii). However,
where Neil Gross falls short himself'is in the execution or application of his concept.
In his intellectual biography of Richard Rorty he compensates sociologically
for what seems to have been a pretty uneventful and on occasion rather dull
academic life, at least until Rorty turned into an international philosophy star. My
interpretation might sound somewhat adventurous at first but I maintain that it is
almost as if Gross tried to outline what Lepenies is actually doing but could not
conceptualise; in turn, Lepenies executed what Gross had maybe intended but had
actually missed out upon in his own ambitious intellectual biography of Rorty.
Sure, one could argue that Sainte-Beuve had maybe more of an exciting social
life in mid-nineteenth Century Paris than the early Rorty had in East Coast and
American suburbia; but here I am already entering the dangerous minefield of
personal preferences and values.

To conclude, I maintain that it is important to have a sense of proportion when
it comes to the history of ideas and, more specifically, intellectual biographies. I
think it is plainly wrong to have an over-socialized conception of man in which
everything is reduced to social and cultural circumstances. Only in stories where
a life is relatively uneventful and is, for example, limited to time entirely spent in
higher education or research networks might it be justified to stretch the limits of
sociological explanations. The sociological-autobiographical attempt of Bourdieu,
or the new sociology of ideas as practiced by Neil Gross in his Rorty biography,
might serve as examples. However, when it comes to rich experience and lives
that do not just have their origins solely in academia, we must always ask how
individuals have actually managed to succeed, despite what might have been early
hindrances, hurdles and sometimes traumatic experiences. Individual creativity, the
idea of individual autonomy, the psychological capacity to be the maker of one’s
own fortunes are essential ideas when fighting against adverse conditions. We need
to humanise biography by giving credit to such individual efforts and existentialist
notions of self-creation. At the same time an intellectual biography cannot limit
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itself to the view that a person is entirely self-made. While we try to make sense of
the world as individuals we also learn, struggle, fight and take issue with the world
and the people around us. For a portrait of a thinker and/or intellectual, it is crucial
to get the proportions right. Certainly intellectual networks and influences matter
but so do individual perception and the digestion of information in the light of
lived experiences. Here, the insights of intellectual and conceptual history should
find their appropriate use. Maybe it goes too far to demand a return to Dilthey’s
Lebensphilosophie; however, some of Dilthey’s maximes still hint of what is at
stake. For him the task of biography consisted not only of studying the interaction
and mutual impact (Wirkungszusammenhang) between a thinker and his milieu; he
reminded us also that one should attempt to understand other lives by employing
the expressive forms of literature (literarische Form des Verstehens von fremdem
Leben) (Dilthey 1970, 304f).
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Chapter 3
Scholarly Publishing Projects in the Great
Depression: The Works of G.H. Mead and
the Payne Fund Studies

Daniel R. Huebner

Publication is undoubtedly one of the major avenues by which intellectuals have
an impact on one another and on public discourse. Hence, the social conditions
that influence publication also influence these structures of scholarship and have
lasting consequences. This fact has been long recognized in social scientific
research, at least since the Great Depression, when the substantial impacts of
the worldwide economic downturn on the production and distribution of printed
materials in the United States became apparent (Ogburn 1934; Waples 1938; Bloch
1948; Horowitz 2011). Indeed, examinations of the state of scholarly publishing in
the Great Depression have provided a particularly acute vantage point by which to
assess the ways in which the shape and progress of scholarship are implicated in
the broader social and economic conditions.

Works that have attempted to demonstrate how the conditions of the Great
Depression (especially the drastically reduced purchasing power of individual
households and educational institutions) impacted scholarship have relied
primarily on aggregate measures of production and sales of books. And with good
reason: at its lowest point in 1933-34 only 45 per cent as many copies per new
title, 69 per cent as many new editions and reprints, and 81 per cent as many new
titles were published as in 1929 (Waples 1938: 60-9)." These figures illustrate
the massive scale of the impact on publication, and in particular the substantial
contraction of new scholarship available.

1 After decades of growth, the American publishing industry as a whole peaked in
terms of the number of establishments operating, number of employees, and total value
of wages paid in 1929 and hit its lowest subsequent point in 1933 after which it slowly
regained ground but did not again surpass the 1929 high point until after World War 11
(USBC 1929-1937). At their lowest point the monetary value of wages, the costs of
materials, and the value added to products fell to around 50 per cent of their 1929 value,
and the number of persons employed and number of publishing establishments operating
fell to about 70 per cent of their peak numbers.
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Previous research, however, has focused only indirectly on the impacts of the
Depression on the content or quality of the scholarship published.? Put another way,
previous studies have examined only the inhibitory impact of the Depression on
scholarship — preventing what might otherwise have been published — and not on
how those very concerns about publication can lead academics and publishers to
restructure their scholarship so as to be more likely to be published and successful
in such an environment. Instead of focusing on economic conditions as “forces” or
“pressures” somehow directly sizing scholarship, the following analysis attempts
to demonstrate how the determinative impact of socio-economic conditions can be
seen to occur through the practices of key social actors as they work to understand
the opportunities and constraints of their situations. In this endeavor I build on
previous organizational sociology that has examined the decision-making processes
of publishers (Coser et al. 1984; Powell 1985) and on the recent movements in the
sociology of science to reexamine social scientific knowledge “in the making” by
focusing on the actual social practices of scholarship (Camic et al. 2011).

In order to assess this question I examine two case studies of series of proposed
monographs under consideration at American publishing houses during the Great
Depression. I go “behind-the-scenes”, so to speak, through archival research in order
to demonstrate how decisions regarding scholarship and sales were made in light of
their perceptions of socio-economic conditions and possibilities. And I have chosen
to trace multi-volume projects because they allow me to examine how the content
and order of scholarship is negotiated over a temporal sequence of decisions in a
more visible way than would be possible for individual monograph projects.

In particular I examine the “Works of George H. Mead” under consideration at the
University of Chicago Press, and the so-called “Payne Fund Studies” at Macmillan
Company. Both series were championed by the respective editorial staffs, both were
ultimately published in some form, and both were considered as constituting single,
multi-volume projects. This study focuses on the production of scholarship and will
venture only a few remarks on its reception. The discussion of reception centers
on how the order and structure of that publishing process affects the reception of
scholarly monographs, and hence structures the state of academic knowledge. Indeed,
the multi-volume projects have the added benefit of allowing a more determinate
assessment of some impacts of the production of scholarship on its reception than
would be possible for an individual monograph. This study is not intended as a
comprehensive analysis of academic publishing in the Great Depression, but rather as
a detailed examination of how, in two actual cases, the perceived economic realities

2 Douglas Waples’ foundational work combining a “sociology of the depression”
with a “sociology of reading” explicitly posited that “[t]he depression affected both the
number and the character of publications read” (emphasis added), but he was forced
to admit sociologists “must usually make the best of grosser data” like “the number of
books published annually in different categories” which are “[a]t the farthest remove from
analyses of individual books and authors” (Waples 1938: 9, 59).
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structured publishing projects and how the decisions made under those circumstances
had identifiable impacts on scholarly and public discourse.

The analysis begins with the conditions of the publishing industry and the
place of scholarly publishing as it entered the Great Depression. The particular
circumstances of the University of Chicago Press are outlined in order to orient the
discussion of the publication of a set of books as a posthumous legacy to George
H. Mead. And likewise the circumstances of the Macmillan Company are used to
orient the discussion of the Payne Fund Studies.

Scholarly Publishing And The Depression

The emergence of scholarly book publishing as a definite publishing category and a
self-consciously organized set of institutions in the United States occurred primarily in
the 1920s and 30s (Horowitz 2011; Tebbel 1978). From the first, scholarly publishing
occupied a problematic position, which remains in some ways much the same in the
present day. In the early twentieth century, there was increasing awareness of the
divergence being formed between “scholarly” and “commercial” publishing, and a
nascent distinction between “commercial” and “scholarly”, “endowed”, or “quality”
publishing firms (Bean 1929; Brewer 1931; Cheney 1949; Welky 2008). But another
major trend among publishing houses in those same years was the consolidation of
large, diversified commercial firms with departments in scholarly and educational
books, along with general trade books and other publishing categories (Lehmann-
Haupt 1951: 328). Amidst increasing cost of production even prior to the shock of
the stock market crash, publishers were increasingly forced to restrict the number
of potentially unprofitable items on their book lists, the publication of which had
previously been viewed as a professional obligation (Bean 1929: 69—71; Cheney
1930). This move affected scholarly monographs especially strongly because of
their relatively high cost of production and limited sales potential (Bean 1930: 3;
Marshall 1931). Thus scholarly publishing developed simultaneously in the large
commercial houses and in distinction from them and was immediately confronted
with problems of economic viability.

In this environment the university presses became increasingly important as
publishers of non-fiction titles, because they often had the benefit of not being
expected to be financially self-sustaining and because they were often explicitly
oriented toward an educational “mission” that served to motivate the editors to
accept good scholarship at a loss (Lane 1939: 1; Emic 1931; UTA 1930; Bean
1929: 26). Almost all university presses received important sources of support
from direct or indirect subsidies from their parent institutions as well as various
outside sources (Griffith 1929; Lane 1939: 81). And leaders of the several
university presses stressed the obligation their organizations had to publish
scholarly work as a “service” to the universities and the greater public (Couch
1934; Bean 1933; Emig 1931; UTA 1930). In part because of the unique semi-
sheltered financial position they occupied, university presses rose in relative
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importance against other publishers of non-fiction books, reaching a historic high
of ten per cent of all non-fiction titles produced in 1935 (Lane 1939: 99). But
they were not completely unaffected by financial considerations. The subsidies
they received and their book sales® were not sufficient to maintain the university
presses, especially as educational budgets plunged in the 1930s. In fact, the first
comprehensive study of the university presses, by University of Chicago Press
manager Donald Bean, argued that the majority of books published by those
presses never recovered the costs entailed in the manufacture even under much
more favorable conditions (Bean 1929: 82). Given this nearly dismal prospect of
breaking-even, the university presses obtained an increasingly large portion of
their working capital by asking the author, society, or institution which sponsored
the research that resulted in the monograph to furnish a portion of the investment
necessary to publish the book or to compensate the press for the loss entailed in
publication (Bean 1929: 88; Bean 1930; Lane 1939: 81).

The University Of Chicago Press

The University of Chicago Press was near the top of university press publishing
throughout the period under investigation both in terms of its economic production
and its prestige. In terms of number of publications the University of Chicago Press
rose almost every year in the 1920s both absolutely and relative to other university
presses and commercial publishing houses. By 1935 it was the largest university
press in terms of publications per year, it was among the top 30 publishers overall
in the United States, it held the largest cumulative number of titles of any university
press, and it published by far the largest number of scholarly journals of any press in
the country (Lane 1939: 47).* The University of Chicago Press had also run profitably
for the first time in its history in 1921-22 and continued to do so almost without fail
for just over a decade (Bean 1933). The peak of sales for the University of Chicago
Press occurred in the 1930-31 fiscal year, and the peak number of books published
occurred in 1932-33 (Shugg 1966), three years after the corresponding high point

3 The most important book sales for university presses were not from new books, but
from the so-called “backlists,” the older books still in print that continued to sell (Brandt
1945). University presses with “strong” backlists obtained two-thirds or more of their total
revenue from sales of these books (Lane 1939: 75). And university presses often engaged
in was what was sometimes called “pooling”, in which the presence of a few popular,
profitable books would go to help finance those many other “unremunerative enterprises”
(Bean 1929: 95).

4 Much of the credit for the rise of the University of Chicago Press has been given to
its reorganization that occurred at the end of World War I, which created a more efficient
differentiation of labor and brought talented people into management positions, thus
allowing for subsequent aggressive expansion (Shugg 1966; Lane 1939).
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of the rest of the industry.’ The outstanding decade of expansion of publication and
profitability that extended into the early Depression caused a change in the orientation
of the University of Chicago Press that was to have decisive importance in the fate
of later publications.® In fact, the ability to be completely self-sustaining that came
with consecutive years of profitability became increasingly an end to be pursued
for its own sake and promoted the use of subventions and the publication of books
with potential to contribute to profits (Bean 1933: 256). The increasing pressure
from commercial demands on the scholarly and professional self-understanding of
publishing was, thus, reproduced within the university press itself.

The revenue of the University of Chicago Press fell by 13 per cent in the
1931-32 fiscal year and continued to fall through 1934-35, at which time the
University of Chicago Press’s book sales were only 53 per cent of the volume of
its peak (Shugg 1966).” Instead of proposing that the deficit be made up by the
University itself — the standard practice until 1921 — the press’s business manager
recommended severe “economies” (that is, cut-backs) of expenditure across the
organization. These “economy” measures formed the basis of the University of
Chicago Press’s operations in the next few years, as financial conditions worsened
with declining sales. Donald Bean reported that the realization that its revenue
was insufficient to cover the organization’s expenditures came as a shock and
“[threw] the publishing program of 1932-33 into actual confusion” (Bean 1933:
256). It is in precisely this environment that the University of Chicago Press began

5 Perhaps because of its prominence and successes, the University of Chicago Press
experienced an accumulation of unpublished research manuscripts piling up in their vault as
their still-limited publishing resources were outstripped by submissions (Bean 1930: 1). An
unprecedented grant totalling $100,000 was given to the University of Chicago Press from
1927 to 1931 by the Laura Spellman Rockefeller Memorial Fund for the expressed purpose
of bringing out the projects in that backlog, and this grant caused a further expansion of this
press’s publishing program even through the early period of the Depression (Shugg 1966).

6 The annual reports the Press made to the university at large (President’s Report
1919-1920 — 1930-1931) illustrate the pride the officials felt in their historic and ever-
increasing successes. Almost every year from 1919 on to the end of the President s Reports
(1931) superlative phrases lauding the successes of the University of Chicago Press
appeared: “the most successful in the history of the Press” (1919-20: 63), “the largest in its
history” (1921-22: 63), “the largest in the history of the Press” (1922-23: 68), “the greatest
net profit in its history” (1923-24: 69), “the largest in its history” (1924-25: 65), “the
largest in the history of the press” (1925-26: 77), “the most successful in the history of the
Press” (1926-27: 81), “the largest in the history of the Department” (1928-29: 102), “the
largest in its history” (1929-30: 130).

7 Report by William B. Harrell, 7 April 1932 (University of Chicago Board of Trustees
Committee on Press and Extension [hereafter CPE], Vol II). Harrell admitted in his report
that these measures were intended to “provide a surplus of approximately $3,216 on sales
of $300,000” but would probably “destroy a portion of the value of two years cultivation in
new markets, and probably mean further recession in the volume of sales in future years”.
That is, to ensure a short-term one per cent profit, long-term market cultivation and sales
volume would have to be jeopardized.
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to prepare to publish a series of volumes as a posthumous legacy to long-time
Chicago professor of philosophy, George Herbert Mead.

The Posthumous Works Of G.H. Mead

George Herbert Mead died 26 April 1931, and by June of that year his son and
daughter-in-law, Henry C.A. and Irene T. Mead, were seriously pursuing the
prospect of preserving a legacy for him through publication. Mead had been a
leading American pragmatist philosopher, and he came to have a major influence
on American social science through the published editions of his lectures
published after his death and through his students’ interpretations of his teachings.
Henry and Irene Mead invited several of G.H. Mead’s former students to work
on a number of different potential projects.® The first proposed project was the
preparation for publication of the Carus Lectures Mead had given in 1930 at the
American Philosophical Association meeting, which were already under contract
with Open Court Publishing Company. At least four other projects to edit materials
were proposed, including: (1) a stenographic transcript of Mead’s introductory
lectures on “The Movements of Thought in the Nineteenth Century”, (2) a copy
of student notes from Mead’s “Social Psychology” lectures, (3) several substantial
unpublished manuscripts written by Mead, and (4) a volume of Mead’s major
published papers.® These projects were discussed with the University of Chicago
Press, Henry Holt, and Open Court beginning in the summer of 1931. The process
by which the particular materials were collected and chosen for inclusion is
examined in another article (that is, Huebner 2012) and will not be examined here.

On June 12, 1933 University of Chicago Press manager Donald Bean and
former Mead student Charles Morris met and drew up a plan to publish the various
projects as a single series of memorial volumes.'® The program of publication was
for a “Philosophic Works of George H. Mead” including projected volumes in
“Mind, Self, and Society”, “Movements of Thought in the Nineteenth Century”,
and “The Philosophy of the Act”.!" A series format had the benefit, they thought,
of allowing the volumes to be marketed together at a reduced price for the set,

8 The analysis herein relies heavily on a reading of the correspondence available
in the George Herbert Mead Papers [hereafter GHMP] (esp. Box 2, Folder 3) and the
University of Chicago Press Records [hereafter UCPR] (esp. Box 323, Folder 8).

9  Letter from C.W. Morris to I.T. Mead, 29 July 1931; I.T. Mead to C.W. Morris, 13
August 1931 (GHMP, Box 2, Folder 3).

10 Letter from D.P. Bean to C.W. Morris, 12 June 1933 (UCPR, Box 323, Folder 8).

11 Board of University Publications, unpublished minutes for 29 July 1933 (UCPR,
Box 21, Folder 5). This discussion was four months after the social psychology material had
been individually approved for publication under the title of “Mind, Self, and Society” by
the Board of University Publications (unpublished minutes for 18 February 1933; UCPR,
Box 21, Folder 5).
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which more people could afford “even in these times”."> Given the economic
conditions and the fact that they could not presuppose a market for books by G.H.
Mead — who had never published a book in life — they proposed a scheme of
advanced subscription to gauge interest and ensure sales. This system of financing
was intended as a way to minimize the amount of money Mead’s heirs would
have to pay out-of-pocket while maximizing the amount published.'® The rolling
financial plan that was devised, by which the sales from each published volume
would finance later publications, had definite effects on the whole enterprise. For
one, it served to determine the order in which the volumes would appear. “Mind,
Self, and Society” was seen as having the largest sales potential and the possibility
of some textbook sales, so it was published first; “Movements of Thought” was
seen as the second most likely to have healthy sales and so was published second,
leaving “The Philosophy of the Act” as the third volume.' The various proposals
for a “published works” or other volumes fell through because of the exhaustion
of financial resources."

12 Letter from D.P. Bean to C.W. Morris, 12 June 1933 (UCPR, Box 323, Folder 8).

13 In the proposed arrangement, Henry Mead would pay the entire cost of the first
volume not made up through subscriptions in the hope that the volume’s subsequent sales
would finance the publication of others (R.D. Hemens to C.W. Morris, 16 March 1934,
UCPR, Box 323, Folder 8). Because the series was approved by the Press “provided
satisfactory financial arrangements can be made” — their phrase for the requirement of
outside funding to underwrite publication — Henry Mead would have been expected to pay
the total amount of all the volumes (estimated at over $9,000 at the time) absent some self-
financing scheme (D.P. Bean to H.C.A. Mead, 29 May 1934; D.P. Bean to R.D. Hemen:s,
18 June 1935; UCPR, Box 323, Folder 8). Adjusted for inflation, this total project would
have been worth approximately $124,000 in 2011 dollars as measured on a GDP deflation
scale measure. As it turned out, the actual total expense for Henry and Irene Mead as far
as I have been able to confirm it was $1808.23, or approximately $29,000 adjusted. It was
justifiably remarked in the correspondence that “it appeared difficult for Mr. [Henry] Mead
to raise the necessary funds” (R.D. Hemens to M.D. Alexander, 21 August 1934; UCPR,
Box 323, Folder ).

14 Letter from D.P. Bean to H.C.A. Mead, 29 May 1934; D.P. Bean to R.D. Hemens,
18 June 1935 (UCPR, Box 323, Folder 8).

15 The “published works” volume was seriously considered for several years,
according to correspondence. It was to have been edited by Harvey J. Locke with an
introduction by Ellsworth Faris (both sociologists, unlike all the other former students
involved) and would have included some two dozen of Mead’s most important articles
(“Request for Estimate,” 30 July 1937; UCPR, Box 323, Folder 8). This volume was
approved by the Board of University Publications if 500 advanced subscriptions could be
secured before its manufacture (D.P. Bean to H.J. Locke, 11 January 1938; UCPR, Box
323, Folder 8) — a benchmark which apparently was not ever reached. At least two other
proposals to republish articles by G.H. Mead appear in the University of Chicago Press
Records between the 1930s and the 1950s before Selected Writings (Mead 1964) finally
appeared. A separate “history of thought” volume was championed for many years as an
independent project by Charles Morris (G.J. Laing memo, 9 August 1933; UCPR, Box 323,
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The financial dependence of the volumes upon one another also significantly
delayed the publication of the second and third in the series. The correspondence
indicates that all three of the projects subsequently published were virtually
complete by the end of 1933. Yet Mind, Self, and Society was not published until
December 1934, Movements of Thought until April 1936, and The Philosophy
of the Act until May 1938. The preparation of the first volume for publication
did not begin until after the solicitation of advanced subscription had yielded
its apparent saturation point of two hundred subscribers.!® The sales from Mind,
Self, and Society were modest and, in order to make possible the publication of
the second volume, the press agreed to pay about half of the production costs as
long as Henry Mead agreed that the sales therefrom would go to recouping that
investment before production of the third was considered.!” And the third volume,
which was thereby put in jeopardy, was only possible because a second change in
the contract with Henry Mead was made such that he agreed to forego all royalties
in perpetuity in exchange for the University agreeing to cover any deficit incurred
by its publication.'® In each case, decisions were delayed to enable sales receipts
from previous volumes to minimize further outlays from Mead’s family or the
Press and ad hoc solutions were found to the precariousness of the overall project.
It is difficult to assess the negative effect this had on sales of the volumes, but the
delays definitely came as an irritation to some subscribers.

The economic limitations did not only shape factors external to the actual
content of the volumes. The early discussions regarding Mind, Self, and Society,
for example, proposed including a large manuscript to have been entitled “Mind
and Body from the Standpoint of a Pragmatist”, which was not ultimately included
in the volume, although it did later reappear as the 100 page-long Chapter XXI
in The Philosophy of the Act (Morris 1938). Instead, a shorter (42-page) untitled
manuscript was substituted, and it consequently comprised the first three so-
called “Supplementary Essays” at the back of the published work (Morris 1934:
vi). Later correspondence indicates that there was additional consideration of
including some material amounting to 212 pages, but cost estimates showed it to
be infeasible.!” And the fourth of the “Supplementary Essays”, a ten-page essay
entitled “Fragment on Ethics” that appeared at the end of the published Mind,
Self, and Society, was severely edited down from its original form: a 243-page
stenographic transcript from Mead’s 1927 course in “Elementary Ethics” (Morris

Folder 8) because of the large collection of notes Morris had been able to gather on Mead’s
courses. This volume has never subsequently appeared because the series would have been
“harder to sell”.
16 Letter from M. Tyler to D.P. Bean, 13 January 1934 (UCPR, Box 323, Folder 8).
17  Letter from D.P. Bean to H.C.A. Mead, 8 July 1935 (UCPR, Box 323, Folder 8).
18 Letter from D.P. Bean to H.C.A. Mead, 13 November 1935 (UCPR, Box 323,
Folder 8).
19 Letter from D.P. Bean to M.D. Alexander, 9 June 1933; “Estimate to Publication
Department,” 14 August 1934 (UCPR, Box 323, Folder 8).
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1934, p. vii). Taken together, these decisions show both the acute restriction
and non-fixity of the content of these volumes. That is, not only did financial
considerations result in the determination of content negatively, by preventing
much of it from publication, but it also influenced content positively, by promoting
the inclusion of shorter summarized materials.

Much the same is true of the other two volumes in the Mead series. In response
to being told that his edited manuscript for Movements of Thought was likely too
long for publication, Merritt Moore admitted to doing “something by way of cutting
down the appendix on French thought”. This appendix was originally a 148-page
stenographic transcript from Mead’s 1928 course in “French Philosophy of the
Nineteenth Century”, which was cut to 92 pages in the published version.?” And when
the Press was working to secure funding from the University for the publication of
The Philosophy of the Act, Morris was informed that the administration probably
would not agree to the deal “unless the number of pages is cut down or [Henry]
Mead underwrites the project in some way”. Morris did cut down a section entitled
“Categorical Fragments” from 103 to fewer than 50 pages and placed them as an
appendix at the end of the volume.”' In addition, he decided against including some
of Mead’s previously published material in the volume in the hope that it would
appear in a subsequent “published works” volume. Indeed, the uncertainty about
subsequent publications led in a number of cases to the inclusion of materials in
severely fragmented form, and the inclusion of materials that were not otherwise
appropriate for the themes covered in the volume. As the publication enterprise
continued to shift and its financial stability progressively faltered, any clear
delineation of material was forfeited to the desire to see any of it in print.

The University of Chicago Press’s posthumous Mead volumes, with their order
and contents made under the pressures of the Depression, had a major impact on
assessments of George Herbert Mead.? In particular, Mind, Self, and Society has
become the single most important source on Mead’s philosophy, constituting four-
fifths of all citations to Mead in journal articles in the past half-century (Huebner
2012). Particular words and phrases from that book have come to be the definite
popular representations of Mead and have influenced sociology especially through
the work of symbolic interactionists. Phrases that appear nowhere else in Mead’s
work, like “social behaviorism”, have become labels for his approach.

20 Letter from M.H. Moore to D.P. Bean, 28 May 1935 (UCPR, Box 323, Folder 8).

21 Letter from D.P. Bean to C.W. Morris, undated [June 1937?] (UCPR, Box 323,
Folder 8); C.W. Morris to D.L. Miller, 6 August 1936 (GHMP, Box 4, Folder 5).

22 None of the three posthumous Mead volumes published in the series by the
University of Chicago Press was ever significantly reedited, because the significant costs
resulting from new typesetting would have made such a measure financially “impossible”
(F. Wieck to M.H. Moore, 8 June 1950; UCPR, Box 323, Folder 8). Only the most significant
errors were fixed in subsequent impressions, and in no case did these changes amount to the
alteration of more than a single phrase.
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The order of the volumes, itself, had a definite impact on perceptions of Mead.
For example, Maurice Natanson, who wrote one of the earliest monograph-length
interpretations of Mead’s social theory, treated the order of publication of the
posthumous volumes as an indication of Mead’s conceptual development instead
of as a consequence of their perceived sales potential (Natanson 1956). And in a
similar vein, the influential critique of Mead elaborated by Jiirgen Habermas in his
monumental The Theory of Communicative Action (1984), treats the structure of
Mind, Self, and Society as an indication of Mead’s logic rather than as the result
of decisions made after his death to ensure topical coherence at minimal length.

The Macmillan Company

A second case study comes from the Macmillan Company of New York, which
was one of the largest publishing houses in the country at the time. It had been
founded as a US office of the older British Macmillan & Co., Ltd., but from 1896
it had been managed separately. The American company continued to accrue major
benefits from its relationship with its British parent company, especially through its
unmatched worldwide distribution system and its permanent reciprocal contracts of
agency for one another’s works (Tebbel 1978: 101-3). The American company’s
early independent successes had been in popular fiction, including publishing works
by Henry James, Jack London, Upton Sinclair, and others. But Macmillan became
increasingly involved in the production of educational books, especially textbooks.
This trade in textbooks accounted for half the firm’s sales throughout the second
decade of the twentieth century (James 2002: 178; Tebbel 1978: 102).

Macmillan was also a leader in the diversification of publishing firms, with
strong departments in juvenile, religious, outdoors, educational, and medical
publications as well as general trade books (Lehmann-Haupt 1951: 328). Its
regional branches in Chicago, Atlanta, and elsewhere operated effectively as
separate businesses with their own production and distribution capabilities
(James 2002: 178; Tebbel 1978: 102). Macmillan was also consistently a leader in
advertising, with over 100,000 lines of type appearing in periodicals yearly (Tebbel
1978: 452). Indeed, the firm’s diversity led to it being called the “department store
of publishing” in certain circles (James 2002: 178). Throughout the first half of
the twentieth century, and contrary to what may be supposed by their massive
success, Macmillan had a reputation as “one of the most important scholarly
publishers” that steadfastly maintained a “definite standard of merit in all their
general works” (Lehmann-Haupt 1951: 328). Macmillan also had a history of
partnering with learned societies to publish or advertise scholarly monographs
(Marshall 1931). The firm was the American agent for prestigious British scholarly
presses, including Cambridge University Press (Lehmann-Haupt 1951: 328). And,
in particular, its recent best-selling nonfiction titles had included H.G. Wells’ The
Outline of History (1921), Walter Lippmann’s 4 Preface to Morals (1929), and
Charles and Mary Beard’s The Rise of American Civilization (1930).
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In 1927 the firm had become so successful that it offered a 400 per cent dividend
on its stock and raised its capital to almost $10 million, making it the single largest
publishing company in the United States (Tebbel 1978: 102—3). This phenomenal
growth appears to have sheltered them from the earliest days of the Great Depression.
In an interview after the stock market crash in 1929, the long-time head of Macmillan,
George P. Brett, Sr., declared confidently that 1930 would be a year of increasing
sales for the publishing industry (Brett 1929). And although he was wrong for the
industry as a whole, Macmillan did continue to expand. The company’s peak sales
came in the 1930-31 fiscal year, before declining significantly over the next several
years (Tebbel 1978: 536). Macmillan credited its ability to continue to pay dividends
in 1931 to its strong list of “staples”: books issued in previous years that continued
to sell strongly (“Staple Dividends” 1931). But in 1932, as a result of the declining
budgets of school and college libraries — “the bedrock of its customer base” — and
in the face of competitors’ undercutting its prices, Macmillan had a major drop in
sales of almost 20 per cent (James 2002: 180-1). Despite its massive success with
individual bestsellers (especially Gone with the Wind by Margaret Mitchell which
sold 2 million copies in its first year and led to a 25 per cent increase in profits for
1936), the departments associated with scholarly publishing continued to struggle
in the Depression amidst increased competition and production costs (Welky 2008:
193ff; James 2002: 182). As with the Mead volumes at Chicago, the Payne Fund
Studies came up for consideration in the depth of Macmillan’s fiscal struggles.

The Payne Fund Studies

The works that became known as the “Payne Fund Studies” were a series of
reports issued between 1933 and 1935 on the social and psychological effects of
the motion pictures on youths issued by some of the leading social scientists of the
day. By the mid-1920s there was a major public discourse about the impact of the
movies, and intellectuals had begun to entire the fray. Among the most vocal were
prominent clergymen and social workers, including Rev. William H. Short, who
had previously been the head of the League to Enforce Peace and an important
American figure in the drafting of the covenant of the League of Nations. He had
become convinced by the apparent failure of reformers’ exhortations to the public
that scientific studies would better bolster the efforts to reform the motion pictures
(Jowett et al. 1996: 37-8). In 1928 he traveled the United States interviewing
dozens of social scientists and reformers in the hopes of putting together such
studies. He managed to convince The Payne Study and Experiment Fund, a newly
formed philanthropic foundation, to provide funds for a series of studies to be
carried out by leading social scientists over the next four years. Over two-dozen
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separate projects were proposed, but only about fifteen made it past initial stages
(Jowett et al. 1996: 57-66).

In early 1932 W.H. Short, who had become the director of the Motion Picture
Research Council that organized the Payne Fund Studies, was in contact with
Macmillan and other presses in order to negotiate publication.?* The fact that
the studies were being considered as a group and that the ultimate number and
length of the studies was not yet determined (although they were planning on
at least twelve completed monograph studies) apparently made his negotiations
problematic. No publisher was willing to take on the risks of putting out the entire
series without considerable financial subvention, nor could Short get any press
to agree to pay any royalties at all for the scientific studies.® Still, he thought
Macmillan made the best offer, which required the Payne Fund to provide several
thousand dollars subsidy for publication and gave Macmillan the right to contract
independently with a freelance writer to prepare a “popular volume” that would
summarize the results of the study and market them to the general public.

The writer with whom Macmillan contracted to write the “popular volume”,
Henry James Forman, agreed on the condition that he have monthly advances

23 I make no attempt in this chapter to give a full recounting of the various research
studies. The studies that were published were as follows: Motion Pictures and Youth: A
Summary by W.W. Charters bound with Getting Ideas from the Movies by P.W. Holaday
and G.D. Stoddard (1933); The Emotional Responses of Children to the Motion Picture
Situation by W.S. Dysinger and C.A. Ruckmick bound with Motion Pictures and Standards
of Morality by Charles C. Peters (1933); Motion Pictures and the Social Attitudes of
Children by R.C. Peterson and L.L. Thurstone bound with The Social Conduct and Attitude
of Movie Fans by F.K. Shuttleworth and M.A. May (1933); Movies and Conduct by Herbert
Blumer (1933); Movies, Delinquency and Crime by Herbert Blumer and P.M. Hauser
(1933); Children's Sleep by Samuel Renshaw, V.L. Miller, and D.P. Marquis (1933); How
to Appreciate Motion Pictures by Edgar Dale (1933); and The Content of Motion Pictures
by Edgar Dale bound with Children s Attendance at Motion Pictures by Edgar Dale (1935).
The most detailed behind-the-scenes examination of the Payne Fund Studies is Jowett et
al. (1996) Children and the Movies, which is based on extensive archival research. While I
draw upon their excellent documentation, their analysis of the opinions of, and relationships
between, the studies’ researchers is less convincing.

24 Short likely approached Macmillan in part because William M. Seabury, who
participated in the early organization of the proposed studies, had published his 1926 The
Public and the Motion Picture Industry with Macmillan. That book, along with Short’s
1928 4 Generation of Motion Pictures, was one of the motivating factors of the studies,
as it explicitly called for empirical social science research into the effects of the movies.

25 Letter from W.H. Short to C.C. Gilman, 1 July 1932 (Robbins Gilman and Family
Papers [hereafter RGFP], Box 71, Folder 2). In my analysis I draw upon my own archival
research in the Robbins Gilman and Family Papers (RGFP) containing Catheryne Cooke
Gilman’s documentation from her participation on the advisory board to the Motion Picture
Research Council. Gilman helped run a settlement house in Minneapolis and was a leader
in a variety of social welfare projects, including the Women’s Cooperative Alliance “Better
Films” movement.
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paid to him by the Payne Fund while he worked on the book, and the ability to
write magazine articles from the research materials as kind of “advance serial
publication” of the contents of the volume.?® The money from the articles would go
toward his writing of the popular volume. Forman had previously been a newspaper
writer and an editor of several major periodicals, and he was well known at the
time as a writer of travel guides and fiction novels. Through these negotiations,
Short, Forman, and the Macmillan Company had effectively structured a
production schedule in which the individual research monographs would have to
wait for publication until a popular introduction had been separately published,
which would itself have to wait until serialized articles were published, which
depended in turn on the preparation of manuscripts of the research monographs
for the articles’ material. These arrangements were considered necessary for the
project to be financially viable in its write-up and publication. While several of
the research studies were more-or-less complete by early 1932, they would not
begin to appear separately in print until late 1933. And because Forman had the
explicit task of preparing summary accounts under his own authorship based on
the researchers’ reports before those original materials would ever come into print,
the arrangement had effectively contracted away the framing and interpretation
of the studies to a freelance writer responsible only to Macmillan (and not to
the researchers, themselves). Indeed, when Forman’s serialized articles began
appearing in McCall’s Magazine in September 1932 there was considerable
controversy over the way the research findings were represented, and when the
researchers read the manuscript of his popular book, Our Movie-Made Children
(Forman 1933), they again protested.”’ In spite of additional negative reports from
outside readers solicited to assess the manuscript, the volume came into print in
May 1933, after being delayed long enough to address some of the more serious
criticisms of the researchers (Jowett et al. 1996: 101-8, 240).

The initial records of research studies submitted to Macmillan for proposed
publication listed 14 separate studies.”® Of these, only 12 were ultimately

26 Letter from W.H. Short to C.C. Gilman 7/1/1932; W.H. Short to C.C. Gilman 13
October 1932 (RGFP, Box 71, Folder 2; Box 71, Folder 5).

27 Catheryne Cooke Gilman was particularly critical of the articles: “I have been in a
position to hear a great many people speak of the articles and have found no one satisfied.
If the same man writes the book I fear the result. He does not inspire confidence and gives
one the feeling that he does not have confidence in the findings of the Motion Picture
Research Council” (C.C. Gilman to W.H. Short, 3 October 1932; RGFP, Box 71, Folder 5).
Short assured her of Forman’s credentials and said that the articles appeared unsatisfactory
because a ghostwriter had been sent to “McCallize” Forman’s work for the magazine.

28 Initial lists included the following: “Motion Pictures and Youth, An Introduction”
by W.W. Charters; “The Content of Motion Pictures” by Edgar Dale; “Motion Pictures and
Mores” by Charles C. Peters; “Children’s Attendance at Motion Pictures” by Edgar Dale;
“Getting Ideas from the Movies” by P.W. Holaday and George D. Stoddard; “Emotional
Responses of Children to Motion Pictures” by W.W. Dysinger and Christian A. Ruckmick;
“Motion Pictures and the Social Attitudes of Children” by Ruth C. Peterson and L.L.
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published, and they appeared in eight volumes (four of the volumes combined
two separate studies in one, likely to minimize production costs). Although I am
unable to discover records of the actual negotiations, the various lists of the studies
prepared demonstrate that there was considerable fluidity in the arrangement,
authorship, and inclusion of the research studies occurring behind the scenes
prior to publication. Some lists dropped certain studies altogether only for them to
reappear later, and in some studies are listed separately that were later combined.”

In the selection of materials for final publication, it appears that economic
conditions had several influences. Many of the members of the research team
and the executive board of the Motion Picture Research Council were feeling the
Depression personally. Short reported that by October 1932 he had been without
compensation from his position for a year and was finding it difficult even to afford
office supplies. Catheryne Cooke Gilman had to give up her various positions on
national social welfare advocacy boards in order to make ends meet. And Paul G.
Cressey, who had taken over primary responsibilities on a study of “Boys, Movies,
and City Streets”, which continued to be advertized as forthcoming in the Payne
Fund series, was in the midst of a major financial and personal crisis that prevented
him from completing his study. He was without permanent academic employment in
1934 as a result of the “radical retrenchment” of universities in the face of substantial
drops in student enrollment and fees, and prolonged illnesses of his wife and himself
had completely taxed all their financial reserves (Jowett et al. 1996: 127-9). After all
other options were exhausted, Cressey appealed in vain to Short personally and to
the Payne Fund to provide him with continued support to finish his study (Jowett et
al. 1996: 129-30). The Payne Fund had become considerably more discriminating
in allocating its monies to this group of researchers, rejecting several proposals
including an extension of Herbert Blumer’s studies, a further outlay to support
Cressey’s study, and subsidies for the publication of Frederic Thrasher’s completed
study on the impact of movies on youths involved in the “Boys’ Club”.** And other

Thurstone; “Children’s Sleep” by Samuel Renshaw, Vernon L. Miller, and Dorothy P.
Marquis; “The Movies and Conduct” by Herbert Blumer; “Motion Pictures, Delinquency
and Crime” by Herbert Blumer; “Motion Pictures in Penal Institutions” by Philip M.
Hauser; “Motion Pictures in a Delinquent Area” by Paul G. Cressey and Frederic M.
Thrasher; “Teaching Children to Appreciate Motion Pictures” by Edgar Dale; and “The
Social Conduct and Attitudes of Movie Fans” by Frank K. Shuttleworth and Mark A. May
(RGFP, Box 71, Folder 3).

29 For example, the Shuttleworth and May study was absent from some reports,
although it was later published in the same volume as the study by Peterson and Thurstone;
in some lists Philip Hauser is listed as the author of a separate study, which was apparently
incorporated partly into Blumer’s study on “Delinquency and Crime” and partly accepted
as his University of Chicago sociology dissertation. As is discussed below, the Thrasher and
Cressey volumes never appeared.

30 Blumer proposed an extension of his study to be conducted by Clifford Shaw in
Fall 1931, and although the research director of the studies, W.W. Charters, and Short were
supportive, they wondered where the additional money would come from, and expressed
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agencies, including the Bureau of Social Hygiene that had supported Thrasher’s
work, had been closed down as a result of Depression conditions.

The Payne Fund apparently stopped funding new expenses to the group entirely
in early 1934, as they attempted to distinguish between their support of the research
(which they apparently considered concluded) and the Motion Picture Research
Council’s independent “propaganda” efforts on behalf of film reform.*! Indeed, the
dismissal of certain proposals on economic grounds is difficult to distinguish from
those that were politically-motivated. The leaders of the Motion Picture Research
Council were less than willing to sponsor research that could not establish causal
relationships between motion pictures and deviance, especially when its members
was already under personal and professional economic pressures. Thus, part of the
explanation of why Cressey’s and Thrasher’s studies never appeared is likely the
critical stance they took toward the model of social influence presupposed in this
discourse (Jowett et al. 1996: 86—-8). Without financial support to publish materials
already in preparation, let alone to write up materials already researched or prepare
additional research, the remaining studies in various states of completion were
excluded from publishing plans.

By the time the first research monographs were published in October 1933,
Forman’s Our Movie-Made Children was a bestseller on its third printing and had
been widely advertised and reviewed in the periodical press.*> By all accounts,

doubts that the study could really “get the facts” or “establish the causal relationship
between the movies and crime” (W.W. Charters to W.H. Short, 3 October 1931; W.H.
Short to W.W. Charters 9 October 1931; W.W. Charters to W.H. Short 13 October 1931;
W.H. Short to C.C. Gilman 7 December 1931; RGFP, Box 71, Folder 2). On Cressey’s and
Thrasher’s studies see Jowett et al. (1996: 88, 129-30).

31 Thisturn of events was in large part occasioned by the aggressive move toward public
advocacy on behalf of the Motion Picture Research Council by its new president, Eleanor
Robson Belmont (an actress, herself) in early 1934. She asked Short to write up a statement
of the historical understanding of the different roles of the Payne Fund and the MPRC. In
response, he wrote that the Payne Fund agreed that the MPRC “(1) should be subsidized
during the term of the research only, after which it should go to the interested public for its
funds; (2) that it should operate independently of the Fund, which as an agency organized
exclusively for research should not be involved in propaganda; and (3) that it should not be
merely one more ‘better films committee’ but should be as fundamental and thoroughgoing
in its application of remedies as was the Fund in its fact finding” (Memorandum “Enduring
Policies of the Council” by W.H. Short, 31 March 1934; RGFP, B 72, F 8).

32 Our Movie-Made Children was the subject of six separate New York Times columns
between May and December 1933, and it was mentioned in many more, including one naming
it among the influential Cardinal Hayes’ “white list” of best literature for the year. In its first
two years, the book went through eight printings. It was the only one of the Payne Fund Studies
to be advertised primarily on its own, and those ads appeared in a wide variety of popular and
specialty periodicals. The book’s appearance did not match the uniform series design of the
other works, and it was priced separately as a general trade book ($2.50) as opposed to the
research volumes ($1.50 each). It appears that the only research monograph from the series
to sell exceptionally well was Edgar Dale’s How fo Appreciate Motion Pictures, which was
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it became “the representation” of the Payne Fund Studies in the public’s mind
(Jowett et al. 1996: 7), a fact lamented by a variety of reviewers of the scientific
volumes. Kimball Young, who had been consulted early on by Short, wrote one
of the most scathing reviews of Forman’s volume, calling it “pseudo-scientific”,
“myth-making”, and “sensationalism” in contrast to the “excellent contribution to
sociology and social psychology” of the research monographs (Young 1935: 250,
254). He concluded:

[w]hereas most of the writers of these monographs have been careful not to
claim too much for their findings, the author of this popular account of their
results has done them personally and the fields of psychology, education, and
sociology a genuine disservice. And we are now witnessing, partly as a result
of this sort of misinterpretation or partial interpretation, a wave of sentiment
against the movies... (Young 1935, p. 255)

As Young’s review indicates, the Payne Fund Studies became a focus of debates on
the relation between scientific research and political and ethical reform precisely
because of the overshadowing of the research by its popularization. They also
fostered a significant discussion on the nature and relative worth of different social
scientific methodologies. The authors of the studies had innovated in a variety
of ways, establishing new techniques for the quantitative assessment of social
attitudes, for content analysis of visual images, for interpretation of personal
documents, and for structuring interviews. There was extensive discussion of
the methods of the Payne Fund Studies in several major journals, especially the
Journal of Educational Sociology, which dedicated a whole issue to the topic (that
is, December 1932, Vol. 6, No. 4).

The influence was arguably greater in the public discourse on motion pictures
than in the academy. The Motion Picture Research Council that had formed to
administer the studies was formally incorporated in late 1933 and cooperated in
the formation of the Code of Fair Competition in the Motion Picture Industry,
as part of the National Industrial Recovery Act of 1933. Although the motion
picture industry had been official regulated by a self-governing production code
(known as the “Hays Code”) since 1930, it had not been generally enforced until
July 1934 (Doherty 1999). While the Payne Fund Studies were by no means
the only source of pressure on the movie industry, they were known inside the
Motion Picture Producers and Distributors of America (Hays’ organization) as the
“Payneful Studies”, and several later commentators have credited their popularity
with helping promote greater movie regulation (Balio 1996; Jewell 2007; Doherty

explicitly billed as “a manual of motion-picture criticism prepared for high-school students”.
Macmillan’s success with Our Movie-Made Children likely influenced their publication of
The Movies on Trial (Perlman 1936) with extended essays on the movies from a variety of
well-known public figures, including Upton Sinclair, editor William Allen White, Archbishop
John J. Cantwell, and actor Edward G. Robinson.
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2007). Forman’s articles and book served their public purpose of turning a set
of twelve scholarly research studies — which Forman (1934) thought required a
“scientifically trained reader, accustomed to laboratory practice and procedure, to
graphs and statistical presentation” — into a national problem in stark, moral terms.

Conclusion

The tensions existing in the American publishing industry as a whole between
economic and professional practices became drastically exacerbated as the
industry experienced the Great Depression. On all measures its aggregate worth
declined and its production was scaled back in several different ways. However,
it is precisely the early apparent immunity of some presses, in particular the
University of Chicago Press and Macmillan, that cemented the shift toward
more stringent economic requirements as the effects of the Depression became
internalized. It is in this environment that the projects to secure a legacy to George
H. Mead came up for publication. And similarly, Macmillan’s huge successes
through 1931 certainly made it a premier press for publication of the Payne Fund
Studies, but also led to stringent requirements perceived as necessary to hedge
against unprofitable scholarly projects.

Both publishing projects were affected in some of the same ways. Perceptions
of the market for scholarly book sales and the qualities of their projects led both
teams to delay publications, to structure particular orders for the appearance of
the volumes, to exclude materials (and whole volumes), and to promote content
oriented toward more favorable reception. But particular decisions and tactics were
somewhat different in each case. Where the University of Chicago Press attempted
to create a market through advanced subscription lists, Macmillan advertised heavily
and freely distributed review copies of its popularization. And where the lack of
working capital caused the exclusion of materials in the Mead series, it was at least
in part self-censorship that led to exclusion of volumes in the Payne Fund series.

This unique environment results in a particularly clear picture of the social
conditions of scholarship. I have traced in some detail a part of that picture,
emphasizing therelationship between the decisions of social actors and the economic
conditions. Over and over the people involved oriented themselves and responded
to situations in which they treated local conditions as given, looking for practical,
immediate solutions. Yet their actions came to have permanent consequences in
the long term as each negotiated situation was both the consequence of previous
decisions and determined the course of later ones. Over the long run, the form
in which the materials were published has been the taken-for-granted basis for
subsequent scholarship. In both of the cases, the analysis followed the decision-
making process from within and was able to trace some of the ways in which
particular sequences of social actions resulted in the peculiarities of the published
works that came from them. By its use of archival and primary data to illustrate
how the intellectual structures of scholarship develop through historical sequences
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of practical social action, it is hoped that this analysis offers a productive direction
forward in the sociology of intellectuals.
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Chapter 4
Psychology and Sociology in the Late 19th
Century French Intellectual Field:
The Case of the Revue Internationale de
Sociologie

Marcia Cristina Consolim'

Introduction

This chapter is part of a broader study of the social sciences in France in the
late nineteenth century and investigates the disputes concerning the legitimate
definition of “social sciences” and “sociology”, waged on the one hand by the
Revue internationale de sociologie founded by René Worms and, on the other,
by Durkheimian sociology. The starting point for this study was the discovery of
a network of sociability surrounding the figure of Gabriel Tarde and the interest
generated by his psychosociological theory among certain Parisian intellectual
groups starting in 1890. Some of them were collaborators, together with Tarde, in the
Revue internationale de sociologie, which became the international headquarters
of a circle of “intellectuals” who sympathized with or were supporters of some
form of psychological theory in social studies. The claim is that the formation
of this “minimum consensus” was made possible by interests connected with the
positions and dispositions of these groups in the intellectual field, which, in turn, is
related to the social and intellectual transformations that took place in the last two
decades of the century in France and which can be summarized as: 1) the growing
autonomy of the university, with a moderate professionalization of teaching careers
and the higher status of the university professor compared to that of the secondary
school teacher and the “free intellectual”; 2) the emergence of psychology and
sociology as higher education disciplines starting in the 1880s, as well as their
growing scientific prestige in the intellectual field; 3) the intermediate position of
the Revue in the field of social studies, situated as it was between journals by the
heirs of Fréderic Le Play and Emile Durkheim’s L’Année Sociologique; and 4)
the polarization between Worms’s Revue and the Durkheimian journal L’Année
regarding the conception of the social sciences.

1 This research was supported by the Fundagao de Amparo a Pesquisa do Estado de Sdo
Paulo (FAPESP), which allowed me to explore some of the archival material in Paris.
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The Intellectual Field in the Late Nineteenth Century

Starting in the second half of the nineteenth century, the French elites underwent
a process of internal differentiation which resulted in the relative autonomization
of the intellectual elite in contrast to the political and economic ones. This trend
intensified from 1880, when the Third Republic was consolidated and initiated a
range of educational reforms characterized by greater autonomy of the academic
field. In the scientific areas the process of autonomy was more advanced, so
that greater emphasis was put on urging the end of the traditional function of
the university as a body of the State — in effect since Napoleonic times — and
questions were raised about the intellectual function of the “expert”, “counselor”,
or “ideologue”. In contrast, in professionalizing areas such as law and medicine,
the resistance to autonomy was stronger due to the fact that recruitment for these
courses took place primarily among the traditional power elites. In the fields of
literature and philosophy, the process of autonomization was not fully realized
during this period, which retained an intermediate position between scientific
and professional courses (Charle 1983, 1987, 1994). The intellectual figures and
the representations of the intellectual function itself were polarized in this sphere
between a “lettered model” and a “scientific model”. On the one hand, there was
the bourgeois intellectual, a salon regular who addressed his own class and flaunted
his classical culture; on the other, the academic specialist, who possessed scientific
knowledge and wrote for his peers (Lepenies 1996; Sapiro 2004).

In the 1890s, social studies received a lot of investment from the republican
elites thanks to political circumstances strongly marked by the “social question”
and the Dreyfus Affair, in the course of which new and distinct relationships
were recast between intellectuals and the state. This process led to a certain
differentiation between intellectual positions and to the foundation of various
institutions dedicated to social studies — university and free courses, free schools,
scientific societies, scientific journals and editorial collections. Such initiatives
can be considered expressions of a nébuleuse réformatrice, characterized by the
porous boundaries between the various orders of social, political, administrative
and professional practice, which gathered members of the social patronage,
republican politicians, high civil servants, academics, technicians and educators
in the same institutions.

Characterized by the relative indistinctness between specialized knowledge
and a generalist education, this movement gathered dilettantes and popularizers
as well as academics and professionals (Topalov 1999). Thus, alongside a strictly
academic hierarchy, informal pressure groups or “prince’s counselors” influenced
the ministerial decisions, which, in turn, had the power not only to create positions
and programs within the university, but also to subsidize private institutions (Karady
1979, 2001). The proposed names for posts in higher education were also filtered
through the political sieve, since there was then a certain flexibility in relation to
academic credentials, especially in the case of non-university institutions of higher
education, such as the Collége de France, as well as the free courses created in
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universities and large schools.? It was this context that gave birth to a wide range
of institutions with aspirations to develop forms of the so-called “social sciences”,
such as “social hygiene”, “social engineering” and “social economics”, disciplines
committed to reformative actions based on technical or scientific knowledge of
social problems. Such reformative initiatives took place, therefore, in a contentious
scenario where social and intellectual legitimacy, respectively forms of practical
and theoretical knowledge, are at stake — as reflected in attempts to establish new
scientific disciplines or specialties.

Starting in the 1880s, a few disciplines in psychology and sociology were
institutionalized in higher education. However, it is not possible to speak of
disciplinary autonomy in relation to psychology or sociology in a period where
there was no such established field of knowledge and no corresponding academic
degree. Furthermore, most publications dubbed “psychological” or “sociological”
at the time were written by amateurs and were aimed at a larger audience, which
was the case of, for example, “crowd psychology” works (Mosbah-Nathanson
2011).* On the other hand, while scientific psychology was quickly legitimized in
intellectual and political milieus, sociology still aroused some suspicion on account
of its concern with the “social question”, given the growth of socialist movements
within and without the university. One of the advantages of psychology, in that
sense, was the ambivalence of the subject matter, simultaneously a topic of
philosophy courses and a medical specialty on its way to institutionalization in
scientific laboratories. That is, it was possible to integrate it both in a scientific
culture and in a literary one (Pinto 1993). “Social psychology” or “collective
psychology”, an expression born as a title or subtitle for some social studies and,
not coincidentally, of a journal founded, among others, by Alfred de Tarde, son of
Gabriel Tarde, was not institutionalized in universities in that period. However,
such expressions were subject to much controversy and constant redefinition,
particularly in the debate between Tarde and Durkheim between 1893 and 1903,
which was propagated and consolidated mainly in two sociology journals of that
period: the Revue internationale de sociologie, in Tarde’s camp, and L’Année
Sociologique, in Durkheim’s (Consolim 2010).

2 Raymond Poincaré, for example, deputy and ex-minister of Public Instruction,
was avowedly one of the people responsible for the nomination of Jean Izoulet and
Gabriel Tarde to the Collége de France. Ernest Lavisse, member of the Conseil Supérieur
de I’Instruction Publique, negotiated nominations for several “social economics” free
courses with his sponsor, the Count de Chambrun, philanthropist and owner of the crystal
company Baccarat.

3 Durkheim’s statement is revealing in regard to the opposition between an academic
social science and a reformative one: “Your article on sociology ... will at last give the
gens du monde a clearer idea of what this much discussed discipline is. Today, there is not
a single philanthropic society president or mental institution manager who does not think
he is doing social science”. Durkheim to Bouglé, August 23, 1897. Karady, Textes II, 405.
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Journals in the Field of Social Studies

It was within this context of institutional transformation that new editorial
collections, journals, and scientific societies proliferated, often stamping the name
of'anew discipline on the title, as well as diffusing distinct conceptions of the social
sciences. The creation of scientific journals was in part an accreditation strategy
for placement in higher education, even if they did not have the same recruitment
profile or prestige (Charle 2004; Pluet-Despatin 2002). Karady’s hypothesis seems
particularly suited to establish some sort of distinction between those groups.
Whereas journals founded by the heirs of Fréderic Le Play, La réforme sociale
and La science sociale,* tended to recruit their collaborators among the economic
and socially dominant elites, which had links to colleges and trade schools,
L’Année Sociologique, run by Emile Durkheim, conducted its recruitment mainly
in academic circles and in faculties of letters, that is, in intellectually dominant
circles (Karady 1979, 2001). In its turn, the Revue internationale de sociologie,
founded by René Worms, held an intermediary position, even if closer to the Le
Play’s followers in virtue of the wide recruitment in professional schools and for
welcoming “free intellectuals”.’ Indeed, if it were possible to ascertain the profile
of the sociological and intellectual recruitment of the more than 200 collaborators
of the Revue in the first two decades of its existence, it is highly likely that it would
have such a profile, even if, as we will see, part of this group was comprised of
members of intellectually dominant circles.

The Revue internationale de sociologie is the central organ of a much larger
project, formed by several institutions founded by Worms in the 1890s: two
scientific journals — the Revue internationale de sociologie (1893) and the Annales
de I'Institut International de Sociologie (1894) — two scientific societies — the
Institut International de Sociologie (1893) and the Société de Sociologie de Paris
(1895) — and a collection on social sciences at Giard & Briere, the Bibliotheque
Sociologique Internationale (1896). These institutions have been often considered
by scholars a forum of little importance vis-a-vis the further development of
social theory; they have been disqualified for the lack of academic credentials of
their collaborators and above all for the lack of theoretical and methodological
unity within the group, factors which might explain the “failure” of the endeavor,
especially when compared to the Durkheimian group surrounding L’Année
Sociologique (Clark 1967, 1973; Geiger 1972, 1981; Karady 1976, 1979; Thiec

4 For information on the journals by the heirs of Le Play, see Kalaora and Savoye
1989. For details on their recruitment, see Karady 2001.

5 As Karady observed, L’Année Sociologique recruited 85 per cent of university
professors, while among the Revue’s collaborators that figure was little more than a half.
However, while an overwhelming majority in the case of L’Année came from colleges
of letters and had a considerable amount of intellectual capital (agrégation titles and
doctorates), in the case of the Revue the majority came from professional colleges and were
mostly lacking in such credentials. Karady, op. cit., 1976, 288.
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1982; Mucchielli 1998; Mosbah-Natanson 2008). The heterogeneous character of
its contributors did not prevent, however, a certain uniformity as to the conception
of social sciences advocated in its pages, which emphasized the “psychological”
foundation of the social sciences and was critical of Durkheimian sociology.
If, on the one hand, Yvon Thiec noted the importance acquired by the theme
of “collective psychology” at the Revue, the extension of and the reasons for
this theoretical position-taking remain unknown. Roger Geiger, in turn, denied
the existence of any dialogue between organic theory and Tarde’s psychology
in the Revue, a statement that will be contested here (Geiger 1981, 357). Three
factors appear to be directly linked to the formation of a “minimum consensus”
around psychology: (1) the traditionalist intellectual and social dispositions of
the Revue’s collaborators and, consequently, the ambiguous relationship they had
with scientific disciplines; (2) Tarde’s rise in the Parisian intellectual field and
the network of sociability and intellectual support that formed around him, and
(3) the debate between Tarde and Durkheim, as well as the critiques of Worms’s
collaborators made by L’Année Sociologique. This means, first, that one must
qualify the idea that the collaborators of the Revue only produced “personalistic”
works devoid of any doctrinal unity and, secondly, that one must question the
myth of the “isolated intellectual” that developed around the figure of Tarde and
of “social psychologists” in general (Consolim 2008).

Recruitment in the Revue

Studies which aim to characterize certain journals based on the profile of a small
group always run the risk of valuing some authors to the detriment of others,
that is, of giving greater importance to the most frequent and well-known to the
detriment of a mass of occasional or unknown collaborators.® Based on quantitative
indicators on the mass of recruitment, scholars usually place the Revue on the
juridical pole of the intellectual field (Karady 1979, 2011). Even if this is the
case, both from a statistical assessment of the recruitment and from the journal’s
thematic profile, the point here is to isolate a small number or the core of the most
frequent collaborators, who, not coincidentally, were concerned with discussing
the boundaries, the subject and the method of the social sciences. Thus, the Revue’s
main collaborators are defined both in terms of publication percentages and in
terms of their participation in the debates surrounding a legitimate definition of
“social sciences”.

The nature of the recruitment has to do with the social capital Worms acquired
throughout his social and intellectual trajectory, since his father was a professor
of commercial law and political economy at the University of Rennes and Worms
himself was a normalien, an agregé of philosophy and economics, and a doctor
of law, political and economic sciences, letters, and natural sciences. In addition,

6 Karady 2001: 8-9.
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Worms rose as a high-level employee in the state bureaucracy and was a professor
in open courses at the colleges of law of Caen and Paris. This trajectory reveals
the dual orientation of his background, but also the predominance of the juridical
milieu and the state’s high bureaucracy. It was not a coincidence, then, that the most
active members during the first 20 years of the Revue had legal backgrounds.” This
group includes, besides Worms himself (34 articles), Raoul de la Grasserie® (22
articles), Jacques Novicow’ (13 articles), Maxime Kovalewsky!® (12 articles), and
Gabriel Tarde'! (7 articles). They were authors who also had an active participation
in others of Worms’s organizations: they were presidents or vice-presidents of the
Institut International de Sociologie and the Société de Sociologie de Paris and
published several works in Worms’s editorial collection, representing around 20
per cent of the total publications in the period. As for the jurist group, one must
first recognize that they had very distinct trajectories. Starting with their countries
of origin, this group was formed by both Russian and French “free intellectuals”.

Novicow and Kovalewsky, both of whom had had a liberal education, came
to France, among other reasons, to escape the ideological pressure of the Russian
Empire (see Gutnov 2002). Kovalewsky was a professor of comparative law at
the University of Moscow and a corresponding member of the Academy of St.
Petersburg, while Novicow was the son of a shipping industrialist and managed

7 According to Geiger, the participation of Worms’s collaborators is very irregular,
and in spite of their academic affiliations they have little in common. Some were renowned
in adjacent disciplines — history, law, economics, and anthropology — while others acquired
such renown through philosophy. The disciplinary criterion Geiger employs does not seem
satisfactory, however, at the time there was no distinction between the several “social
sciences,” which renders problematic the distinction he makes between “all-out sociologists”
and “authors renowned in adjacent disciplines”. Geiger 1981: 349.

8 Raoul de La Grasserie (1839-1914) was born in Rennes and belonged to the ancient
nobility of Brittany. His career as a magistrate did not prevent him from doing intellectual
work — indeed in impressive ways, since he published more than 200 works in his life.
Contemporary dictionaries present him in emblematic lines — as a psychologist, sociologist,
writer, linguist, jurist, and magistrate.

9 Jacques Novicow (1849-1912) was Russian, from Odessa, and was the son of a
wealthy industrialist in the shipping sector, a business Novicow also managed. He studied
law at the Odessa University. He was a member of the city’s Chamber of Commerce and
Provincial Council. A pacifist, he became involved with the Russian liberal movement and
was a supporter of the European federation.

10 Maksim Kovalewsky (1851-1916) was a Russian intellectual, a historian, a former
professor of comparative public law at the University of Moscow, and a correspondence
member of the Academy of St Petersburg. In France, in 1901, Kovalewsky became one of
the founders and vice-president of the Ecole Russe des Hautes Etudes Sociales de Paris.

11  Gabriel Tarde (1843—-1904). Graduated in law and built a career as a magistrate.
Originating from Dordogne, he rose in the Parisian intellectual field with the help of friends
and political connections. He was a professor of the Ecole Libre des Sciences Politiques
and the Ecole des Hautes Etudes Sociales. He was elected to the Collége de France and to
the Académie des Sciences Morales et Politiques.
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the family business. Originating from an intellectual environment that was not
very professionalized, their intellectual practices were akin to those of French
jurists with careers in the upper levels of the state bureaucracy who, in their
position as “free intellectuals”, were unaware of the new academic rules of the
French university system. Raoul de la Grasserie, Gabriel Tarde and René Worms
originated from families of noteworthy locals and, despite the accumulated
intellectual capital, especially by Grasserie and Worms, their careers were
guided much more by social and political values than intellectual ones, which
indicates the predominance of inherited or acquired social capital over other
types of capital. Despite not having a doctorate, Tarde went far in his intellectual
career and was the only one among them to be elected to the Académie de
Sciences Morales et Politiques and to the Collége de France.'? For this group,
participation in the Revue represented an opportunity to present oneself as a
savant or to accredit oneself to a position at a prestigious intellectual institution.

In turn, the group of historians and philosophers — with less participation in
the Revue but of fundamental importance in terms of intellectual legitimacy — was
composed of educators and textbook writers. The most active among them were
Emile Levasseur'® (nine articles), Guillaume-Léonce Duprat'* (eight articles), Henri

12 Tarde had support from powerful political and intellectual groups such as Eugéne
Fourni¢re, Raymond Poincaré, Ernest Lavisse and Louis Liard. See the letters from Espinas
to Octave Hamelin, Manuscrits de la Bibliotheque de la Sorbonne (MS 356.1), the letters
from Dick May to Eugéne Fourniere at the Institut Francais d’Histoire Sociale [IFHS
181(2)], and the letters to Gabriel Tarde in the Archives d’Histoire Contemporaine at the
Fondation Nationale de Sciences Politiques.

13 Emile Levasseur (1828-1911). A normalien and a doctor of history. He was
a lyceum teacher and later a professor at the Collége de France, at the Ecole Libre des
Sciences Politiques, and at the College Libre des Sciences Sociales, while also being
connected to the circles of liberal economists and to the Statistical Society, where he worked
as a reformer of public statistics. He had a hand in reforming the teaching of geography in
elementary schools, wrote handbooks for teaching geography, economics, and statistics,
and was a member of the Conseil d’Education Nationale. Member of the Académie des
Sciences Morales et Politiques.

14 Guillaume-Léonce Duprat (1872—1956) was a doctor of literature, a teacher of
philosophy at the Rochefort Lyceum, and a professor at the Université Libre de Genéve.
Besides being a collaborator, he became assistant director and proofreader of the Revue
internationale de sociologie, where he published articles on education, morality, and
political doctrine.
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Hauser' (five articles), Alfred Fouillée'® (four articles), and Marcel Bernés'” (four
articles). All of them had agrégation titles in philosophy or history and doctorates
in letters; all except Duprat were normaliens. Moreover, they were members or
associates of the Institut International de Sociologie and some participated in
the meetings of the Societé de Sociologie de Paris. Duprat and Bernés were also
published by Giard & Briere, which indicates that the publisher, who brought out
the work of seven of the ten main Revue collaborators, served as an instrument of
intellectual accreditation for newcomers.'® Their interest in Worms’s organizations
was tied — in the case of the younger generations (Duprat, Bernés, and Hauser) —
to intellectual accreditation to a university position. However, among them only
Hauser went on to become a university professor in France; Duprat became a
professor at the University of Geneva, and Bernes at the Lycée Louis-le-Grand in
Paris. Duprat was the most assiduous member in Worms’s institutions; he became
not only a collaborator, but a critic and editor at the Revue — which is significant,
as he was the only one not to have been a normalien, and needed therefore to
accumulate other types of capital. In the case of the older and already consolidated
generations (Levasseur and Fouillée), the interest was to maintain control of the
reproduction of the faculty and the dominant position of philosophy and history
(with their own methods and practices) in the French educational system."
Despite the social and intellectual diversity among these two groups, there
are confluences between their institutional destinations. Levasseur, Fouillée
and Tarde were or became members of the Académie des Sciences Morales et
Politiques; Levasseur and Tarde were professors at the Collége de France and

15 Henri Hauser (1866—1946) was Algerian, but moved to Paris in his youth. He
attended the Ecole Normale Supérieure and became a professor of history and geography at
the universities of Clermont-Ferrand, Dijon, and at the Sorbonne. A historian of economics,
work, and education, like Levasseur, Hauser was elected to the Sorbonne with Lavisse’s
support in 1919, at the age of 53.

16 Alfred Fouillée (1838-1912) had a trajectory marked by pedagogical concerns,
and, like Levasseur and Hauser, a long career as a writer of school textbooks. Born
in the countryside, he came to Paris with the help of teachers and politicians; with an
agrégation title in philosophy and a doctorate in letters, he became a professor at the
Ecole Normale Supérieure, until retiring precociously and starting to live off the writing
of philosophy primers for secondary school. Member of the Académie des Sciences
Morales et Politiques

17 Marcel Bernés (1865-1946) is a normalien, the son of a normalien, and the
grandson of Victor Cousin’s successor at the Sorbonne. He built a career as a lyceum
teacher. Interested in questions of pedagogy and morality, he taught at the Ecole des Hautes
Etudes Sociales and published works on education.

18 Fouillée and Levasseur did not publish works in Worms’s collection because they
were renowned writers who had more prestigious publishers at their disposal, such as Alcan
and Hachette.

19 Concerning the positions of Fouillée and Levasseur in the course of the discussions
on the secondary education reform, see Ringer 1992.
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the Ecole Libre des Sciences Politiques; and Worms, along with Kovalewsky,
participated in the foundation of the Ecole Russe des Hautes Etudes Sociales,
an institution with ties to the Ecole des Hautes Etudes Sociales founded by Dick
May, an intermediary figure fundamental in the reformative networks.?’ Several
of these authors (Bernés, Hauser, Tarde and Kovalewsky) taught or lectured
at Dick May’s schools, and also published by Dick May in the social sciences
collection of Félix Alcan (Goulet 2008). Tarde played an important role in the
relative cohesion of the Wormsian institutions, as he brought literati and jurists,
free intellectuals and professors closer together. His correspondence reveals the
existence of strong ties with several of the Revue’s collaborators. He frequently
corresponded with Novicow, Kovalewsky, Fouillée, Worms and Grasserie.
Fouillée arranged his election to the Académie de Sciences Morales et Politiques;
Grasserie referred to him as “master” and requested his support for the position
of correspondent of the Académie; Novicow treated him as a “great friend”.”!
He became one of the most active and prestigious members of these institutions.
What is interesting, from a doctrinal viewpoint, is that all of them were willing
to make their theories converge and showed themselves not only sympathetic to
Tarde’s psychology but admirers of it.

During that period, such groups shared values and intellectual practices typical
of reformative circles; thus it made sense to take part in Worms’s organizations,
whose logic was to close the gap between social science and practice. This example
allows us to attest to the degree of proximity between Wormsian institutions and
reformative networks: the nomination of Ferdinand Buisson and Léon Bourgeois,
radical politicians, but also reformers, educators and publicists, to the presidency
of the Société de Sociologie de Paris (and of the latter also to the vice-presidency
of the Institut International de Sociologie) in the first decade of the twentieth
century. The impetus to converge, morally speaking, the actions of educators,
employees and politicians, beyond their specific professional interests, is recurrent
in the pages of the Revue.”? There was, therefore, an inclination on the part of
Wormsian institutions towards collaboration between political and intellectual

20  Gutnov draws attention to the proliferation of free schools across Europe during this
period, and to the particularly ideological aspect to their foundation in Paris. Cf. Gutnov 2002.

21 The intention here is not to hypostatize such bonds, much less state that they were
of an affective nature. On the contrary, it is known that René Worms himself, as Secretary
General of the Revue, was not well-regarded by its members. Gabriel Tarde, for instance,
considered him “ambitious” and of dubious character. It is hard to measure the extent to
which that image, also shared by academic circles, compromised the Revue’s projects and,
in a way, disqualified its collaborators. See Salmon 2005 and Halevy 1996.

22 Worms’s statement regarding the overlap of various roles in the same public
figure. “[Professors] do not limit themselves to the sphere of private interests, but also
willingly concern themselves with all people from their cities, from their nations, from
humanity itself. This is the reason why many professors were able to play an important
role in Parliament. The Société de Sociologie de Paris exemplifies this with its current
president”. Worms 1908: 204.
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roles, between moral ideals and social science, summed up by the figure of the
public intellectual. To celebrate such figures was also a strategy to legitimize their
own intellectual position according to social demands and, in that way, respond
to the attacks of the intellectual right concerning the supposed inability of the
specialist to take part in public life.” Hence the distrust, in those circles, towards
the figure of the specialized university professor, sometimes referred to as a
“pedant” or “passive” for his supposedly contentedness with the science of social
life and his unwillingness to subordinate that science to practice and to moral
ideals. That view led to strife with Emile Durkheim’s practices and conceptions
of social sciences, even more so from the moment that the Revue’s own concepts
were subject to intense repudiation in the pages of L’Année Sociologique.

Criticism of the Members of the Revue by the Durkheimians

The Durkheimians offered a sizeable contribution to the disputes with the Revue
concerning the legitimate definition of social sciences, since they decided,
strategically, not to collaborate with or take part in the Wormsian institutions.
In 1894, Durkheim stated in a letter to Mauss that he would never participate
in a journal whose director had no academic title and who had the reputation
of a fraudster to boot (Besnard and Fournier 1998: 35-6). Some of the future
collaborators of L’Année Sociologique, such as Célestin Bouglé, Frangois Simiand
and Paul Lapie, published articles in other journals, but not in Worms’s Revue.
None of the more active Durkheimians took part in any of Worms’ institutions,
a practice of differentiation and isolation of university positions in relation to
mundane institutions.>* This practice is consistent with L’Année Sociologique’s
criticism of the conception of social sciences disseminated by the Revue, even if
there was no “school” doctrinal homogeneity among Durkheimians. Durkheim
seems to be referring to Wormsians when he states, in the preface to the first issue

23 Bourgeois’s nomination is justified by Worms as follows: “In your person, precisely,
we hoped to honour simultaneously the man of science and the man of action. When it comes
to social science, you contributed to its promotion with your fine book about solidarity ....
When it comes to social action, you are involved with it in all sorts of ways, all of them
useful. Do you not currently preside over ten associations, dedicated to social education, to
mutualism, to patronage, to the struggle against tuberculosis?”’. Worms 1906: 210.

24 It is important to highlight, as shown by Besnard, that the Durkheimians were far
from being a homogeneous group, unified under the doctrinal leadership of Durkheim. The
letters between Durkheim, Bouglé and Lapie indeed reveal that diversity, expressed by
Bouglé’s and Lapie’s interest in psychology. On the other hand, the limits of such diversity
also become clear in their correspondence, as Durkheim reprehends Bouglé for regarding
Tarde as a representative of a “specific sociology”, since Tarde would deny the specificity of
sociology. Gaston Richard is one of the collaborators who are most critical of Durkheimian
sociology and, therefore, most sympathetic to Tarde’s ideas, breaking with Durkheim in the
first decade of the twentieth century. Cf. Besnard 1979: 21-3 and Karady 1979.
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of L’Année, that “there are still many sociologists who frequently dogmatize about
law, morality, and religion with casual information or even under the exclusive
light of natural philosophy” (Durkheim 1898a: I). L’Année, unlike the Revue,
seeks to promote the specialization of sociology, as, according to Durkheim, the
primitive stage of knowledge in the field would not allow the formulation of a
“general sociology”. However, this specialization should be guided by the rules of
a sociological method, which would constitute the unity of the “social and moral
sciences”.? Now, such guidelines opposed those of Worms’, according to whom
a monograph should follow the methods specific to each discipline, leaving to a
“general sociology” the task of performing a philosophical synthesis of the social
sciences based on psychology.

Concerning the relationship between psychology and sociology, Durkheim’s
collaborators, such as Bouglé, Lapie and Parodi, at first defended the dependency
of sociology on psychological facts. Those statements were formulated based on
the opposition between an “internal” and an “external” dimension to social facts,
and on the idea that “external factors only become social causes when they are
interpreted by consciousness” (Lapie, 1979 [1895], 35; Lapie, 1895). However,
starting in the second half of the 1890s, their conceptions of sociology began to
converge with Durkheim’s. This may be due to both institutional and intellectual
factors. It should be kept in mind that L ’Année was recruiting collaborators in the
same period when Durkheim was defining his own position in relation to psychology.
According to him, sociology could be denominated “social psychology” as long as
it was understood as a sui generis social reality above individual consciousness; in
that sense, it would be an autonomous science in relation to individual psychology
and could never be identified with “social psychology” as conceived by Tarde
and the Revue’s collaborators.”® Meanwhile, Durkheim sought to reject biological
explanations in the social sciences, as well as to break off the alliance between
scientific psychology and social psychology that Théodule Ribot favored in the
pages of the Revue philosophique.”

25 “Methodological rules are to science what rules of law and morality are to conduct.
They direct the thinking of the scientist just as the latter govern the actions of men .. But
the jurist, the psychologist, the anthropologist, the economist, the statistician, the linguist,
the historian — all these go about their investigations as if the various orders of facts that
they are studying formed so many independent worlds. Yet in reality these facts interlock
with one another at every point. Consequently, the same should hold for the corresponding
sciences”. See Durkheim 1984 (1893), 303.

26 “We see no objection to calling sociology a variety of psychology, if we carefully
add that social psychology has its own laws which are not those of individual psychology”.
Durkheim 1951 (1897), 312. Cf. Durkheim 1898.

27 Théodule Ribot’s support for Tarde’s election to the College de France and the
Académie des Sciences Morales et Politiques demonstrates the existence of such an
alliance. Cf. Letters from Ribot to Tarde. GTA 92. Furthermore, Tarde ventured into an
intellectual career through the means of Ribot’s Revue, a journal in which he published a
great number of articles. See Consolim 2008.
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Bouglé was one of the first to acknowledge and move towards Durkheimian
sociology under this formulation and, as a result, to criticize the collective or
social psychology promoted by the Revue.?® Criticism by L’Année Sociologique
followed Durkheim’s guidance in attacking biological, cosmic, and psychological
theses typical in such milieus, as well as in the reasons presented for that
rejection, based on the supposed lack of scientific legitimacy of biological or
spiritualist conceptions in social sciences and, specifically, of the theoretical and
methodological eclecticism that the Revue practiced.” The various critical reviews
can be classified according to their length and quality, since, for Durkheim, the
Revue’s collaborators displayed very different levels of intellectual significance:
short descriptive statements for works of minor importance and more extensive
critical analyses in the case of others. The works of Fouillée, Bernes and Hauser
were target of longer critiques, while the ones written by Worms, Novicow,
Kovalewsky, Grasserie and Duprat were received with brief comments. There is
no doubt that Tarde was the author Durkheim respected the most, the only one
with whom he engaged in his works and articles, while the others had his attention
only in L’Année.

The criticism, as a whole, becomes meaningful if seen from the point of view
of Durkheim’s wider project: it is about defending a new science and a specific
method against those who sought to reconcile methods and explanations of
different orders. The reviews in L’Année spared no ironies, branding the works
of the Revue’s collaborators as literary, contradictory, and eclectic. In regard to
philosophers and historians, the criticism was aimed mainly at their spiritualist
and even metaphysical conception of social facts, as well as their “dialectical”
method, that is, the attempt to explain social facts through the means of general or
philosophical ideas. Fouillée’s psychology has no conceptual density, and is lacking

99

in empirical research; his collective psychology is “eclectic”, “self-contradictory”,

13

“literary”, “outdated”, and “idealistic” — as suggested by the expressions “a
people’s character”, “national character” and “French spirit”. Bernes’s Sociologie
et Morale is a popularizing handbook, and it is “normative”, since it confused the
observation of facts with judging them based on a moral person. Furthermore,
the “subjective” study of moral ideas by the great philosophers might have
philosophical interest, but not sociological, since there is no proof that they
represent collective feelings. Duprat’s psychosociology is “sketchy” and does no
more than indicate the “efficient causes” of social facts; the author is “dialectical”

28 “[Durkheim] does not exclude psychology completely from sociology; he
demonstrates that, since the representations that comprise social life are original syntheses
of individual representations, it is through a psychology, more specifically a collective one,
that science should be constituted”. Bouglé 1898: 155.

29 “Beyond the ideology of psychosociologists and the materialistic naturalism of
socioanthropology, there is a place for a sociological naturalism which sees specific facts
in social phenomena, and tries to explain them with zealous respect for their specificity”.
See Durkheim 1898, 302.
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and does not use the proper method to uncover the social causes of the issues he
wishes to study. Hauser believes that sociology should be a “philosophy of social
sciences” and his conception of social science is “eclectic” and “antiscientific”,
because he intends to gather and compare the methods and postulates of
history, philosophy, law and economics despite the specificity of social facts. In
regard to jurists or economists, the criticism was aimed mainly at their organic
conception of society, that is, the explanation of social facts through the means
of direct analogies to the natural body, as well as the contradiction between that
postulate and the sociological individualism practiced by such authors. Novicow
is “deductivist”, “metaphysical”, and “eclectic”, since one should not intermingle
biology, psychology, and sociology. Grasserie’s bio-psycho-sociology is also
“generic” and “eclectic”. Finally, Worms is “self-contradictory” because he mixes
“organicism” with “individualism”. His most important work, Philosophie des
sciences sociales, is merely a “good manual, an elementary popularizing work”
(Lapie 1895, 1903, 1904 and 1909; Simiand 1897, 1987; Durkheim 1902; Lapie
1898 and 1902; Fauconnet 1902; Bouglé 1902, 1903, 1904 and 1907).%°

The critiques of the Revue’s collaborators by the Durkheimians are
contemporaneous with the debate between Tarde and Durkheim, and they lasted
around a decade. In the debate with Tarde, Durkheim attacks the emphasis on the
“singularity” of the individual and of history in the name of social regularities:
he criticizes the idea of individual consciousness or collective mentality in the
name of the notion of “collective representation”: opposes the coercive force of
institutions to Tarde’s theory of imitation. In this regard, Durkheimian sociology
refused to reconcile the traditional social disciplines and to “clarify” them through
psychology, as Tarde intended, and sought to reorient them in the direction of the
sociological method (Lukes 1984; Besnard 1995; Consolim 2008 and 2011a). The
reviews of Tarde’s works that appeared in L’Année were not any less forceful.
Bouglé was unrelenting towards the so-called Tardean “ultra-individualism”, that
is, his supposed inability to draw a distinction between social or strictly sociological
relations and individual or psychological manifestations and, furthermore, to
notice the difference between utopia and history, between moral ideals and social
reality. Lapie also criticizes the fact that Tarde does not draw a distinction between
sociology and psychology, since Tarde considered the sociological sphere “nothing
more than the psychological propagated by imitation”. Fauconnet, in turn, rejects
the idea that Tarde’s psychologie des foules could explain the origin of “collective
representations”, since the mentality of the crowd would be simply a transitional
phenomenon between individual consciousness and collective representations.
Thus it would be “paradoxical to claim the name of collective or social psychology
[for sociology] while there is a vast field of strictly collective or social phenomena”
(Bouglé 1898 and 1899; Lapie 1898; Fauconnet 1900, 165).

30 The only author L’Année limited itself to praising was Emile Levasseur. Although
Simiand states that it is a generic history work with a political and contingent framing,
generally speaking he praises the quality of Histoire de la classe ouvriere. See Simiand 1987.
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We can conclude that L’Année’s criticism was relatively consistent, and
that it pointed out theoretical or methodological issues that represented
fundamental divergences in relation to Durkheimian sociology. This means that,
in that period, the diversity among some of L’Année’s main collaborators did
not manage to erase the core distinction between sociology and psychology.
The criticism can be summarized around three main aspects. First of all, it is
a critique of eclecticism aimed at authors who intend to combine biological,
cosmic and psychological factors in their explanation of social facts. Concerning
strictly psychological explanations, it is a critique of the notion that collective
ideas or feelings are entities autonomous from social institutions, and that their
explanations are based on individual empirical consciousness or an abstract
notion of human nature. Finally, it is a critique of the subordination of science
to immediate practical needs, which leads to a confusion between the study of
morality as a social fact, on the one hand, and the moralist judging those facts,
on the other.

The Union and the Responses to the Durkheimian Group

The main theories espoused by Worms’s journal were organicism, adopted by
René Worms and his Russian collaborators, and the social psychology of Alfred
Fouillée and Gabriel Tarde (Geiger 1981). Those were rival theories in principle,
since psychologists considered society to be nothing more than the sum of its
parts or a collection of individuals, while organicists postulated that a society
was an organic reality above individuals. Furthermore, organicists based their
sociological explanations on the notion of a universal “human nature”, while
Tardean psychologists highlighted the imitation process or the transmission of
“beliefs” and “desires” from the socially superior to the inferior. However, an
analysis of the published articles shows that the journal actually reconciled that
which was theoretically irreconcilable.

In response to the attacks by L’Année, the Revue’s collaborators started to
highlight “psychological” positions and align themselves with Tarde’s social
psychology as opposed to Durkheim’s.’! In the letters exchanged by Tarde and
Novicow, there is a sort of agreement between the former’s psychological or

5 ¢

psychosocial theory and the latter’s “organicism”.* In their turn, Paul de Lilienfeld

31 This constitutes a disagreement with Mucchielli, according to whom many
authors of the Revue changed sides to support Durkheim after the congress of the Institut
Internationale de Sociologie congress, in 1897, and the Congrés des sociétés savants, in
1898. See Mucchielli 1998. This was a point of view disseminated by a review of Bouglé’s
about the congress of the Institut in 1903 on the relationship between psychology and
sociology. Bouglé 1904.

32 See the letter from Novicow to Tarde in 1900: “We are in perfect agreement:
intercerebral psychology, you assert (p. 5) is certainly not the whole of sociology ... It
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and Jacques Novicow, overt organicists, pressured Worms for adopt psychology
as the foundation of the social sciences. While to Worms biological, cosmic,
and psychological factors are still able to account for social phenomena, now
psychology became the most important factor: it was up to psychology to “study
the mentality of a superior individual” in order to understand how it projects and
imposes itself over the rest of society, but also the “mental constitution” pertaining
to certain social groups — that is, their “collective soul” (the spirit of a nation, of a
race, of a family etc.). Imitation explained this process, since there could only be
“individual representations”, but no “collective representations”. In 1907, Worms
recognized that Tarde’s theory was very similar to his own and that the difference
was really much more terminological than theoretical: the concept of “opposition”
for Tarde would be equivalent to “struggle”, and the process of “imitation” was
derived from what he would call “association” (Worms 1902—-1907).

Kovalewsky, a critic of Tarde’s theory of imitation, according to whom social
transformations occurred in virtue of an “adaptation” to institutions and to local
beliefs and were not due to the imitation of a model, states that “sociology cannot
have a foundation other than psychology” and that Tarde had been the author who
had best understood the nature of this “collective psychology”, which is referred to
as Volkerpsychologie by the Germans (Kovalewsky 1904).3* Grasserie, in his turn,
ascribes to sociology the study of “instinct” and “abstract facts”, while psychology
is responsible for studying people and their character, mentalities and the products
of thought, such as actions and intellectual creations (Grasserie 1902).

Despite the specificity of each one of these positions, it is possible to affirm
that the members of the Revue intended to confine cultural or “mental” studies to
a social or collective psychology and, therefore, to limit sociology to the study of
natural (instinctive) phenomena or to the elaboration of an abstract philosophy
(general philosophy of the social sciences). This strategy was intended to postulate
the relative autonomy of mental or psychological phenomena in relation to
institutional ones, as well as derive social institutions from beliefs and desires
characteristic of a given social group.

It is not by chance that Duprat stated, in a review for the Revue, that Alfred
Fouillée opposed Durkheimian sociology more than any other theory, since
it seemed to him a sort of “moral materialism” discrediting the legitimacy of

[involves], besides intercerebral actions, all intercorporal actions ... and all of man’s
actions over nature and of nature’s over man. Indeed!” CHEVS-GTA 88.

33 “I believe you will still tells us many true and useful things, and that you will end
up converting all of us to your philosophy, which is so humanitarian and pacific”. Letter
from Kovalewski to Tarde, CHEVS-GTA 91. Despite all the criticism from Kovalewsky,
Tarde highlights the agreement between the two of them: “You, Mr. Kovalewsky, are in
perfect agreement with me in the sense that at the heart and in the origin of any evolution
there is a change in the collective psychology, in the state of the soul of a people, the source
of all manners of being and acting: does this not mean he recognizes that everything comes
ab interioribus ad exteriora?” See Tarde 1904, 267.
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philosophy on this issue. Fouillée published his works on the “psychology of the
peoples” at the end of the century, in which he adopts the expressions “collective
mentality” and “national elite” in opposition to the explanation through “social
institutions” and against Durkheim’s concept of the “collective consciousness”.
He argues that the “national character” should be represented by the “natural
elite” of a country, whose ideas and feelings are expressed through “psychological
signs” — language, religion, art, poetry and heroes — and not by the “crowd” or
the “opinion of the majority”. According to him, the national character is formed
by a collection of ethnical (biological and psychological heredity), geographical
(physical environment) and psychological (moral) features of a people, although
the last are the most important and the only ones capable of guiding a general
synthesis of the social sciences. Fouillée makes wide use of Tarde’s psychology:
individuals act upon and influence one another, unilaterally or reciprocally, through
a process of suggestion from person to person, in such a way that a nation can be
defined as a group of beings who imitate one another (Fouillée 1898).

Bernes, in turn, is indignant at the supposed Durkheimian reduction of morality
to “objective” factors and defends a “general sociology” with philosophical and
subjective foundations. Sociology should include as an object collective “beliefs”,
“feelings”, “ideas” and “aspirations”, topics studied by idealist psychology (Bernés
1895a and 1895b). Among historians, Levasseur states that all the social sciences
are tributaries to “psychology”, because “it is always the brain that conceives the
directive idea and determines the action” and, thus, it is the “state of mind of a
people that explains its institutions and its politics” (Levasseur 1904). Hauser, in
turn, publishes in the Revue a classification of the social sciences where “social
psychology” features as one of the disciplines, but sociology does not. In his
famous book L Enseignement des sciences sociales, he affirms that it is possible
to do social science without “resorting to the dangerous hypothesis of a collective
consciousness”, since individual consciousness is an explanatory factor of social
facts. According to him, Tarde attempted to create a social science without drawing
on any “mythology” or “ontology”, as was the case with Durkheim (Hauser 1902,
87). Duprat is the most ambiguous character in this group, in 1898 he showed
himself to be openly favorable to Durkheim’s sociology to the detriment of Tarde’s
psychology. However, he gets closer to “collective psychology” after he begins
publishing at Worms’s Revue and, from then on, proceeds to state that one must ally
psychosociology with sociological studies, since the greater part of feelings and
representations have a mixed or psychosociological character. He also admits the
role of “imitation” in the origin of collective feelings and mores, as well as the role
of “individual invention” and of the “intellectual elite” of any country in the origin
of its social progress. The concept of “social solidarity”, which he had initially
borrowed from Durkheim, acquires an increasingly idealistic, individualistic, and
elitist meaning (Duprat 1898, 1899, 1900, 1902, 1907).

The critical reviews of the works of Durkheim and of L’Année Sociologique
published by the Revue are revealing the same impetus: they consider Durkheim’s
theory incomplete and suggest its “complementation” both by the organic theory
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as well as by Tarde’s psychology. The image that is projected of Durkheimian
sociology is that of a reductionist or speculative theory, incapable of being
sufficiently scientific, like psychology, and, on the other hand, one that is
reductionist with regard to the complexity of the individual’s mental (and creative)
life (Worms 1893, 1895 and 1898; Worms and Bochard 1898—1908).

It can therefore be concluded that, although with different dispositions
regarding their professional situation, both groups of the Revue shared the same
conception of the “social sciences” as a set of distinct disciplines and methods
and, furthermore, adopted psychology as the foundation of the social sciences.
This “psychological consensus” can be summarized around four main topics: 1)
the adoption of some aspect of Tarde’s theory of invention and imitation; 2) the
defense of individual or collective psychology in the origin of social facts; 3) the
emphasis on ideas (or on “collective mentality”’) as an explanatory factor and a
factor of social solidarity; and 4) the importance of the elites (or of great men) in
history as opposed to the crowd.

Conclusion

It is important to stress that this is not to affirm the existence of a supposed “Tardean
school” constituted around Worms’s organizations; but it is necessary to understand
the impetus for a “psychological” convergence as part of a set of dispositions in
each of the groups in question and, moreover, as a position-taking typical of an
increasingly dominated position in the French intellectual field which sought to
legitimize itself by means of a more prestigious subject than “sociology”. Putting
on modernist and scientific airs but in fact being deeply moralist and conservative
regarding the methods and the conception of the social sciences, the supporters
of a collective or social psychology became representatives of a set of traditional
intellectual values and practices. Furthermore, the approach of “social psychology”
was better suited to republican values and to the pedagogical role of the social
sciences in “educating for democracy”. In this sense, the Revue adopted a stratifying
strategy, refractory as it was to the progressive autonomization of the many elites at
the time; at the same time it fought against the division of intellectual labor on behalf
of the “solitary creation” of ideas or theories and its influence in producing a social
cohesion, even if their own practices and ideas were sociologically determined by
pressures internal and external to the intellectual field.
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Chapter 5
From Communicative Memory to Non-
History — Czech and Polish Narratives of
Sociology’s Past

Jarostaw Kilias

In this chapter I intend to analyse books on general history of sociological thought
written in two neighbouring countries, Poland and Czechoslovakia. The histories
of Polish and Czech sociology were somewhat similar, although there were
important differences between them, too. Both nations lacked their own nation-
states until the end of the First World War. At that time the Czech lands were well
developed and urbanized, while Poland was dominated by rural population. Czech
elites were mostly of petty-bourgeois origin, while the Polish were dominated by
former gentry; the Polish intellectual public was (and still is) much narrower in
proportion to the whole population than the Czech one. The founding father of
Czech sociology is usually considered to be Tomas Garrigue Masaryk, a professor
of philosophy at the Prague University and a politician who eventually became
the first president of independent Czechoslovakia. Polish sociology was short of
such an important figure in the pre-war period. After the First World War both
sociologies underwent ample institutionalization and both attained a good average
level, although Czechs lacked a figure comparable to Florian Znaniecki, a scholar
of international intellectual recognition (for more on this topic see, for example,
Szacki 1995, Krasko 1996, Kilias 2000). After being suppressed during the Nazi
occupation, the discipline seemed to flourish in both countries after the Second
World War, only to be extinguished in the 1950s. Later on, the development of
Czech and Polish social science lost its synchronicity, as in Poland sociology
soon returned to universities and most of the older scholars participated in its
renewal, while Czechoslovak sociology was recovering very slowly and the older
non-Marxist scholars were excluded from it, except for a brief period in the late
1960s. After the suppression of the Prague Spring sociology was subjugated once
more (Vorisek 2012). On the other hand, from the early 1960s Polish sociology
functioned quite well, having been the only sociology in the Communist block with
such extensive contact with the Western science. As a result, it attracted interest of
Western scholars, while for the Czechs it functioned as a kind of “surrogate West”
until the late 1960s and again in 1970s until mid-1980s (Kilias 2001). Only after
1989 did the Czechs once more rebuild their social science, while Polish sociology
lost its privileged status.
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More varied works on the general history of the sociological thought were
published in Czechoslovakia, and later in Czech Republic, than in Poland. The
first of them was Emanuel Chalupny‘s Dejiny sociologie (‘“History of Sociology™).
A lawyer by education and a practising attorney, for a brief period an active
politician, Chalupny (1879-1958) was an enfant terrible of Czech intellectual
life, who participated in countless public arguments (Pecka 1999, Voracek 1999).
Already in 1916 he had started to write a multi-volume system of sociology, and
he continued to work on it until the enforced end of his academic career in early
1950s. Its second volume was to be the history of the discipline. Chalupny divided
it into two parts, and while the first one had appeared already in 1922, the second
one was published quarter a century later, in 1947 (Chalupny 1922, 1948). Before
it was issued, another book of this kind had appeared in the late 1930s, a translation
of Pitirim Sorokin’s Contemporary Sociological Theories (Sorokin 1936, 1928).

Post-war Czechoslovak sociology did not manage to produce any similar
work until the 1980s. In 1967, a Slovak translation of Polish Jan Szczepanski’s
book appeared (which, owing to the linguistic similarity was understandable for
both Czechs and Slovaks), and it served as a basic textbook for over ten years.
In 1981 two books (or rather booklets) of domestic origin were published, one
dealing with the Marxist, and one with the Western “bourgeois” sociology (Vanék
1981a, 1981Db). Their author was Antonin Vanék (1932—-1996), perhaps the most
notorious figure of Czech sociology in the 1970s, who was at that time the head
of Prague University sociology department (Petrusek 2004, Kulaty stil 2004).
His books were full of declarations of the Leninist orthodoxy; their structure was
somewhat odd and the quality definitely below standard level. For example, the
volume on “bourgeois” sociology contained a chapter entitled “Pitirim Sorokin’s
concept of the history of sociology” which summarized (or plagiarized) Sorokin’s
book, retaining Sorokin’s original citations (Van¢k 1980b: 76—7)! Fortunately for
Czech students, a translation of three worthwhile Soviet volumes on the history
of sociology became available only slightly later (Konstatntinov 1981, Komarov
1982, Kon 1983).

Another Czech book on the general history of sociological thought appeared long
after 1989. It was D¢jiny klasické sociologie (“History of Classical Sociology™),
written by a member of the middle generation of Czech scholars, Jan Keller (born
1955) (Keller 2004). Met with enthusiasm, Keller’s book went on to become the
basic Czech textbook on classical sociology. What is interesting is that, at the
same time as Déjiny klasické sociologie, the same publishing house, Sociologické
nakladatelstvi, issued a translation of a short French history of sociology written
by Charles-Henry Cuin and Frangois Gresle (2004). Recently Miloslav Petrusek
(born 1936), an esteemed teacher of the post-transition generation of Czech
sociologists, together with his postgraduates, published a concise book entitled
Déjiny sociologie (“History of Sociology”) (Petrusek 2011).

The history of Polish general histories of sociological thought started somewhat
later, and the first publication of this kind, was a short, popular Klasycy socjologii
(“Sociology Classics”) written by a non-academic, Aleksander Hertz (1933). The
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first fully-fledged work of this kind appeared in 1961, being republished twice,
in a slightly shortened version, in 1967 and 1969. The book, entitled Socjologia:
Rozwdj problematyki i metod (“Sociology. The Development of its Issues and
Methods™) was written by Jan Szczepanski (1913-2004), a former student of
Florian Znaniecki. What is interesting is that the first version of Socjologia was
published as early as 1953, during the time when sociology was officially ousted
from universities, and was then entitled Burzuazyjne doktryny socjologiczne 19 i
20 wieku (“Bourgeouis Sociological Doctrines of the Nineteenth and Twentieth
Centuries”) (Szczepanski 1953). Although its title evoked Stalinist critiques of
Western “bourgeois” sociology, it was a decent work which required relatively
few corrections (including removal of some Stalinist phrases used merely as
ornaments) when it was published eight years later.

In the same year as the Szczepanski’s book a curious translation appeared — the
first (of the original two) volumes of Becker and Barnes’s Social Thought from Lore
to Science (Becker, Barnes 1952, 1961). One year before its official publication, a
typewritten translation was circulated and used as a textbook at Warsaw University
(Becker, Barnes 1960). One might wonder about the usefulness of such a crippled
edition, missing its most important third volume containing information about the
factual development of sociology. Anyway, owing to its politically unacceptable
content, its publication would not be possible in Communist Poland.

One of persons responsible for the translation and the Polish introduction to the
book was Jerzy Szacki (born 1929). Together with Leszek Kotakowski, Bronistaw
Baczko and Andrzej Walicki, he belonged to a group of scholars sometimes called
the Warsaw School of the History of Ideas (Sitek 2000). In 1979 Szacki published
an English edition of his own History of Sociological Thought, and then in 1981
the two-volume, extended Polish version entitled Historia mysli socjologicznej
(Szacki 1979, 1981). The book has played an exceptional role in Polish sociology,
as it is, up to this day, the valid, proper classical sociology textbook — for most
younger Polish scholars the one and only source of knowledge about the history of
sociology. In 2002 a new, broadened and somewhat revised edition was published
(Szacki 2002). Two years later, the Polish edition of George Ritzer’s Classical
Sociological Theories appeared, which seem to be a moderate publishing success
(Ritzer 2004). In addition, a local publisher from Poznan published a meagre
translation of a German textbook by Hermann Korte (2003).

Although some translations played an important role both as textbooks and
as models for domestic writing, my interest here is only in the latter. Here we are
dealing with seven books (nine separate volumes) written by scholars belonging
to different generations at various stages of the development of sociology — small
wonder that their content and forms varied too. Nevertheless, despite slightly
different titles, all seven works dealt mostly with a similar topic — the development
of “grand theories”, not with sociology in general, nor with its central problems
and methods mentioned in the title of Szczepanski’s book. The only exception were
individual chapters with slightly different content — in Chalupny’s, Szczepanski’s
and Petrusek’s cases dealing with the institutional development of the discipline
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in selected countries; the Petrusek’s book contained also a chapter on the history
of sociological research. Only two works, the first volume of Chalupny‘s book and
Szacki’s work contained any detailed description of pre-sociological social thought,
while Szczepanski and Keller started their stories with selected Enlightenment and
pre-Comtean thinkers. On the other hand, only in the two latest Czech books was
the other temporal limit of the narration set: for Keller it was the First World War,
for Petrusek the early 1950s and the supposed Parsonian break; in both cases the
demarcation line was identified as the end of the classical sociology period (Keller
2004, Petrusek 2010).

Narrations on the history of philosophy, sociology and other similar academic
branches are usually structured by a mixture of two factors, chronology
and systematics. In some instances their content is organized in a different,
geographical and/or national way: theories and concepts are presented as supposed
“national schools”, or simply grouped by the country of origin. The highest level
of structure in the books examined seemed to be basically chronology, while the
level of individual parts and chapters describing various theories was dominated
by systematics. Geographical or national factors as a means of arranging narration
appeared only in the two of them — in a few chapters of the second volume
of the Chalupny’s work, and in one of the final chapters of the first edition of
Szczepanski’s Socjologia: Rozwdoj problematyki i metod (removed from the
second and the third edition of the book), dealing with the recent development
of sociology in selected countries. I will return to the question of the meaning of
particular narrative structures later.

A characteristic feature of most of the histories of sociological thought
was gradation of the thinkers and ideas presented. Those considered the most
important, mostly assumed to be the most original and influential, were usually
presented in separate chapters or subchapters, while the less prominent authors
were usually relegated to a paragraph of text and presented not as original thinkers
“on their own”, but only as representatives of broader theoretical currents. As for
the number and the character of concepts presented, a comparison of the seven
Polish and Czech books gives an impression of one-way although not linear
development (or regression, if you wish). The number of authors and theories
described decreased, and the gap between the “first class™ scholars who deserved
more and more elaborate descriptions and all the rest, at best condemned to brief
notes, increased. Nowadays most of the former are thinkers from a limited and
more or less standardized, narrow set of sociological classics (cf. Connell 1994),
many of whom have been incorporated into the theoretical tradition of sociology
quite recently (like de Tocqueville and to a degree Marx). For example, in the
second volume of his history, while dealing with post-Comtean sociology in
the nineteenth century Chalupny not only mentioned but wrote at least a few
sentences about over 100 scholars. Szczepanski wrote chapters or subchapters
on 19 authors (or teams of authors); a dozen or so deserved at least two pages,
and a several dozen others were mentioned. Although the final edition of Jerzy
Szacki’s book was twice as big as Szczepanski’s (and much broader in its scope,
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covering longer periods of time and including numerous non-sociologists), only
40 scholars merited separate chapters or sub-chapters, while all the other authors
mentioned merited at most a sentence or two. Jan Keller considered 12 authors
worthy of separate chapters or sub-chapters, and only 13 deserved any description
longer then one or two sentences.' For Petrusek and his co-workers, the respective
numbers were 12 and over 40.

Two exceptions from the general trend were Hertz’s and Vanék‘s books. The
former, concentrating mostly on just a few sociology classics and with only seven
“first class” characters, resembles literature from much later period, while the latter
seemed more similar to (plagiarized) Sorokin than to most of the contemporary
literature.

There was another shift discernible in the content of the works. They were
mostly composed of only loosely connected chapters on separate subjects; two basic
narrative frames organizing stories they tell were nevertheless distinguishable.
The first one derived from the original Comtean idea of sociology as a definitive
outcome of the scientific revolution and the peak of modern science —the application
of the (universal) scientific method to the most complicated of all possible study
subjects: society. The history of sociology told that way was a romance (in the
sense of White 1973: 8-9) of sociology growing up to be the genuine science — a
variation and a component of a more general meta-narrative of human progress.
Such a plot fitted well what happened from the time of birth and perhaps during
the early stages of the development of the discipline, but became increasingly
problematic when — despite the passage of time — the hoped-for scientific maturity
still remained at best a distant goal. No wonder that since the 1960s the second,
in White’s terms probably ironic (ibid.) and somewhat relativist, narrative frame
prevailed, which presented sociology as a self-reflection of the modern society.
Still, in Polish and Czech histories of sociological thought, the narrative of the
development of the scientific sociology survived a surprisingly long time, and even
Jerzy Szacki resorted to the romance of a rationalization process leading to the
development of a more scientific sociology (in fact he only presented such an idea
in the introduction to his Historia mysli socjologicznej, not being able to utilize it
as a means of description of the development of post-Comtean sociology).> As a
result the only books that evoked the concept of sociology as a self-reflection of
modernity were the two latest Czech books, Keller’s and Petrusek’s.

Basically, Polish and Czech general histories of sociological thought dealt
with exactly the same concepts and theories as other books of this kind published
at the same time elsewhere. Still, there was one specific problem which all authors

1 On the other hand, his Déjiny klasické sociologie contained an appendix consisting
of brief biograms of almost 100 “sociologically relevant” thinkers.

2 The narrative structure of Vaneck’s two volumes was that of the typical Marxist-
Leninist story, the erroneous bourgeois story and the true Marxist one, the latter in the end
winning over the former, a structure not unusual perhaps for Soviet-type interpretations but
certainly not common gospel in the Czech and Polish context.
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from peripheral countries writing the general history of sociological theory must
face — the necessity to deal with domestic sociological heritage. Unfortunately,
there were but few Polish or Czech authors who received some international
acclaim. Apart from Florian Znaniecki there was only a small number of less
important figures who mostly worked abroad and wrote in foreign languages.
Anyway, there was no longer a place for any of them in the shrinking canon
of classical sociology, and the absence of established domestic thinkers was an
embarrassing fact for most of the local sociologists. There were three possible
strategies of coping with this problem: separation, natural inclusion, and the
one I call “but in our country”. The first, separation, resulted in writing separate
histories of the general/universal and the local sociologies, or at least abstaining
from describing the latter when writing about the former. The second natural-
inclusion strategy was based on the incorporation of some domestic sociologists,
but only where they fitted the narration and to some extent played a limited role
in international sociological life. Obviously, this strategy was easier to apply to
earlier histories, which dealt with many more scholars from different countries.
The third, “but-in-our-country”, strategy strove to describe both the international
and the local sociology, including as much domestic work as possible. There
were two basic ways of doing so: either describing the local reception of foreign
theories, or finding their domestic analogues. This was somewhat double-edged,
because although it gave more space to the presentation of local academic work,
it put it into comparative context, continuously confronting it with the central
(that is, Western) science.

Most of the authors of the books analysed opted for the strategy of separation,
writing only about international sociology and respectively publishing separate
works on the domestic and the foreign work (which was the case of Van¢k, who
also published a few books on the history of Czechoslovak sociology). Chalupny
and Szczepanski decided in favour of natural inclusion, while Szacki was the only
one who selected the “but-in-our-country” strategy, providing information about
many scholars from Poland (excluding those who definitely dropped out from the
limited classical canon, such as Leon Winiarski), and stressing the Polish origins
of some others (such as Ludwig Gumplowicz and Bronistaw Malinowski). Szacki
also described the local versions and reception of such intellectual currents as the
Enlightenment, romantic historiography and Marxism. What is important is that
this strategy aimed mostly at domestic readers, as some passages, including the
whole chapter on Florian Znaniecki, were missing from the first English edition.
The same can be said about Polish reviews of the work that expressed satisfaction
at the fact that, with the publication of the English version of the book, which
contained such a detailed description of Polish sociological thought, it at last
received long-deserved international acclaim (Walicki 1980: 98-99, Kwasniewicz
1982: 295). The application of such double standards, generating different
communication styles for the domestic and the foreign publics, together with the
longing for praise or appreciation from the more prestigious centre appears to be a
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sign of the peripheral discourse (though not necessarily peripheral status) of Polish
sociology (Zarycki 2009: 137).

A characteristic feature of Chalupny’s, and of Petrusek’s work, absent in
their Polish analogues, was the presence of chapters dealing with other Central-
East European sociologies. The first author presented a detailed overview of the
development of social science in Europe as a whole (Chalupny 1948: 224-36,
419-30), while the second wrote a brief chapter on Polish and Russian sociology
(Petrusek 2011: 194-211). This way, the Czech authors put Czech social science
into the context of a whole group of more or less comparable regional social
sciences. Such an unpretentious perspective was certainly a more effective means
of avoiding distressing confrontation with Western science than was the highbrow
attitude of Polish scholars.

In a series of papers, including ‘On the Theory and Systematics of Sociological
Theory’ published in 1967, Robert K. Merton noted that most sociologists writing
on the history of sociology confuse it with the systematics of sociological theory.
One of the reasons for this was the lack of professional competence in the field of
historical research (Merton 1967: 2). A possible way of answering the question of
the historical character of Czech and Polish writings on the history of sociological
theory is to examine the professional competence and interests of their authors.
They belonged to three different categories. Three of them, Hertz, Szczepanski
and Petrusek were indeed sociologists (not always by their formal education)
without any specific historical training or experience. Still, the rest of them had
some historical education or at least practical experience. Chalupny was interested
in historical issues and wrote some historical books, while Vanék specialized in
the history of sociology. Jan Keller is not only a historian by training, but even
wrote his PhD thesis on Max Weber’s concept of history (Jan Keller 2011). On
the other hand, despite his PhD topic, his works reveal a total lack of interest in
any factual history (see for example Keller 1995, 1997). Jerzy Szacki is a special
case, being the only professional involved in genuine historical research — in fact
he is a historian of ideas of international acclaim. As for the books analysed, all the
authors except Jerzy Szacki completely disregarded theoretical and methodological
issues concerning writing about the sociology’s past, including the question of the
selection of material. They simply wrote about what they felt to be important.
A notable exception was again Jerzy Szacki, who published some papers on
methodological issues in the history of sociology (for example, Szacki 1991), and
whose work contained a elaborate theoretical introduction. Surprisingly, this did
not seem to influence his research and literary practice. Although his Historia mysli
socjologicznej included some reflections on the selected perspective and method
and the criteria used to select the description of subjects, his solutions were more
or less the same as those of his more naive colleagues: describe anything that
seems important to a contemporary sociologist (Hinkle 1979: 205).

Most of the books on the history of sociological thought were written by
authors who were not professional historians and therefore lacked methodological
awareness. Hence, it is probably more fruitful to examine them as a form of
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disciplinary social memory than dealing with them as if they were genuine historical
writings. For this purpose, I am going to turn to ideas of a German Egyptologist
and a prominent student of social memory issues, Jan Assmann (1992). Dealing
mostly with ancient cultures, Assmann conceived concepts that seem useful when
tackling with professional memories of sociologists. Assmann distinguished two
forms of collective memory — the communicative and the cultural one. The former
is based on oral communication and is created, disseminated and sustained by
direct interactions between individuals, being a spontaneous recollection of shared
memories, and not a result of any systematic reflection. The functioning of the
latter is a result of institutional practices performed by experts, in most cases
serving political power. Such memory often takes the form of foundational stories,
legitimizing those in power (and/or their institutions), but may also serve as an
alternative history, used as an instrument for criticizing the existing institutional
order. Communicative memory is a short-term one. It contains only the memories
of one generation, usually covering a period of no more than 40 years, while
cultural memory may deal with phenomena from the distant past, including the
mythical past. As a result there are phenomena that do not belong to any collective
(or individual) memory, falling into a “floating gap” between the two forms of
memory (Assmann 1992: 48-56).

Assmann’s theory also enables us to address the question of historicity to be
addressed. Dealing with ancient Middle Eastern cultures, the author touched upon
the old distinction between the historical peoples and the people without histories.
Introduced as an intellectual means of asserting European exceptionalism, for a
long time it was used in a normative way as an expression of a supposed difference
between the civilized West and the savages without history. Assmann resorted
to its somewhat more up-to-date version — to Claude Lévi-Strauss’s distinction
between two variants for dealing with the past, the “cold” and the “hot”. The
former locates the absolute past outside the normal time continuum, the foundation
of a supposedly eternal social order, while the latter presents it as a never-ending
series of occurrences, which represent the historical change of human life forms
and social institutions. Assmann’s argumentation was neither Eurocentrist nor
evolutionary. He argued for the strategic use of memories which any group could
opt for. Unlike the French anthropologist, he treated them not as evolutionary
stages, but as possible memory strategies, and in his opinion any group could build
its memory in this or that way (Assmann 1992: 66-86).

Sociologically speaking, social memory functions in a different way from,
say, memory of ancient Egyptians, Jews or even nineteenth-century Poles. As an
academic field, sociology is based on written records. Thus its memory simply
cannot be exclusively oral, and the very existence of the communicative memory
reproduced via face-to-face interactions seems questionable. However, in modern
society almost all communication includes at least some writing. On the other
hand, discussion on current scholarly production somewhat resembles face-
to-face interactions, even if it includes a broader public and appears in part in
written form. Some features specific to the cultural memory, including the fact
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that it is generated and reproduced by specialized institutions, as well as used to
legitimate/subvert power, are normal for sociology, divided as it is into various
sub-disciplines and reproduced by formal educational institutions. Moreover, a
glance at narrations on the history of sociological thought reveals that they indeed
involve two different styles of describing past phenomena, which resemble Jan
Assmann’s communicative and cultural social memory. The floating gap between
them was no less discernible.

Most of the content of the analysed books belonged to cultural memory.
There were some exceptions though: the final passages of the first edition of
Szczepanski’s Socjologia, some chapters of the Vanék’s books and the final parts
of Szacki’s work dealing with contemporary social science concerned phenomena
which definitely belonged to communicative memory. Furthermore, the status of
some fragments of the second volume of the Chalupny’s was at best ambiguous.

There are a few distinct features to the narration on concepts and theorists who
still belong to the communicative memory. Owing to its non-institutional character,
it is neither standardized nor unified, and much less systematic and organized,
so it is decidedly harder to organize narration about it. Phenomena belonging
to the communicative memory are too near to be ordered chronologically and
seldom fit established systematics, so it is easier to arrange them by the extrinsic,
geographical (or national) factor. No wonder that Chalupny and Szczepanski used
it for chapters dealing with up-to-date, or almost up-to-date social science — and
they were the only chapters of their books organized that way. Any historical
description poses the issue of the selection of phenomena that are to be described:
which are important enough to be described, and which should be omitted? In the
case of the communicative memory, any traditional solutions of this problem are
lacking, and each decision appears arbitrary. The problem of choice and anxiety
connected with describing phenomena belonging to the communicative memory is
clearly discernible in Szczepanski’s and Szacki’s books, containing rather sketchy
chapters about them. Anxiety involved in dealing with the “floating gap” is also
easily discernible in at least some instances. The history of the subsequent editions
of Szczepanski’s book may serve as an example: while the first one contained a
chapter on contemporary sociology, it was removed from the second and the third,
limiting the scope of the work to the cultural memory. A similar strategy of strict
separation was also used by Hertz, Keller and Petrusek, who decided to deal with
older sociological thought only, which belongs incontrovertibly and exclusively
to the cultural memory. On the other hand, Van¢k and Szacki decided to continue
the story up to contemporary sociology. Preparing the revised edition of his book,
the Polish author even extended its scope, moving the end of his story towards the
present: instead of Parsons and Lazarsfeld, the last edition of his work ends with
an overview of the theories of postmodernity.

Probably the most interesting example of the “floating gap” were the two
volumes of Chalupny’s book, the second published after an interval of 25 years. The
first one ended with Comte and it suggested that with his work was the beginning of
the development of contemporary sociology. Yet when the Czech author managed
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to publish his second volume, he saw things differently. In this volume, Comte was
considered a scholar who merely started the preparatory period of the discipline
formation, while the stage of development that deserved to be called “first building
period” began only after the publication of Herbert Spencer’s The Study of Sociology
and The Principles of Sociology, and the “second building period” at the beginning
of the twentieth century. As Chalupny ended his story with the turn of the century,
more recent sociology remained beyond his scope anyway.

Without any doubt most of the content of the books was cultural memory,
which enabled twofold, “cold” or “hot” mnemonic strategies. Identification
of strategies used by their authors may eventually provide some answer to the
question of the historical character of stories they told. To do this, one must
discern the character of the time in which the stories were embedded. Owing to the
character of the literature on the general history of sociological thought, it is by no
means an easy task. The narrative structure of all the seven books was extremely
ill-defined, as they were fragmented into separate and only loosely connected
chapters. Sometimes it is even hard to say whether they tell any story at all. As for
time, it is not easy to correlate them with any specific order in time, as they mostly
contained descriptions of sequences of abstract theories providing only minimal
(if any) information about their historical contexts. Consequently, any answer to
the question of the character of the past described in all the books analysed is
going to be somewhat arbitrary and subjective to a degree.

It seems that the three earliest Czech and Polish histories of sociological thought
followed rather “hot” mnemonic strategies. The first volume of Chalupny’s work
told the story of the creation of sociology as a truly scientific discipline dealing
with human culture and society, which started deep in ancient Asia, to be finally
fulfilled in the beginning of nineteenth century by Auguste Comte.® The story
told in the second volume was less clear, but was at least framed by Chalupny’s
periodization of preparatory and two building stages, which turned it into, maybe
not a history, but at least a chronicle (White 1980: 9-10) of scientific progress,
which appeared to continue up to the time of publication of the volume. Both the
creation story and the chronicle of progress belonged to a normal time continuum,
structured by and embedded in more or less specific historical time, measured
by facts of intellectual history, such as progression of intellectual currents or
publication of particular books. Its historical character was stressed by the fact
that the chronicle of progress appeared unfinished — it ended suddenly with the
end of the nineteenth century. Consequently, some important authors and concepts
were left out — probably saved for the unwritten third volume. The case of Hertz’s
more selective narration is less clear, but the story he told was chronologically
ordered and put in the sketchy yet specific enough context of intellectual,

3 Chalupny was eager to call any thinker he described “sociologist” and his story of
pre-Comtean thought was so full of fundamental discoveries that somewhat mistrustful
reader might perhaps ask why the emergence of scientific sociology had taken such a long
time and had required such a genius as Comte.
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social and political history. Like the Chalupny’s work, Szczepanski’s book also
contained the story of the establishment of scientific sociology, although it was
much shorter and dealt only with events directly preceding the establishment of
Comtean sociology, presenting both social thought and its social and political
context. Extra-sociological background nevertheless disappeared after sociology
had been established, making the subsequent parts of narration (which was, unlike
the Chalupny’s story, no longer any story of progress) less embedded in a specific
historical time. Still, the time perspective of his book seems historical, not absolute.

Like his three predecessors, Jerzy Szacki also evoked the foundation story of
the birth of sociology as the science of society. Like Chalupny and Szczepanski he
appealed to an extra-intellectual context dealing with the pre-sociological era and
the formation of the new science, but otherwise it was marginalized in his work, as
he even omitted the usual biographical notes. On the other hand, his narration was
organized by chronological order of facts, starting from the ancient Greece and
ending with contemporary sociological theories, which gives the impression of
historical continuity and causality in the development of sociological theory. Still,
the story contains some peculiarities, such as a suggestion that at the end of the
nineteenth century an “anti-positivist break” in the development of sociological
theory took place, best represented by German thinkers inspired mostly by the
philosopher Wilhelm Dilthey, such as Ferdinand Ténnies, Georg Simmel and Max
Weber (Szacki 1981: 469—538). In fact, an anti-positivist break in sociology did
indeed happen, but over a half a century later, and Jerzy Szacki himself was deeply
interested in debates that surrounded it — he even published a reader, Czy kryzys
socjologii? containing some of the most important texts on the topic (Szacki
1977). Still, attributing it to German sociology of the end of the nineteenth century
was an example of the mobilization of the past to fight contemporary theoretical
battles — in short, a piece of a counter-present, mythical past.

The mnemonic strategy of Antonin Vanék, who presented an untypical, dual
story of the two-fold development of Marxist and bourgeois sociology, which
would one day end with the victory of the former, was not entirely clear. His
narration on Western sociology was simply chaotic, while the story of the
Marxist social science was more or less chronologically ordered, and contained
a number of repetitions of a sequence: political blunder; Party critique; return to
the Marxist (Leninist) orthodoxy. Although this model of an ever-repeating past
was probably not a typical myth, it still resembled a “cold” rather then a “hot”
memory strategy.

The “cold” mnemonic strategy of Vanék was typical for the intellectual history
of East European Marxism in general, and not only for sociology. As for the latter,
the elements of the “cold” strategy, barely visible in Jerzy Szacki’s work, dominated
the two latest Czech books. Both offered some information, in Keller’s case quite
detailed, on the biographies of thinkers, as well as about the extra-intellectual
and supposed intellectual context of the theories analysed. Despite these features,
which give an impression of the embeddedness in specific, historical time, the
mythical aspect dominated the stories they tell. Both narrations were placed in a
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strictly demarcated period considered the domain of the classical sociology, which
for Keller ended with the First World War and for Petrusek with the Parsonian-
Mertonian theoretical break. As a result neither the period, nor phenomena that
happened that time, were connected with the present in any direct way, being in
a sense excluded from normal time continuum. Still, both authors insisted upon
a universal actuality of the classical sociology — the latter simply asserting its
everlasting validity, the former resorting to the refined concept of sociology as a
science dealing with the transition crises of modernity.

The two authors presented the current version of sociological foundation
story — the story of sociology as a self-reflection of the modern society. Petrusek
resorted to the simple Nisbetian formula of the intellectual reflection of two
revolutions, the political (French) and the industrial one (Petrusek 2011: 10),
while Keller proposed a more elaborate concept of the reflection of the succession
and transition crises between the two (of the original three) modernization phases
as defined by German social theorist Peter Wagner — the restricted liberal and
organized modernity (Carleheden 2010: 63). The universal actuality of classical
sociology was supposed to be the result of its ability to cope with transition crises,
similar to the contemporary crisis accompanying the assumed transition from the
extended liberal modernity to network society. Although his analysis pretended to
be sociological, the Czech author carried out only an ideological analysis in the
Durkheimian sense of the word. Instead of trying to discern factual problems that
might imbue individual classical sociologists, who (probably) dealt mostly with
their own, considerably dissimilar societies, he substituted them with Wagner’s
scheme. Naturally, the idea of the ever-actual classical sociology as an intellectual
reflection of the long past, yet eve-important modernization has nothing to do with
any history and turns out to be a myth.

The analysis of Polish and Czech narrations on the history of sociological
theory reveals three development tendencies. The first is the significant decrease
in number of theories presented, the broadening of the gap between “first class”
thinkers and all the rest. While the former deserved more and more thorough
descriptions, the latter was becoming ever more marginal, being at best mentioned
by a name only, and only as representatives of broader theoretical currents.
The second is the shift from the romance of the establishment of sociology as
a genuine scientific study of society to the ironical narration on sociology as
self-reflection of modern society. The third is the conversion from a type of
“hot” to a “cold” mnemonic strategy, which resulted in the transformation of
selected facts from the history of the nineteenth century sociology (in fact, not
only sociology) into a piece of a long-gone but somehow ever-present past, a
source of timelessly valid classical sociological theory. The idea of sociology as
an instrument of intellectual reflection of modernity turned into a sociological
foundation myth. What is interesting, the transformation of content and form
of narratives on the history of sociological thought was by no means gradual.
All the three changes occurred at once and rather suddenly (only Szacki’s book
appeared to be in a sense transitory), forming an entirely new type of story,



From Communicative Memory to Non-History 101

which probably should not be called “history” any longer, but rather classical
sociology. As the phenomena described by classical sociology had already
belonged to the cultural memory domain, their emergence cannot be explained
by growing distance to the past phenomena or the usual way of functioning of
social memory.

The Polish and Czech narrations on the general history of sociological theory
turned out to be exactly like the literature written abroad, without any significant
local peculiarities. Their content was similar, except for the selective inclusion
of the domestic theoretical heritage in some of them, and the ways in which
they were told was more or less the same. The only exception was the Marxist
story written and published by Vanék, who remained an isolated scholar and did
not influence the local intellectual work. Consequently, the most important local
feature was a considerable delay before the new style of writing the history of
sociological theory was adopted: the first full-fledged classical sociologies were
probably Raymond Aron’s Contemporary Sociological Theories (1976, first
published in 1965-1967) and — in a sense — Robert Nisbet’s The Sociological
Tradition (1973, first published in 1967), published already in the mid-1960s.
This delay is not easy to explain. Without any doubt in the case of Czech social
science, political factors were important. The renewal of sociology started in
1960s, only to be stopped by the neo-Stalinist “normalization” of the 1970s,
which cut off most contacts with the West and started the academic career of
people like Antonin Van€k. The case of Polish sociology is less clear. Perhaps
the most probable reason why classical sociology appeared so late was, apart
from the relative isolation (economical and linguistic more than political) of the
Polish sociological community, the exceptional status of Jerzy Szacki as the only
established sociology historian in Poland who was expected to write such a work
and whom nobody could contest.

The timing and the character of the transformation of the local histories of
sociological thought seem important not only for Polish and Czech sociology,
but shed a light on the establishment of classical sociology in general. Raewynn
Connell attributed the transformation of the attitude towards the past and the style
of description to the scientific revolution that changed the leading paradigm and/
or the geography of post-war sociology (Connell 1997: 1535-1539). Such an
interpretation is without any doubt correct, as the functioning of social memory
alone cannot explain such a thorough change. Still, Polish and Czech social
sciences underwent this revolution too, but there seemed to be no urgent need
also to transform its past, and the appearance of the new view on the discipline’s
past was seriously delayed. Even in the West the timing is somewhat questionable.
Talcott Parsons’s The Structure of Social Action (1968, first published in 1937) is
sometimes considered the first sign of the coming change. Still, if characteristic
features of classical sociology are in fact: a restricted canon of sociological classics,
ironic interpretation of the history of sociology as the intellectual reflection of
modernity, and “cold” mnemonic strategy, only the first one can be attributed to
Parsons’s work. Another face of the scientific revolution was the newly dominant
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research method — mostly in the form of opinion polls — legitimized by neo-
positivist methodology. But being probably the last incarnation of the old dream
about the truly scientific sociology, neo-positivism hardly conformed with any
ironic vision of sociology! In fact, the interpretation of the history of sociology
as the intellectual reflection of modernity was developing only gradually, and its
generalized version, pretending to be the definitive interpretation of the origins of
sociology, appeared perhaps in Robert Nisbet’s The Sociological Tradition. And
does the ironic view of the history of sociology not fit better the other, interpretative
revolution, which started in the 1960s?

The discussion on the uses of old sociological theory and ways in which history
of sociology should be written has already been going on for a few decades.
What is important here is that probably every aspect of the new type of writing
the history of sociological theory has been criticized, including the very idea of
sociology as the intellectual reflection of modernity. The same can be said about
the idea of the everlasting canon of sociological classics, as well as supposed uses
of the classical theory (for instance, Jones 1983, Baehr, O’Brien 1994, Connell
1997). What is interesting, although the arguments used against them appear to
be quite substantial, is that they do not seem to have influenced the classical
mainstream of sociology in any way. If my interpretation of Assmann’s concept
is correct, they will never do so, as they are misconceived and misdirected.
Classical sociology does not seem to be a bad history — it is simply not the history
of historians, and those who write it and use it are not really interested in the dull
and trivial past. So maybe sociology is not so different when compared to other
disciplines after all?
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Chapter 6
Research For Whom?: Changing
Conceptions of Disciplinarity in the
American University

Daniel Gordon

Introduction: From Student to Society

Recent calls for public sociology invite a naive question: Why is being a college
professor not considered public enough?

Why is it not public to teach a large number of young people at a university? Is
not an academic course a public space, in the sense defined by Habermas ([1962]
1991): a space where individuals of diverse social backgrounds convene for
discussion? And, since college students are destined to become active members
of their communities as professionals and policy makers, does not elevating these
future leaders count as a significant public function? Disquiet about the shortage
of public academics at our universities suggests that the university itself is not a
wide enough context for the fulfillment of important public functions. I seek to
explain this malaise through a historical overview of the transformation of the
American university from a student-centered college to a research university.

The academic disciplines, until the late nineteenth century, were conceived
as tools for developing the mind and character of the undergraduate student.
The “faculties”, or masters of a “discipline”, existed to “discipline” the student’s
mental powers, or “faculties”. The double meanings indicate that the student’s
cognitive development was the reference point for articulating faculty functions.
This student-centered framework dissolved in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth century. The change resulted, of course, from the growing emphasis on
research; but more precisely, from the concept of research as an activity designed
to benefit society as a whole rather than the students residing on the campus. The
problematic nature of this social ontology underlying modern research is a special
focus of the present essay.

The abolition of the principle of in loco parentis (the principle that the
university serves as a substitute for parents) is of considerable importance. It
facilitated not merely the freedom of the students but the freedom of the professors
to minimize their interaction with the undergraduates and to cultivate research
for external constituencies. The redefinition of the professoriate in terms of
socially, or externally, useful research also fatefully impacted the hierarchy of the
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disciplines. In the new academic regime, the merit of a discipline depends on its
value in resolving what are, or are perceived to be, practical problems for society
as a whole. No longer primary is the function of a discipline in cultivating a young
person’s cognitive faculties.

A few disciplines of doubtful utilitarian importance, such as English and
history, have managed to preserve, or even enhance, their status in the new regime.
Representatives of these disciplines have succeeded by preserving some of the
older educational values and portraying their fields as the supreme incarnation of
student-centered learning. English and history have carved out important spaces in
the curriculum, notably in general education. History, English composition, and a
literature course, for example, are usually included in the American college’s core
requirements. Other disciplines — and sociology is one of these — are torn between
the old and the new. Devoted to the study of contemporary society, sociology has
naturally tried to claim a place as a useful discipline. We will see how the brightest
sociological luminary of twentieth century America, Talcott Parsons, framed the
discipline as a “national resource”. But sociology in the United States has had
difficulty moving off the margins of public utility. While sociological research
is more inscribed than the humanistic disciplines in governmental and industrial
research enterprises, it has never been regarded as so vital to the national welfare
as engineering, physics, chemistry, biology, management, and economics. At the
same time, because sociology is a modern discipline, it lacks a tradition of being
central in student-centered or liberal education. The outcry for more publicly
oriented sociologists may well express the need that sociology has for a third
way between the student-centered and utilitarian conceptions of the university.
The following discussion is an effort to thicken the historical contours of this
analysis by presenting a series of key texts illustrating the shifting principles of
disciplinarity in American higher education.

The key texts are:

* The Yale “Report of the Faculty on a Course of Liberal Education” (1828).
This source illustrates the student-centered conception of the disciplines.
It also demonstrates that the disciplines were intertwined with the concept
of the student as a child. The professor functioned in loco parentis and
superintended the development of the young person’s mental powers.

o Abraham Flexner, The American College: A Criticism (1908). Flexner
was a leading proponent of the new model of higher education associated
with the founding in 1876 of Johns Hopkins, the first American research
university. Yet, he highlighted the contradictions between the research
endeavour and student-centered education, while attempting to promote
both. His analysis of the university’s internal inconsistencies, in my
opinion, has not been superseded. But the intellectual history of American
higher education after Flexner can be understood as a series of efforts to
resolve these inconsistencies.

o Statements on academic freedom by the AAUP, 1915-1940. These
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declarations by the American Association of University Professors
reflect an effort to eliminate the appearance of a misfit between college
teaching on the one hand and unconstrained research on the other. The
AAUP harmonized what Flexner considered contradictory by redefining
the student as an adult who benefits from academic freedom as much as
professors do.

*  Proceedings of the Annual Conference of the AAU, 1906—1920. The papers
from conferences of the Association of American Universities reveal that
World War I stimulated a shift in the outlook toward research, decisively
favouring the production of knowledge for the benefit of society rather than
scholarly investigation for its own sake. The conference papers suggest that
until World War I, the AAU idealized the professor who combines research
with undergraduate teaching. After the war, the concept of the research
professor, relieved of teaching duties, acquired legitimacy.

* Talcott Parsons and Gerald Platt’s The American University (1973). Parsons
and Platt argued that research is the “core” function of the professor. They
contributed to the effort to unify the image of the American university.
Ironically, they perfected the justification of the research complex by
returning to a parental conception of the college professor. The professor
is the student’s father, but the role of the father in industrial societies,
according to Parsons and Platt, is to be professionally engaged in the
external world, not child-centered.

*  Michael Burawoy’s 2004 presidential speech on public sociology to the
American Sociological Association. This text is an outcry against the
utilitarian research complex that Parsons and Platt legitimized in The
American University. However, references to college teaching are slight in
the speech. I suggest that the concept of public sociology would be stronger
if it put less emphasis on making an impact outside the academy and more
emphasis on establishing relevance to liberal undergraduate education.

The Yale Report (1828) On Liberal Education

Yale’s “Report of the Faculty on a Course of Liberal Education” (1828) was a
response to criticism of the college’s ancient languages requirement. The report
defends the core curriculum, with its emphasis on Greek and Latin, by putting
classics in the context of the college’s prime aim: to develop the mental powers of
young people; “What then is the appropriate object of a college?” ... “Its object
is to lay the foundation of a superior education: and this is to be done at a period
of life when a substitute must be provided for parental superintendance” (Yale
Report 1828: 6, italics in original).

The pre-adult status of the student is axiomatic. The disciplines are tools for
stimulating the young person’s cognitive development. Liberal education is as “a
course of discipline in the arts and sciences, as is best calculated ... to strengthen
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and enlarge the faculties of the mind” of the budding student (Yale Report 1828:
30). The pre-adult nature of the student also provides the rationale for the residential
basis of college life; “The parental character of college government requires that
the students should be so collected together, as to constitute one family; that the
intercourse between them and their instructors may be frequent and familiar. This
renders it necessary that suitable buildings be provided, for the residence of the
students” (ibid.: 9, italics in original).

In the Yale report, “discipline” does not refer, as it does today, to a body of
knowledge cultivated by professors that is separate from instruction. The young
student may be interested in our disciplinary work today, but the existence of
this work does not presuppose the student’s prior existence. Thus, professors
often distinguish their “own work™ from the service they provide as teachers. In
contrast, the Yale report delineates an academic world in which the student is not
just a physical presence in the university but is the raison d’étre of the disciplines.
Each discipline exists because it calls forth a “vigorous exercise” of the students’
faculties (Yale Report 1828: 7). The term “faculty” or “faculties” is used in the
report to refer both to the professoriate and to the mental powers of the student.

In a proper education, the disciplines complement each other to develop the
student’s mind as a whole:

In our arrangements for the communication of knowledge as well as in
intellectual disciplines, such branches are to be taught as will produce a proper
symmetry and balance of character ... As the bodily frame is brought to its
highest perfection, not by one simple and uniform motion, but by a variety of
exercises, and adapted to each other, by familiarity with different departments of
science. (Yale Report 1828: 9)

“It is necessary that a// the important mental faculties be brought into exercise”
(ibid.: 7; italics in original). The basic faculties are reason, imagination, and
memory, though the report refers in passing to other aptitudes such as “taste”, “the
art of speaking”, and “the inventive powers” (ibid.: 8-9). It is not clear if these
are subsumed by reason, imagination and memory or are separate faculties. But
it is evident that no discipline is part of the curriculum if it does not provide vital
exercise for one or more of the student’s basic mental powers.

Ultimately, the report justifies the study of Greek and Latin as meta-disciplines
stimulating the development of all the faculties. In the study of ancient grammar,
literature, and philosophy, “every faculty of the mind is employed, not only the
memory, judgment, and reasoning powers, but the taste and fancy are occupied
and improved” (Yale Report 1828: 36). From today’s standpoint, what is striking
is not merely the idealization of a specific subject, classics, but the student-
centered framework in which all the disciplines take on value. The report makes
no reference to professors doing research for the betterment of society. This does
not mean that Yale had no professors pursuing scholarship in private. But there
was no disciplinary framework that gave research a public meaning apart from
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teaching. The conception of the student as a child, combined with the “faculty”
based psychology that informed educational theory of the time, made teaching the
young, not creating new knowledge for the betterment of society, the matrix of the
disciplines.

Flexner on the University’s Contradictions

Abraham Flexner (1866-1959) played a prominent role in moving American
universities away from the primacy of the student-centered philosophy. Born in
Kentucky, Flexner attended Johns Hopkins University at the age of seventeen
and graduated in two years. Johns Hopkins, founded in 1886, was an alternative
to the traditional liberal college. As Flexner stated in his autobiography, the
purpose of Johns Hopkins was “to advance knowledge” (Flexner 1960: 27). The
university’s first president, Daniel Coit Gilman, hired professors based on their
promise as researchers. To promote the publication of new knowledge, Gilman
founded the first American university press at Johns Hopkins in 1878. He also
established The American Journal of Mathematics (1878), the American Journal
of Philology (1880), and Studies in Historical Political Science (1883) (ibid.: 33).
Johns Hopkins rapidly influenced other leading universities. By the end of the
nineteenth century, most of the prestigious American universities were developing
Ph.D. programs and hiring research oriented professors. Flexner reviewed the
founding of Johns Hopkins with approval in his autobiography, but he expressed
no nostalgia for his own education there. He simply recounts that there was little
oversight of the undergraduate students (ibid.: 33—4). And he notes that students
were allowed to graduate as soon as they passed competency tests.

Flexner went on to become a member of the Carnegie Foundation for which
he composed in 1910 a celebrated report on the state of North American medical
schools. The report led to the closure of numerous medical schools because Flexner
condemned them for lacking research personnel and equipment. A prominent
member of the Rockefeller Foundation’s General Education Board as well, Flexner
was highly influential in selecting young Americans to receive extended academic
training in Europe. The goal was to create a corps of American researchers in the
natural sciences who would be equal to or superior to their European counterparts.
Flexner also founded the Institute for Advanced Study at Princeton and served as
its director from 1930 to 1939. The Institute is a refuge for top researchers in a
variety of fields and frees its members from all but a few formal teaching duties.

However, there is another side to the career of this apostle of research, more
tied to student-centered concerns. Prior to joining the Carnegiec Commission in
1908, Flexner had a distinguished career as the principal of a college preparatory
school in Louisville. Flexner based his school on small classes and personal
attention to the individual student. His major at Johns Hopkins had been classics,
and he was an outstanding teacher of Greek. He was in fact a fervent admirer of
Matthew Arnold (Flexner 1960: 45, 54).
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In 1908, Flexner published The American College: A Critique. He states that
the American college is deficient in “pedagogical intelligence” (Flexner 1908: 11).
The primary obstacle to excellence in undergraduate education is, according to
Flexner, the newly emerged department system. Flexner regrets that the American
college has adopted an organization consisting of “a large number of highly
specialized and separate departments, each striving to be more or less completely
representative of its own field” (ibid.: 29-30). With the spirit of disciplinary
specialization came the decline of an overarching core curriculum for the student
(ibid.: 30-1).

Flexner devoted a chapter (Chapter IV, The Elective System) to deconstructing
the model of a curriculum based on a large menu of specialized courses determined
by faculty research concerns. The college student is too young to create a coherent
plan from such courses, and the elective curriculum itself makes no effort to
instruct students in the “fundamental inter-relations” among subjects (Flexner
1908: 144-5). The professors are not able to serve as effective advisors because
they must focus on research and graduate teaching. “He [the professor] is not as a
rule qualified by his primary interests and concerns to do the delicate and tedious
work of ‘advising’; he has not time for it. In the end it means nothing to him”
(ibid.: 120). As for the quality of the courses, “An elective system in which the
instructors are specialists exists for specialists. The presumption is that courses
are chosen by those specially, not generally, interested in them. Of the broad
fundamental concern conveyed by the term “culture”, no considerable account is
taken” (ibid.: 139-40).

Flexner argued that the graduate school was exerting too much pressure on
the undergraduate college. “The American college practically amalgamates the
undergraduate and graduate departments!” (Flexner 1908: 162). But “despite
continuity of subject matter”, there is “a decisive change of attitude” in the two
levels (ibid.: 52). For the graduate program trains specialists, it is indifferent to
the student as an individual; while the college teacher should view the student
as “prospective man not simply professional man” (ibid.: 55-6; see also 168-9).
This difference changes “the entire complexion of education” (ibid.: 56). “The
graduate student is physically and mentally grown; the undergraduate is physically
and mentally growing” (ibid.: 166). “Our universities have in general assumed that
whatever promoted the interest of the graduate school promoted in equal measure
the interest of the college. This was a dangerous assumption. It is still unproved”
(ibid.: 179).

At the heart of the problem is the assumption that a single faculty can be
devoted to both disciplinary research and college teaching. A single faculty
“insidiously sacrifices the college” (Flexner 1908: 183). “Absorption in laborious
investigation, on which the future of the instructor depends, is calculated to
abate the appetite for routine college teaching” (ibid.: 183). College teaching
should not be a “side issue” for professors whose passion is research (ibid.: 187).
Flexner was aware of the argument that the best teachers must also be engaged in
research activity. “But no one has yet explained why the minute investigations of
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the modern specialist, fighting in close quarters for scientific or linguistic detail
and consequent promotion, constitute him at that same moment, the best possible
teacher of young students, earning and applying general principles” (ibid.: 183,
note 1). The marks of a qualified college teacher are to be “broadly trained”
and “broadly minded”. “His interest would usually lie in incorporating newly
ascertained facts in their connections, in correlating, interpreting, and interrelating
data and principles within and between various realms; scope, sympathy, an active
pedagogical concern should distinguish him” (ibid.: 185-6). These are not the
necessarily the traits of a strong researcher, according to Flexner, who would go on
to handpick many of the beneficiaries of Carnegie and Rockefeller research grants.

Flexner critically scrutinized the value of “academic freedom”, which he called
the “slogan” of the research professoriate (Flexner 1908: 189). Academic freedom
permitted researchers to teach courses grounded in their specialized research
rather than the intellectual needs of students (ibid.: 189-90):

The college soon becomes as “academically free” as the graduate school ...
a newly-made Doctor whose personal fortune and interest lie elsewhere is
appointed to teach college boys; in the name of academic freedom he is turned
loose in the classroom to “apply his own theories and to follow his own bent”.
He teaches what and “as he thinks fit”. As a result much of the instruction
given to undergraduates is far too highly specialized in content and method
of presentation to be adapted to any but expert use. This difficulty has been
recognized ... it cannot be remedied except by a thoroughgoing reorganization.
(ibid.: 189-90; critically quoting a Harvard report on freedom of instruction in
the college)

Flexner also highlighted the “conflict of interests” between the college and the
graduate school. He noted that financially the graduate school is dependent on
the college, since the graduate complex is funded by undergraduate tuition. Since
the resources of the college are not adequate to support both undergraduate and
graduate education, the quality of undergraduate instruction suffers (ibid.: 174-5).
According to Flexner, there is a need to insulate the college from the encroachment
of research norms that are appropriate only in graduate school. Separating the
college faculty from the departmental research faculty is a necessary step to
protect the college.

Academic Freedom and the AAUP

Flexner’s analysis of the contradictions of the university was rooted in two
suppositions. The first is that college students are youngsters whose instruction
should conduce to intellectual and social maturation. They are not to be confused
with graduate students, who are adults ready to be treated in accordance with
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professional standards. The second supposition is that research professors are not
well suited for undergraduate teaching.

With these suppositions in mind, we can map some of the intellectual moves
that ensued in American higher education in order to eliminate the appearance
of contradiction between college education and disciplinary research. The
assumption that college students are children was neutralized by the affirmation of
the adult status of college students. The processing of questioning in loco parentis
is generally viewed as a legal battle that began only after 1950 (Sarabyn 2008: 49—
51). But the reversal of the student’s status began earlier. A series of documents
from the American Association of University Professors (AAUP) intimates a
relationship between the concept of faculty freedom, on the one hand, and the
dissolution of the student’s pre-adult status, on the other.

The AAUP was founded in 1913 in order to defend the faculty from administrators
and politicians prone to firing professors for unorthodox academic views and political
opinions. In 1915, the AAUP issued its Declaration of Principles on Academic
Freedom and Academic Tenure. “Academic freedom in this sense comprises three
elements: freedom of inquiry and research; freedom of teaching within the university
or college; and freedom of extramural utterance and action” (AAUP 1915: 2). The
AAUP argued that academic freedom is essential in a university because a university
has three basic purposes defined as follows (ibid.: 5):

a. to promote inquiry and advance the sum of human knowledge;
b. to provide general instruction to the students; and
c. to develop experts for various branches of the public service.

The AAUP claimed that free expression is vital for pursuing the first and third
of these aims. But it conceded that within the teaching mission of the university,
some limits on academic freedom are necessary. Hence, this extensive exclusion
(ibid.: 8):

There is one case in which the academic teacher is under an obligation to observe
certain special restraints — namely, the instruction of immature students. In many
of our American colleges, and especially in the first two years of the course, the
student’s character is not yet fully formed, his mind is still relatively immature.
In these circumstances it may reasonably be expected that the instructor will
present scientific truth with discretion, that he will introduce the student to new
conceptions gradually, with some consideration for the student’s preconceptions
and traditions, and with due regard to character-building. The teacher ought also
to be especially on his guard against taking unfair advantage of the student’s
immaturity by indoctrinating him with the teacher’s own opinions before the
student has had an opportunity fairly to examine other opinions upon the matters
in question, and before he has sufficient knowledge and ripeness of judgment to
be entitled to for many definitive opinion of his own. It is not the least service
which a college or university may render to those under its instruction, to
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habituate them to looking not only patiently but methodically on both sides,
before adopting any conclusion upon controverted issues.

In 1925, the AAUP amended its statement on academic freedom. The above
exclusion for the immature undergraduate was reduced to one clause in one
sentence:

A university or college may not impose any limitation upon the teacher’s
freedom in the exposition of his own subject in the classroom or in addresses
and publications outside the college, except in so far as the necessity of adapting
instruction to the needs of immature students, or, in the case of institutions of
a denominational or partisan character, specific stipulations in advance, fully
understood and accepted by both parties, limit the scope and character of
instruction. (AAU (1925) 1954: 85; italics added)

In its 1940 statement on academic freedom, there is no exclusion at all for the
immature student. The student is now configured as an analogue to the professor:
both allegedly benefit from the maximum degree of academic freedom. “Academic
freedom in its teaching aspect is fundamental for the protection of the rights of the
teacher in teaching and of the student to freedom in learning” (AAUP (1940) 1954:
82). The student thus became interchangeable with the professor in the discourse of
the AAUP. The AAUP statements suggest that a trend to diminish the application
of in loco parentis, well before students protested its vestiges in the 1960s, was
inscribed in an earlier trend, the professionalization of the research faculty.

The AAU on Teaching Versus Research

Flexner’s critique of the American college was based on two suppositions. The
first is that the student is a child. The second, that professors hired based on
their research potential are not well suited for undergraduate instruction, was a
major topic of discussion among university leaders in the early twentieth century.
Flexner’s views were unorthodox. The records of the annual conference of the
Association of American Universities show that in the years running up to World
War I, there was an official consensus that research enhances teaching. However,
after World War 1, this view began to dissolve.

In 1906, at the Seventh Annual Conference of the AAU, Stanford president
David Starr Jordan delivered a lengthy paper on a panel entitled, “To What Extent
Should the University Investigator Be Relieved From Teaching”. The paper
represents not only the speaker’s viewpoint but that of numerous others, captured in
a questionnaire sent by Jordan “to about a hundred leading university men” (AAU
1906: 30). Jordan states, “The American university is emphatically a teaching
university” (ibid.: 24). “We cannot divide our men into research professors and
teaching professors” (ibid.: 28). Teaching “clarifies the mind, broadens the view,
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and saves from vagaries” (ibid.: 25). Teaching and research are “mutually helpful”
(ibid.: 26). However, what Jordan regarded as “research” or “investigation” did
not necessarily include publication. “We must give a broad definition for the word
‘research’. It is the appeal to first sources. Teaching from second-hand material is
never good teaching” (ibid.: 23). “A voluminous bibliography does not necessarily
mean a contribution to knowledge”. Jordan decries “the pressure to print” ...
“Publication is a very poor test of research” (ibid.: 26).

The second paper on this panel was prepared by Yale President Arthur T.
Hadley, and presented by professor Theodore S. Woolsey. This paper also affirmed
the need to integrate teaching and research:

The men who are engaged in the development of new truth should be impressed
with the fact that it is their duty to teach this truth, as well as to discover it.
They should understand that research without instruction is as valueless as faith
without works ... If you tell a man that he is set apart from others in a ‘research
professorship,” you encourage him to ignore these teaching duties. You seem to
separate his services from those of his colleagues — to value their work for what
they give to others and to value his for what it is in itself. (AAU 1906: 44)

Here again, we see that the concept of research has not yet acquired its present-
day sense of work that is useful for society as a whole. For by suggesting that the
professor devoted to research alone does not serve others, Woolsey implies that
research is done out of intellectual curiosity and not to benefit society.

In the discussion following the panel on whether investigators should be
relieved of teaching, William James observed that there was a “consensus of
opinion” against relieving professors engaged in research from instruction (AAU
1906: 49). Of course, this consensus did not include Flexner. But it was the widely
held view of AAU administrators.

The AAU’s 1918 conference included a session on “The Effect of the War
on Education”. President Jacob Gould of Cornell spoke. “Now that peace has
come I should think that our populations in all countries would realize that if pure
science, if new discoveries, are valuable for war they also will be valuable for the
solution of the great problem which are coming upon us and which are now upon
the world in connection with peace” (AAU 1918: 62). Speaking on the same panel,
James Rowland Angell, dean of the faculty at the University of Chicago, declared
that the war had revealed how “the machinery of our civilization rests upon the
foundations of applied science” (ibid.: 68):

The war has, in this, as in so many other matters, been a great schoolmaster. The
aeroplane, the submarine, the machine gun, the heavy ordnance, the wireless, the
mustard gas, the thousand and one devices for the wholesale slaughter of men,
have called public attention as never before to the place occupied by science,
both pure and applied, in the maintenance of the state and in the overthrow of
its enemies. ...the war has been in large degree a struggle of wits... (ibid.: 68)
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Angell, who in the following year became the Chairman of the National Research
Council, continued:

The submarine called for scientific devices to detect its presence and destroy
it ... The innumerable varieties of wound created new forms of surgical and
medical treatment, many of which can happily be utilized for the relief of
suffering even in times of peace. The mustard gas has elicited a neutralizing gas
and the invention of still more horrible gases for attack, to say nothing of the new
and terrible explosives which our chemists have devised. What science is there
that has not been put under contribution at one point or another? ... the great
dramatic achievements which have caught and kindled the public imagination
have been those of applied physical science. In a sense, science has won the war,
and many of its achievements can apparently be taken up almost unmodified and
appropriated by our industrial and commercial organization for the purpose of
peace. (ibid.: 68-9)

All of this cannot fail to leave natural science in apposition of educational pre-
eminence such as it has never enjoyed before. (ibid.: 69)

Angell spoke in the following year, 1919, at an AAU panel on “The Organization
of Research”. In this paper, Angell not only articulated the concept of research in
utilitarian terms, as he had done in 1918; he also delineated research as a system,
an organization whose value is distinguishable from the originality of the work
done by individuals within it. Angell explains that research does not have to have
a “marked originality” in order to be productive (AAU 1919: 28). He observes
that there is a spectrum among researchers in a given field and at one end “the
element of originality is reduced to the vanishing point” (ibid.: 28). “It would be
a fundamentally wrong inference to assume that because the originality is small
therefore the results which may be gained are of little value and that research of
this character is to be discountenanced” (ibid.: 28). Angell states that we must
look beyond individuals and think of research “as the organized technique of
science itself for its own propagation” (ibid.: 28). Angell also suggested that the
“the conjoining of teaching and research in American institutions is more or less a
national accident” and “there is no necessary connection between the two” (ibid.:
32). He argued that researchers need more uninterrupted time.

In this way, Angell not only legitimized research, especially scientific research,
as useful for society; he also legitimized all scientific research, regardless of its
degree of originality, as part of the collective scientific enterprise that benefits
society. From this perspective, society could benefit from relieving every scientific
researcher from a measure of teaching. This may well be the theoretical basis
for an important historical fact: the long-term trend across the twentieth century
to reduce the teaching load of professors, be specially scientists, at American
universities.
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The impact of the war on conceptions of research is also evident in a panel
devoted to the subject of “Research Professorships” at the 1920 conference of the
AAU. Whereas president Jordan of Stanford, prior to the war, claimed to represent
the common view that researchers should not be exempt from teaching, this panel
reveals the growing attitude that certain researchers should be relieved of teaching.
In an informal discussion, speakers from many universities described the kinds
of professorships, exempt from teaching, that existed at their institutions. The
discussion indicated, as one speaker noted, that “there are more research professors
than we seem to think”. Some of the participants observed that entire departments
and institutes functions with a faculty who had no teaching obligations (AAU
1920: 49-50). As David Prescott Barrows, the president of Berkeley, said, “We
have several institutions which are solely research institutions. They have very
few pupils” (ibid.: 50-1).

Parsons and Platt on the Research Complex

From the Yale Report of 1828 to the AAU’s meeting in1920, a remarkable turn
occurred in higher education. In the beginning, there could be no disciplines
that did not serve students. By 1920, it was possible to imagine a proliferation
of departments and institutes without students. The modern university thus came
to house two separate structures, a college, and a research complex. However,
efforts to unify the concept of the American university continued. Premier among
these was the work on higher education by Talcott Parsons, much of it conducted
in collaboration with Gerald M. Platt. In 1948, Parsons had submitted a report
to the Social Science Research Council in response to a request by the SSRC
to draft a “series of concrete proposals dealing with possible structures and
procedures whereby the federal government might lend support to social science
research” (SSRC committee cited by Klausner 1986: 6). The SSRC wished to
convince government officials that the National Science Foundation should fund
research in the social sciences, not just in the natural sciences. Parsons’ report
was entitled “Social Science: A Basic National Resource”. Parsons ([1948] 1986:
81-99) dramatized how social scientists had rendered practical assistance to the
government in the war and could make a vital contribution to national welfare in
the post-war era.

The report was not just a plea for social science. It outlined a sociological
theory of the role of the university in modern life. Parsons defined the university
in terms of the production of new knowledge. Teaching, other than the training
of additional researchers, did not enter into his definition of the university’s core
function. “The Western World has created a powerful institutional framework
for encouraging basic scientific research, training scientists, and promoting the
applications of science by adequately trained personnel. The continued thriving
of science and its contribution to social welfare depends on the health of the
university framework” (Parsons [1948] 1986: 102). The university “provides
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scientific activity with a professional framework” and confers “a status of respect
and dignity on those who devote their lives the discovery of new knowledge”
(ibid.: 102-3).

In the 1948 report, Parsons expressed no reservations about reducing the
mission of the university to the production of socially useful knowledge. He
did not consider the relationship of research to teaching in the report. However,
Parsons did confront this question jointly with Gerald M. Platt, a sociologist at
the University of Massachusetts Amherst, in their book, The American University
(1973). This thought-provoking text portrays the research complex as an asset to
the undergraduate college.

Continuity with the 1948 report is evident in the preface to The American
University: “1 had long decided that higher education, including the research
complex, had become the most critical single feature of the developing structure
of modern society” (Parsons, writing the Preface alone, in Parsons and Platt 1973:
vi). The first two chapters of The American University amplify the ideal type
of the university as the premier site of detached inquiry in the Western world:
“The central core of the normative system of the university, which is embodied
in its social organization, is the valuation of cognitive rationality” (Parsons and
Platt 1973: 47). Research and graduate training comprise “the core sector” of the
university and the “prototype of the primacy of cognitive rationality” (ibid.: 103).

The most creative component of The American University is its focus on the
undergraduate college as an apparent anomaly, or what Parsons and Platt call a
“boundary-structure of the main academic system” (Parsons and Platt 1973: 157).
The college is a zone “where other values share primacy with cognitive rationality”
(ibid.: 103). A socialization process, or “restructuring of commitments” (ibid.:
168), must take place because the student does not usually come to college in order
to do research; the student has career goals and emotional ties to religion, political
party, and other groups that are unrelated to the goals of intellectual discovery.

The key chapter addressing the tensions between the college and the research
complex is Chapter 4, “General Education and Studentry Socialization”. Parsons
and Platt addressed the same topic in a paper, “Higher Education and Changing
Socialization”, published a year earlier, 1972. For purposes of establishing the
theory of Parsons and Platt on the college’s relationship to the research complex,
I will adduce both of these texts — Chapter 4 of The American University and the
1972 article. Parsons and Platt recognize that college students are not yet adults;
hence, professors are more than researchers, they are also parental figures. Since
the students do not yet have the “capacity for intellectual detachment beyond
common sense in everyday life” (Parsons and Platt 1973: 141), the professors
“have to socialize the students to internalize the value of cognition and to more
specific disciplines and institutional values” (ibid.: 174; see also 141, 177). “Thus
the college constitutes an extension to older age levels of patterns of the integration
of the social system and of personality which have been found in studies of family
socialization” (ibid.: 104).
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Parsons and Platt thus revert to the in loco parentis model. But the custodial
function they envision is designed to expose the students to the research complex
rather than to immerse the professor in the college. The professor’s primary role is
always to research, “the purest embodiment of the value of cognitive rationality”
(Parsons and Platt 1972: 254). Next comes graduate teaching. Undergraduate
teaching ranks third (ibid.: 254). However, Parsons and Platt affirm, based on
survey, that most researchers do not wish to give up teaching entirely; the typical
researcher wishes to keep a foot in the college (ibid.: 254). The contribution of
the professor to the undergraduate is to provide the student with a window to the
research complex. Parsons and Platt view this role as sufficient based on their
understanding of the specialized role of fathers in an industrial society: “The family
and the college have undergone parallel types of differentiation in achieving their
modern forms. In the family, the differentiation was in the form of extrusion of the
economic functions from the household to the factory and the office ... The father
became the wage earner ... From the point of view of the previous kinship system,
he became pater absconditus who deserted his family ... The college teacher, qua
faculty member, is also pater absconditus™ (ibid.: 253—4; see also Parsons and
Platt 1973, 182).

Parsons and Platt analysed student discontent in the 1960s as an immature
reaction by the student against the formation a more aloof professoriate. The
student disturbances are “reactions to patterns not yet fully institutionalized;
once these are stabilized, the resultant disturbances may be expected to subside”
(Parsons and Platt 1972: 241). This analysis turns student unrest into a transitory
psychological phenomenon. The “tensions that have on occasion erupted into open
conflict” are a temporary reaction by students who seek a kind of attention from
the professoriate that is not, according to Parsons and Platt, in the students’ best
interest (Parsons and Platt 1973: 157). Parsons and Platt assess student attacks on
the professoriate as “psychological infantilism” (Parsons and Platt 1973: 177-8),
reflecting a search for a kind of intimacy with the faculty that is not possible or
desirable. It is interesting to note that student radicals in the 1960s did complain
about the remoteness of the faculty. Mario Savio, the leader of the free speech
movement at Berkeley, stated (Savio 1965: 101):

They should supply us with more teachers and give them conditions under
which they could teach — so they wouldn’t have to be producing nonsensical
publications for journals, things that should never have been written and won’t
be read. We have some magnificent names, all those Nobel Prize winners. Maybe
a couple of times during the undergraduate years you see them 100 feet away at
the front of a lecture hall in which 500 people are sitting. If you look carefully,
if you bring along your opera glasses, you can see that famous profile, that great
fellow. Well, yes, he gives you something that is uniquely his, but it’s difficult to
ask questions. It’s got to be a dialogue, getting an education.
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Parsons and Platt argued that the professionalized demeanor of the faculty
provides the young with a resource more valuable than intimacy. According
to Parsons and Platt’s analysis of fatherhood in industrial society, the father
acquires superior capacities by mastering industrial work: “Even unskilled factory
workers developed upgraded skills, intelligence, and personal abilities in order
to participate in the economy” (Parsons and Platt 1973: 183). “The unremitting
hostility toward the father’s absence from the family filled the novels of Kafka,
Lawrence, and Proust and the psychoanalytic writings of Freud” (ibid.: 181). But
the revolt is temporary: “Now that the father’s occupational role external to the
family has been stabilized (along with moral authority in the family linked with
the occupational role) the expression of anger toward fathers has declined” (ibid.:
181). In the same way, undergraduate students benefit from being “exposed to
academics who are involved in the higher reaches of the cognitive world and who
act as role-models and socializing agents for these young people” (ibid.: 184).

In this way Parsons and Platt restored an appearance of consistency to
the theory of the American university. By reaffirming the parental nature of
professorial discipline, they revivified the spirit of the early American college.
But to avoid a split between the family-based conception of the college and the
research complex, they argued that the professor’s paternal role is fulfilled through
work in the research complex.

Burawoy’s Discourse of Public Sociology

Viewed in relationship to the above series of texts, the interest of Burawoy’s
2004 presidential address to the American Sociological Association, “For Public
Sociology”, lies in the author’s effort to rupture the relationship between sociology
and the established research complex. At the same time, Burawoy’s vision of public
sociology appears to share an attribute with the object that he critiques, for he does
not consider the possibility that sociology’s primary service could be in serving
college students. There is only one paragraph in his speech that is about teaching at
all. Burawoy preserves the assumption that the discipline finds its highest meaning
outside the university. Sociology should not be “hermetically sealed” and needs to
expand its “extra-academic audiences” (Burawoy [2004] 2007: 33).

The quest for social impact produces a burden: to explain how a discipline can
be of benefit to a public which, on the whole, is unsympathetic to the speaker’s
flamboyantly anti-capitalist thinking. The solution lies in denouncing society
further for having “moved right” while sociology “has moved left” (Burawoy
[2004] 2007: 25). This polarizing rhetoric only widens the chasm between
public sociology, as Burawoy conceives it, and the empirical public. The speech
becomes inflamed through the desire for a partnership between sociology and an
unwilling public. Frustration gives rise to eruptions that are at times eloquent, at
times intellectually suggestive, but not likely to constitute a supportive public.
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Burawoy’s denunciation of other academic disciplines further reduces the chances
that public sociology, as he envisions it, will find allies, even among academics.

There is a pronounced “we” versus “them” feeling to Burawoy’s speech.
Burawoy presumes that opposition to capitalism is natural to the sociologist. He
sidesteps philosophical considerations of the indeterminate relationship of every
discipline, including sociology, to values. He proposes a “reflexive sociology”
that promotes a “dialogue about ends” (Burawoy [2004] 2007: 34) but the anti-
capitalist ends are already predetermined in his speech. Sociology, he affirms,
should promote a debate about the foundations of university research programs
and the basic direction of our society (ibid.: 34). Yet, if the conversation is truly
open-ended, what qualifies sociology in particular to lead it? Why does critical
debate about the academy’s relationship to society fall under the jurisdiction of the
sociologist rather than the historian, philosopher, economist, political scientist, or
natural scientist?

Burawoy does not offer a voice to any of these disciplines in the conversation.
He shows disdain for disciplinarity outside of sociology. The natural scientists
promote “instrumental knowledge” and lack “critical reflexivity” (Burawoy
[2004] 2007: 53). Economists view society in terms of “the market and its
expansion”. They propagate “market tyranny” (ibid.: 55). Political scientists focus
on “political stability” and support “state despotism” (ibid.: 55). Only sociology
views the world in terms of “civil society” and “the interests of humanity”
(ibid.: 55). In reality, there are numerous critics of inequality and of capitalism
spread across all the humanistic and social scientific disciplines. Civil society
is not a category unique to sociology but is the common property of history,
cultural studies, institutional economics, political science, and numerous other
disciplines. Burawoy’s insistence on the corruption of other disciplines misses an
excellent opportunity: the opportunity to portray sociology as a partner with other
disciplines in the humanistic enterprise of providing the best possible education
for the college student.

There is just one paragraph in Burawoy’s speech on students. A promising
statement is, “With the aid of our grand traditions of sociology, we turn their private
troubles into public issues. We do this by engaging their lives not suspending them;
starting from where they are, not from where we are” (Burawoy [2004] 2007:
30-1). However, there is not enough discussion of teaching in Burawoy’s speech
to discern how public sociology makes a unique contribution to undergraduate
education. Burawoy mentions service learning (ibid.: 31), but service learning is
now a common component in many courses in a variety of disciplines, not just
sociology.

In spite of this criticism, Burawoy speech is a valuable declaration of the need
to restart the discussion of the purposes of higher education. If we are willing to
hear Parsonian justifications of the primacy of the utilitarian research complex,
why should we not consider radical criticism of it? There is a need to highlight
the tensions between basic university functions, notably research and college
teaching. Too much theory about the identity of disciplines is spun without
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thinking about the role of disciplines in cultivating the student. The educational
needs of college students, who are the largest group at every university and whose
tuition payments also provide the biggest piece of funding, risk being sacrificed
by the social passions of the professoriate. These passions include the passion for
political struggle and social revolution as well as the passion for socially useful
research. Alternating between political self-righteousness and technical expertise,
the social commitments of the university risk overlooking its most important
constituent, the student.
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Chapter 7
The Making of “Excellence” in the European
Research Area: How Research Funding
Organizations Work

Barbara Hoenig!

Research funding organizations (RFOs) are crucial for organizing the resource
flow between the state, society, and the scientific community. They perform a
public role in providing for and deciding upon the distribution of financial and
symbolic resources for research as in the provision of research grants. In so doing,
they influence the social structure of science and contribute to the cognitive
shaping of the sciences. Research grants provided by RFOs can be interpreted as
symbols of scientific reward, reputation and excellence. They play a central role in
the recognition of intellectual contributions in science, both in relation to the status
of individual motivation of researchers and the legitimacy of the social institution
of science. Moreover, grants are often a precondition of being able to undertake
research at all. Our argument here is that a structural analysis that contextualizes
the RFOs is crucial to understanding the recent change in the social structure
of science, particularly in relation to its impact on sociology. In discussing
criteria, conditions and consequences of a supranational RFO in the European
context, we intend to apply Robert K. Merton’s structural analysis to the case
of research funding in Europe. Situating that structure of research funding in its
wider cultural and social context, we identify different groups of actors involved,
their structural opportunities and constraints in making choices, the relevant
mechanisms and finally the consequences of research funding for the scientific
community. By applying these considerations to the case of research funding, we
intend to contribute to a conceptual re-evaluation of structural analyses as the core
competency of sociology and generate new knowledge relevant to an explanation
of the social conditions of the discipline’s continuing intellectual activities.

The practice of evaluation and peer review of research proposals has
recently gathered support within the social sciences, deriving, for example, from

1 Adraft has been presented at the Dublin RCHS Interim Conference in June 2012 at
the University College Dublin. For valuable critique and helpful comments I am grateful
to the conference audience in Dublin. For reading and commenting on earlier versions of
the chapter I thank Maurizio Bach, Charles Crothers, Marianne Egger de Campo, Thomas
Koenig, Stefan Laube, and the editors.
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constructivist science and technology studies and proponents of a practice approach
towards analyzing social knowledge (Camic et al. 2011; Lamont 2009; Lamont
and Huutoniemi 2011). These approaches emphasize that making academic
judgments is an at least in part subjective activity, where emotions, interaction
dynamics and self-conceptions of social actors play an important role. They also
assume that there are substantial field-specific differences in epistemic styles and
forms of peer reviews among scientific disciplines. However, here we propose
that a structural analysis of research funding can generate insights that are largely
absent from these studies (ibid.). In addition to an examination of the practices
of the upper stratum of the scientific elite in constructing “excellence”, it seems
to us that the analysis of institutional contexts and organizational environments
is crucial to developing an understanding of communal processes and outcomes
in relation to the evaluation of knowledge by intellectual authorities. This also
extends to the contribution to knowledge of lower level groups in the stratified
scientific system. It also incorporates the scientific community’s relation to non-
scientific public organizations such as RFOs that, via funding decisions, enact
considerable influence on science. Our focus is restricted to the European context,
which in important respects differs from other parts of the globe. In clarifying our
approach we make reference to and refer to a particular RFO at European.

The Case of the European Research Council

“On 25 April, 5 p.m. Brussels time, the first deadline for a call for proposals
for Starting grants expired and resulted in 9,167 applications. We celebrated
this as a great success, a special mark of confidence in the idea of an ERC.
Suddenly, from one minute to the next, the ERC was existing, was alive, and
was recognized as one of the largest research councils in the world. Scientists
from all around the world could apply, as long as they wanted to work in Europe.
Now we have to deal with these numerous applications, on a first-class level.
The review will happen in two stages, a first stage reducing this number to 500
and a second stage with a reduction to, maybe, 250" (Winnacker 2008: 128).

The European Research Council (ERC)? is the most important supranational RFO
at European level and was called into life by the European Commission in 2007
(European Commission 2007a). Its central idea is to promote “groundbreaking
frontier research” at the highest level of excellence in physical sciences and
engineering, in life sciences, and in social sciences and humanities. Its funding
structure enables individual researchers to apply for a portable long-term research
grant of up to €2.5 million in order to undertake investigator-driven research for up

2 If not otherwise indicated, information on the ERC is based on communications
from the European Commission (2007a, 2007b, 2007c, 2008, 2010) and on its Working
Program 2012 (ERC 2010).
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to five years. The grant system consists of Starting Grants particularly for young
researchers up to 12 years after having received their PhD and Advanced Grants
for senior researchers.’ Submitted proposals are evaluated by peer review solely
on the basis of the criterion of scientific “excellence”. Together with the aim of
promoting groundbreaking frontier research, the shared belief in thorough and
impartial peer review practices provides the grounding for much of the ERC’s
cultural legitimacy within the scientific community and the public at large.

According to the former ERC Secretary-General quoted above, the first ERC
call in 2008 resulted in a success rate for submitted proposals of less than 3 per
cent. Between 2009 and 2012 the average rate ranged from 10 to 12 per cent across
all disciplines and was slightly lower in the social sciences and humanities. It is
clear that the ERC selection process continues to be highly competitive. Since the
beginning of the ERC more than 2,000 grants have been given to researchers all
over Europe.* In organizational terms, the ERC is a science-led funding body that
is assured of full autonomy and integrity by the European Commission (European
Commission 2007a). Its external relations are characterized by its mediating role
between the European Commission and the scientific community. The ERC’s
political influence can be understood only in relation to that of the Commission as
a political actor that delegates its competencies to it, while also codifying its tasks
and roles (European Commission 2008). The ERC’s economic underpinning is
regulated by means of the multi-annual Seventh Framework Program for Research
and Technology Development of the European Union valid from 2007 till 2013;
about 15 per cent of that program or €7.5 billion is dedicated to the ERC. The
distribution call budget for Starting and Advanced Grants in 2012 directed 44 per
cent to physical sciences and engineering, 39 per cent to life sciences, and 17 per
cent to social sciences and humanities. Accepting the allocation of the ERC grants
as providing a new indicator of scientific reputation and European excellence, this
raises a series of questions relating to criteria, conditions, and consequences of
constructing “European excellence”.

A Structural Analysis of Research Funding in Europe

Building upon the classical work of Karl Marx and Karl Mannheim, Robert K.
Merton, as founding father of the sociology of science, formulated its paradigm
by posing the question of how social conditions of knowledge production affect
and interact with the content dimension of knowledge (Merton 1973: 12). While
Merton’s approach has been challenged by constructionist studies within the past

3 Since 2012 there are two additional grant types available, the Synergy Grants
for groups of principal investigators, and the Proof of Concepts Grants aiming at the
identification of commercialization opportunities for projects and products that have been
previously funded by the ERC (ERC 2010).

4 See ERC indicative statistics on http://erc.europa.eu.
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decades (Knorr-Cetina 1981, 1991; Latour and Woolgar 1979), it seems to us
that current sociology of science might benefit from a renewed appreciation of
and re-conceptualiztion of the significance of the institutional contexts of doing
science. In the following we refer to a Mertonian structural analysis and apply
it to the case of research funding in Europe, with particular attention to the role
of RFOs. As formulated by Merton, such an analysis emphasizes “...structural
sources and differential consequences of conflict, dysfunctions and contradictions
in social structure” (1976b: 126).> Apart from this focus on structural conflict and
contradictions, it seems to us that some analytical strengths of a Mertonian approach
include a) providing explanations rather than “black-box” interpretations of causal
connections between conditions and consequences of social action, b) developing
analytical links of micro-processes of social choice to its macro-conditions and
consequences, ¢) emphasizing the central role of researchers’ competition for
recognition, reputation and reward in shaping the institutional processes of the
scientific system while continuing to take unintended effects into account.

According to Crothers (1990: 209ff.), Merton neglected the organizational
environments of scientific activity in favor of focusing on the underlying structure
of science in generating recognition priorities. Nevertheless, in drawing on
particular interpretations of Merton’s work as a general theory of social structure
as provided by Stinchcombe (1975, 1990), Crothers (1987, 1990, 1996,° 2004)
and Blau (1990), we suggest that a Mertonian approach can be adapted at least
partially to the case of RFOs. Therefore, after introducing the example of the ERC,
we outline 1) cultural goals and norms of RFOs in a given environment; 2) actors’
different status positions and roles as socially structured means to achieve these
goals; 3) choices undertaken by actors among structured alternatives, constrained
by their position in that structure; 4) mostly unintended consequences of actors’
practices, such as feedback effects on a particular organization. The underlying
pattern can often be conceptualized as a self-enforcing mechanism resulting in the
reproduction of that organization.

The Cultural Structure of “Integration”, “Competition”, and “Excellence”
In identifying the wider environment of research, we draw on Merton’s distinction

between cultural versus social structure outlined in his famous article “Social
Structure and Anomie” (1938). The cultural structure consists of those goals,

5 As Crothers (1987: 76ft.) has pointed out, from the late 1960s onwards Merton
has interpreted his functional analysis to become a structural analysis; rather than giving
a detailed account and examples, Merton has formulated a programmatic framework by
contrasting it with other approaches. See also Crothers 1987: 78ff. for commentaries on
Merton’s structural approach.

6 For a broad sociological imagery of social structure and an analytical toolkit for
developing structural analyses, see Crothers (1996), in particular Chapter 5.
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values, motivations and norms that social actors internalize and to which they
orient their action, for example material success in a given society, in contrast to
socially legitimized means provided by the social structure to achieve these goals.
That conceptual distinction led him to a path-breaking explanation of deviant
action in demonstrating that its formal structure can be conceived as a case of
innovation, where actors accept cultural goals while using illegitimate means to
achieve them. In the sociology of science, Merton’s formulation of the “normative
ethos of science” (1942) clarified the norms of universalism, communism,
disinterestedness and organized skepticism as constitutive both for the actions and
orientations of scientists and for the scientific character of knowledge.” Insofar
as science and research are clearly universal and international endeavors, all
institutionalized forms of research have to be in accordance with that underlying
structure of science. Aside from that, however, particular institutionalized
structures of research such as that defined by the European Research Area (ERA)
can be interpreted as a framework of orientation spelling out more specific goals
and objectives for science and research in Europe, reflecting its rhetoric and
terminology as well. What about the cultural structure of norms and goals in the
ERA?

The ERA was endorsed at the Lisbon European Council in 2000 “to develop a
genuine common research policy” (European Commission 2007b). ERA members
comprise the 27 member states, associated states and candidate countries of the
European Union. Its main goal is the supra-national integration of a diverse and
fragmented set of national science systems in Europe. The ERA tries to overcome
this assumed fragmentation by combining “a European ‘internal market’ for
research, where researchers, technology and knowledge freely circulate; effective
European-level coordination of national and regional research activities, programs
and policies; and initiatives implemented and funded at European level” (ibid.).
Important funding strategies at supra-national level are the multi-annual Research
Framework Programs established in the mid-1980s, and the ERC research grants
established in 2007. Initially the focus on scientific trans-national collaboration had
been centralized in order to achieve “integration” of highly fragmented national
research systems in Europe; however, the notion of integration has more and
more been abandoned in favor of “excellence through competition” (Winnacker
2008) as the main objective of European science policy. Competition has been
understood as being both “internal” as between individual and corporate scientific
actors in the ERA and “external” as against other global knowledge societies by
promoting “groundbreaking frontier research”.

It can be assumed that the objectives of integration and competition are likely
to generate some conflict for scientific actors, since these do not seem to be always
compatible. However, it might also be that the ERA has found an effective way
of resolving potential ambivalence by a policy shift in time and by providing

7 For a detailed discussion on anomalies, anomie and deviance in science, see Fleck
(2000).
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two parallel organizational frameworks for achieving these goals of research in
Europe. As a policy-concept the ERA was designed to accompany the EU Lisbon
Strategy with its ambitious objective “to become the most competitive and dynamic
knowledge-based economy in the world” by 2010 (European Council 2000).
While that attempt has clearly failed, its reformulations in 2005 and 2007 have not
per se substituted the neo-liberal orientation of the concept. It remains important to
recognize that the Lisbon Strategy provides an underlying normative guideline for
ERA’s research policy that is expected to be deepened and widened “so that it fully
contributes to the renewed Lisbon strategy” (European Commission 2007b). The
goals of integration and excellence are defined within that context of economic
competition.?

Merton’s article on recognition and excellence (1960) might help us to clarify
their particular meanings in sociological discourse in potential contrast to those in
science policy. He draws a distinction between recognition in its instrumental sense,
“to find ways of detecting potential excellence and of doing so early enough to help
potentiality become actuality” (Merton 1960: 419), and recognition in its honorific
sense, as actual rewarding of achievement (or possibly lack of it) by appropriate
public acknowledgement. Moreover, he differentiates excellence in the sense of
quality, as a potential capacity, from excellence in the sense of performance, as
demonstrated actual performance. In discussing possible combinations of these
options, he focuses on two of them. “Recognition as instrumental, excellence
as quality” lets him ask how institutions of education and research identify and
reward talent and ability; he notices a clear institutional bias towards rewarding
precocity, whereas “late-bloomers”, in particular from social classes with low
economic or social advantages, are mostly overlooked. Concerning “recognition
as instrumental, excellence as performance” he discusses the role of trainers,
teachers and “catalysts” who are often socially invisible, but successful in evoking
excellence in others and bringing out the best in them. According to Merton, late-
bloomers in particular benefit from the role of these informal talent scouts.

We assume that the ERC did not intend to implement Merton’s early
conceptual considerations, but we will try to sharpen the meaning of “excellence”
with respect to these. Former ERC Secretary-General Winnacker outlines that
“(w)ith competition I mean the nature of its peer-review system” (2008: 126). In
Merton’s language, this is to define competitive peer-review as a means to arrive
at the excellence objective, seeking to reward its actual performance based on
being successful in passing highly selective peer-review. Apart from that, the ERC
orientation towards “ground breaking frontier research” suggests that it also seeks
instruments for identifying potential quality in content, as new and innovative
knowledge. Luukkonen (2012: 54) from her interviews with 20 ERC panelists
reports that these actors, in their role of deciding if a research proposal can be
regarded as excellent or not, interpret the idea of excellence mostly in terms of

8 For a discussion of the changing governance of research policy in the ERA, see
Edler et al. (2003).
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quality requirements for research, such as its soundness, coherence, precision,
rigor, and innovativeness. They seldom draw any distinction between excellent
versus groundbreaking research. Moreover, she suggests that the conservative
implications of the peer review process, where reviewers prefer evidence for a
researcher’s past performance over taking the risk of promoting potential capacity,
per se make it unlikely that the ERC is always successful in achieving its goal of
promoting groundbreaking research (ibid.).

Ambivalence or its Absence? Potential Conflicts in European Research Policy

Merton’s concept of sociological ambivalence (1976a) refers to a situation in
which scientists and scholars are subject to incompatible scientific norms, causing
an “inner conflict” induced by the social structure of science itself. Examples have
been scientists involved in priority struggles over discoveries who experience
the tension between both the norm of originality in knowledge production and
the norm of humility being aware of actually limited knowledge. According to
Merton, sociological ambivalence often can be accommodated by an actors’
behavior over time, just as the physician in his or her professional role oscillates
between an attitude of “professional detachment” and “compassionate concern”
towards the client. This opportunity for oscillating behavior, however, requires
a dynamic organization of social structures where accommodations both to the
normative expectation and to its counterpart are possible. Regarding the question
of whether ERA’s cultural goals are potential causes for scientists’ ambivalence,
conflict, or deviant behavior, we can analytically think of several cases. One case
might be the potential for conflict between the normative ethos of science and the
ERA goals in the wider context of neo-liberal capitalism, evoking a contradiction
between scientific or cognitive versus economic or political norms of competition
and utilization.

In discussing the role of ambivalence in the relationship between science
and society, Nowotny (2011) observes that in contrast to former distinctions
between industrial and academic science, today the boundaries between academic
and commercial research have become blurred. According to her, the advent of
entrepreneurial science might not be the sole creator of a new kind of sociological
ambivalence for the scientists involved. Stabilization of ambivalence can also
be accomplished by organizations setting up new intermediary units and thus
providing organizational structures for the oscillation of behavior or creating
new roles whose function is partially to transcend older kinds of ambivalence.
Ambivalence of scientists, however, can also become structurally displaced:

The scientist-entrepreneur may have left ambivalence behind, since the new
role explicitly defines and enables the co-existence of passion for science and
interest in its monetary rewards. A new compatibility has been achieved, and it
is used to further expand the range of the previously impossible, as when money
gained is reinvested into the next research project fuelled by curiosity. But has
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all ambivalence really disappeared or has it simply been displaced and relocated
in different, and new hybrid structural assemblies and arrangements? (Nowotny
2011: 97)

Concerning that question, we point to empirical findings from our research on the
impact of the Europeanization of science on sociology (Hoenig 2012): In interviews
with sociologists in two Central European states we have found that reported
ambivalence towards European research funds is highly dependent not only on
sociologists’ structural positions either being appointed to a university department
or a research institute outside university. It also depends on their position in the
academic hierarchy and on their cohort membership. While ambivalence towards
EU funded research is reported by tenured sociologists appointed to a university,
where other research options not based on external funds are still available, this
usually is not the case for sociologists appointed to research institutes, nor for
academic project assistants, where obtaining research funds is the precondition to
do research at all.

The Internal Social Structure of the ERC

Both clarifying different statuses and roles of actors and investigating socially
organized relationships between groups of actors are central for Merton’s
structural analysis. This is evident in his key concepts of status-set, status-
sequence, role-set, opportunity structures, particularly as part of his theory of
reference groups (1968: 279ff.).° In his sociology of knowledge that structural
focus is also present in discussing perspectives of insiders and outsiders (1973:
991t.), patterns of scientists’ behavior (1973: 325ff.), and the role of intellectuals
in public bureaucracy (1968: 261ft.).

When applied to the case of the ERC, we describe its structured relationships
between groups as characterized by a balance between mainly scientific groups,
such as the Scientific Council and the Panelists, and mainly administrative groups,
such as the Executive Agency. Moreover, we explicate different statuses and roles
of actors involved and possible conflicts emerging from these. Although it is
continuously stressed by the ERC that its scientific actors qua status position are
eminent scientists themselves, as groups we classify them in relation to their actual
status and role performance as defined by the internal structure of the ERC. That
is, we make an analytical distinction between evaluators’ status qua position in a
scientific system (“eminent scientist”, “professor”, “post-doc researcher”, “chair
of science board”) and their status and roles qua enacted performance in their daily
working routines shaped by the internal structure of the ERC (“scientific advisor”,
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“executive officer”, “chair of panel”, “applicant”).

9 For a detailed account of social structure in Merton’s writings, see Crothers (1987:
93ff.).



The Making of “Excellence” in the European Research Area 135

The ERC Scientific Council

Scientific administrators and advisors act on the basis of organizational skills,
strategic abilities, and a repertoire of practices characteristic of members of the
scientific “administrative elite” acting as potential gatekeepers in the science
system (Cole and Cole 1973: 41). The Scientific Council can be understood as
such an institutionalized group at supranational level. It consists of 22 outstanding
representatives of the scientific community made known to the public via the ERC
website. They are selected by a specific ERC Identification Committee, solely
based on their scientific merits, not representing any particular EU member states
or interest groups. The task of the Scientific Council is defining the strategic
orientation, methods, quality assurance of the funding program, its annual working
programs, the peer review procedure, and an ethical code for the prevention of
conflicts of interest. The President of the Scientific Council is not only the formal
representative of the ERC, but also an eminent scientist, and is supported by
two Vice-Presidents; the first ERC President was natural scientist Fotis Kafatos,
followed by social scientist Helga Nowotny.

The ERC Panelists and External Evaluators

Although peer review is a genuine part of scientific activities, researchers in
their role as evaluators act on behalf of the RFO and are members of a team of
panelists responsible for legitimizing scientific knowledge as “excellent” or not.
While writing a research proposal and evaluating it are both part of the traditional
scientific role, the latter does so with a certain mandate or contract received from
the RFO, whereas the former tries to secure a contract. In practice, the fact that
evaluators are researchers themselves might sometimes cause potential conflict.
Being well-informed experts in possibly small circles of scientific specialties,
their engagement in peer review might help them to gain advantages from this
information in field-specific developments: It might well be that researchers in
writing proposals anticipate this and react by including strategic vagueness
at specific points of their research design (Hornbostel 2001: 147). Moreover,
although the notion of peers implies a democratic equality of opportunity to all
peer reviewers, evaluators are internally differentiated by their academic merits
and prestige as well. Therefore, there is much room for inequality in how much
peer reviews provided by particular evaluators count and their weight can often
only be understood in relation to these structures of science.

Up until now, proposals submitted to the ERC have been evaluated by 20 to
25 disciplinary-specific panels, six for the social sciences and humanities, ten for
physical sciences and engineering, and nine for life sciences. Panels consist of
about 12 to 15 members of different disciplines and one chair. Panelists act as
experts on the respective sub-fields as defined in the panel descriptors, while no
specific criteria for qualification are required apart from having “the highest level
of scientific and technical expertise, in areas appropriate to the call” (European
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Commission 2010); in practice, ERC panelists are selected by the Scientific
Council. The Review Panel that has evaluated the organization of the ERC after
its first two years has criticized that procedure as lacking professionalism and
has recommended the founding of a sub-committee responsible for selecting
potential panelists in cooperation with the Executive Agency (2009: 16ff.). This
has been accepted by the Scientific Council in 2010 specifying more, albeit diffuse
requirements of qualification such as “a high level of processional experience
in the public or private sector in scientific research, scholarship, or scientific
management” (European Commission 2010). ERC panelists take part in both
stages of the two step peer review process, while external evaluators are nominated
by the panel chair for remote peer reviews at second stage.

The ERC Executive Agency

Previously represented by an implementation structure led by the Directorate-
Research of the Commission, the Executive Agency was introduced only in 2009.
The lateness of its establishment can be interpreted as an outcome of a reliance of
the ERC on a complex system of institutions and procedures instead of a single
uniform organ (Gross et al. 2010: 105). By 2012, its staff had grown to about 400
members. In order to provide the biggest share of money for the funding of research,
administrative and staff costs are required to amount to only 5 per cent of the ERC
budget. Located in Brussels, the Executive Agency is administered by a Steering
Committee and a director that are nominated by the Commission for two to four
years. The main tasks of the Executive Agency are the administrative and practical
implementation of the program, particularly in relation to review procedures and
selecting panelists, and the collection and evaluation of information necessary for
the program implementation.

Researchers as ERC Applicants

Groupings of researchers or project teams that apply for a project usually are
hierarchically structured in a manner similar to the quasi feudal hierarchy
characteristic of university departments (Crothers 1991). At the top of the team
we often find university professors or tenured, experienced senior researchers who
within the funding context are addressed as “principal investigator”, “coordinator”,
or “project leader”. Concerning the ERC grants, both advanced researchers from
the top of the academic prestige ranking as well as junior researchers are eligible
as principal investigators. Research teams can be assembled by staff from a single
department or from several organizations collaborating as “scientific partner
institutions” or “advisory boards” to the coordinating team or host institution.
While in the first case the hierarchy of the team often reflects that of the department,
in the second case the structure of a project partnership mostly follows from
members’ positions in the hierarchy of a certain university, department, sub-
discipline, research paradigm, and cohort. Project teams differ from department
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staff in the definite time-framing of an activity, structured in particular phases,
dedicated to research on a specific problem, with reporting obligations to the
RFO." Differences in the hierarchical character of research are subject to
significant variation across disciplines, nation states, and intra-national academic
landscapes of host institutions (Galtung 1981). Apart from that, eligibility criteria
defined by RFOs restrict the scope of applicants by specifying requirements
such as available institutional infrastructure and a broad range of researchers’
qualifications measured against publication records, previous research funds
and awards, high international mobility, affiliations to prestigious institutions,
etc. These resources and actors’ control over them affect the opportunities and
constraints of individual and corporate scientific actors in more or less successfully
defending their knowledge claims or “jurisdiction” (Abbott 1988) against other
actors in the competitive field.

Choice in RFO’s Peer Review Procedures

According to Stinchcombe’s (1975, 1990) reading of Merton’s work, social choices
and decision-making are central to his theory of social structure. Stinchcombe
has characterized the core process as “the choice between socially structured
alternatives, and the core variable to be explained is different rates of choice
by people differently located in the social order” (1990: 81, italics in original).
Contrasting economic or psychological notions of choice, in Merton’s work “the
utility or reinforcement of a particular alternative choice is thought of as socially
established, as part of the institutional order” (Stinchcombe 1975: 12, quoted in
Crothers 1987: 105).

Here we consider RFOs’ groups of actors and focus on structured conditions of
the choices involved in peer-review decision making. These choices, their causes
and consequences, are at the core of RFOs’ practices and are the most relevant for
the scientific community. We assume that RFOs have an opportunity to influence
the content dimension of research, not only by defining the scope of legitimate “foci
of interest” of science and research (Merton 1973: 191ff.), but also by arriving at
decisions on which research proposal shall be funded and which not. Concerning
the case of ERC peer reviews, which ERC groups of actors are involved? Although
criteria and procedures of peer reviews are codified by the Scientific Council, it
is the Executive Agency that is responsible for implementing these decisions by
a wide range of activities contributing to the process such as selecting reviewers,
grouping them into panels, administrating the budget, bargaining rules and
agreements with national RFOs, preparing contracts with grantees, monitoring the
implementation of the project (European Commission 2007¢c; ERC2010: 6). Which
features of institutionalized peer-review influence actors’ structural opportunities

10 For a historical account of the emergence of the project organization of research,
see Fleck (2011).
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and constraints in making choices? Here we consider formal and informal criteria
and different levels of visibility and ignorance as socially structured aspects in
peer review decision-making.

Peer Review Criteria

Merton (1968c, 1973; Zuckerman and Merton 1971) has interpreted peer review
as an institutionalized procedure of the norm of organized skepticism and as an
important control mechanism operative within the scientific community. His initial
analyses have been continued and complemented by his students for decades: For
instance, empirical research on peer review of the US-American National Science
Foundation (Cole, Rubin and Cole 1978; Cole and Cole 1981) has found that
because of low levels of consensus among reviewers the proposal acceptance to a
significant extent depended on chance, given by the selection of peer reviewers.

What about criteria and procedures for peer review in the ERC? Its selection
criteria are oriented, on the one hand, towards the intellectual capacity, creativity,
and commitment of the principal investigator, and on the other hand, towards
the groundbreaking nature, potential impact, and methodology of the research
project proposed; both parts are weighted equally (ERC 2010). Moreover, the
formal contract between the ERC and a scientific host institution requires that this
research environment provides for the necessary infrastructure, intellectual and
administrative support for the project and the researcher. While these requirements
seem common-sense in formal contracting of RFOs, we do not know in detail
how features of host institutions are weighted in the evaluation process. From
former ERC representatives we get the impression (Winnacker 2008: 126f.) that
the Scientific Council’s expectations in relation to host institutions’ expected role
in an anticipated brain-gain of talented scholars from Europe and beyond might be
considerably greater than referred to in the formal guidelines.

In addition to formal criteria we assume that in peer reviews there exist a
set of practical “customary rules of deliberation” (Lamont 2009, Lamont and
Huutoniemi 2011). These do not inevitably invalidate the criteria mentioned
above, but can be conceived as a repertoire of symbolic resources or as background
knowledge on which evaluators draw when they interpret these norms in concrete
situations of making choices on classification and judgment (Mulkay 1980). For
instance, Luukkonen (2012: 55) mentions panelists’ overarching concern with
the feasibility and associated risk of the research proposed. However, risk-averse
review practices inevitably introduce conservative elements in the selection
process, at least in relation to controversial proposals. Moreover, these practices
contradict the ERC’s initial expectation of promoting innovative, controversial
research. Luukkonen concludes from her study “that despite the ERC’s aims, the
peer review process in some ways constrains the promotion of truly innovative
research”; however, she acknowledges its peer review procedure constitutes “a
compromise approach that balances extreme risk-taking with a wish to support
exceptional research and researchers” (2012: 59).
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Ignorance and Visibility in Peer Review

Merton is one of the most important theorists focusing on the role of ignorance in
social action, as shown by his articles on manifest and latent functions (1968a),
unanticipated consequences of purposeful action (1936), the role of serendipity
(2004) and ignorance in scientific progress (Merton 1987).!" Moreover, in his
reference group theory, Merton has emphasizes the central role of observability
and visibility as key elements of social structure (Merton 1968c: 390-410): In
outlining functional requirements of effective authority, he stresses that actors
in authority or those exercising social control are required to have substantial
knowledge both of group norms and values and, more implicitly, the attitudes of
its members.

In social relations an actor’s ignorance or incomplete knowledge of others’
actions and the absence of observability and visibility can often be conceived as
two sides of the same coin. Merton’s considerations suggest that the degree of
visibility of a RFO’s choice in relations to other groups is central to understanding
the strategic nature of that context. Its degree of visibility then can be assumed
to be not an arbitrary, but a constitutive part of the RFO’s structured position
and of the efficiency of its actions. On the one hand, this indicates that the RFO
as administrative organization follows other norms and rules than the scientific
community’s norm of communalism in publishing. Consequently, “open access
policy” decisions unsurprisingly refer to publication obligations of funded
researchers and not to the working routines of RFO’s groups. Irrespective of
values of “transparency” and “participation” that promote democratic procedures
and legitimize a RFO in its public and official role, we speculate that RFO actors
in their professional roles are supposed to carry out their working routines with
low levels of observability and visibility to others external to the organization.
On the other hand, given relatively democratic relationships between the parties
involved, forms of ignorance in the institutional context might be functional
for universalism in how a RFO’s peer review operates. Ignorance of irrelevant
particularistic criteria of an applicant’s race, class, gender, or age in job recruiting
prevents an organization from institutional discrimination (Blau 1955, quoted in
Schneider 1962: 501). Moreover, unrecognized and specified ignorance (Merton
1987) can be conceived similarly to more or less deliberate discretion. Drawing an
analogy to the legal and political system, there is much discretion possible in the
manner in which politicians make use of legislation to shape the policy process
and how much autonomy they deliberately leave to executive bureaucrats to fill in
the policy details (Huber and Shipan 2002).> Analogous to political procedures,

11 For a review of the role of ignorance in sociological theory, see Schneider (1962)
and Gross (2007). For the role of ignorance in peer review based on a study on a Swiss
RFO, see Reinhart (2012).

12 Huber and Shipan (2002) have empirically examined the variation of vagueness in
state legislations that spell out the actual policy details in implementing the US-American
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the opportunity for strategic voting (Lamont 2009; Lamont and Huutoniemi 2011)
is relevant as well when voting decisions of panelists for or against a proposal are
at stake in peer reviews.

Social Mechanisms and Unintended Consequences of RFO’s Practices:
A Persisting Matthew Effect?

In the analytic model provided here, choices by individuals feed back to affect
long-term effects on alternative social structures, involving both organizational
control and mostly unintended consequences (Stinchcombe 1975a; Crothers
1990: 220). While Stinchcombe has focused on the dynamics of effects for
institutional reproduction, Crothers (1987: 85ff., 110f.) has extended these notions
by their structural relation to a given institution: He draws a distinction between
a) “feedback effects” of practices reinforcing an institution, such as publishing
articles in journals supports the continuity of journals; b) “leakage effects”
of practices mostly unintentionally affecting other institutions, such as Puritan
orientations leading to the pursuit of scientific knowledge, as found by Merton;
and c) the case that social practices have no effects on institutions.

Recalling Merton’s differentiation between anticipated and unanticipated
consequences of social action (1936) in relation to evaluation and peer review is
relevant for understanding institutionalized forms of RFOs’ control in the scientific
system and for governance strategies in the scientific system in general. This
involves asking whether the effects of evaluations are foreseen or not and whether
they are controllable or not (Braun 2008). Braun suggests that the unforeseen
effects case is distinguished by structurally determined interdependence and the
role of cognitive-psychological factors in influencing actors’ intellectual abilities.
While the former refers either to uncertainty in single systems of action or to
interdependence, sequence and reciprocity in multiple action systems, the latter
refers to those sources previously mentioned by Merton in potentially causing
unanticipated consequences of social action: ignorance, error, immediacy of
interest, basic values, and self-defeating predictions. Concerning the second case
of controllability or manageability, Braun distinguishes a) single effects, such
as events of uncoordinated traffic transformable by a system of incentives; b)
complex effec