









































18 SOCIAL FORCES

ing out tentatively to the othér social sciences, it
is still remarkably self-contained. Someone re-
marked that the only psychology anthropologists
found useful was the Freudian; in view of the un-
reliability of Freudian analysis, especially for whole
societies, this is a disquieting comment. Anthro-
pologists have sometimes moved in where psychia-
trists would fear to tread, passing judgments on

-““the Japs” or-“‘the Germans or “Hitler’ without

benefit of intensive studies of the individual.
Sociologists perennially bewail the sad state of
their discipline, and other social scientists reinforce
this humble attitude. That American sociology
was less developed than anthropology in 1900 and
that it was then and is now a far cry from the
intellectual maturity of economics would doubthess
be acknowliedged by those with some knowledge of
all the fields. How it stands in relation to anthro-
pology today would be hotly debated. One great
advantage anthropology retains; it can rest its case

" on the remote primitive data, even when its con-

clusions are borrowed from sociology or are identi-
cal. The writer’s not wholly disinterested judgment
is that sociology has moved further in fifty years
than any other social science. In 1900 American
sociology was a hodge-podge with a missionary
slant and tending on the whole to shun intellectual
analysis. Today there are signs that sociology, like
economics, is drawing together the strands of
thought that have characterized various schools
here and abroad—with a result that is definitely
new. The extremes of armchair philosophizing and
beach-combing are being deserted and the mis-
sionary approach is at least concealed in a firmer
foundation of analytical treatment. Ethnocentrism,
which was never so marked in sociology as in
economics or political science—or astonishingly,
as among historians—has diminished. Sociologists
have borrowed from anthropology such concepts
as role-and-status, integrating them into home-
grown ideas. And they have come belatedly to a
selective acceptance of some of the broader orien-
tations of continental sociology. The founding

fathers-would find much of our sociology a strange

creation, and we would find discourse with them
uncomfortable. ;

The data discussed earlier along with tabulations
of topics of articles demonstrate a considerable
restructuring of sociology during this past fifty
years, though perhaps less than in anthropology.
Concern with the pathological has receded from
attention, and study of the community as a whole
may be of less interest, but analysis of the inner

-.dynamics.of - the. community via social classes,

ethnic relations, and labor relations has become
intensified. Studies of the family today are of its
functions, not its evolution. Social ethics is a
fossil; discussions of values now are on a rather
different plane than the older ethics. Though theo-
retical articles of the most general nature are less
numerous, those of today are incomparably more
acute. Society is less reified in present sociology;
there is more attention to how the individual is
related to society. We study society less, its parts
more. Ethnic groups are observed for what they
tell us about society as much as for what they tell
us about ethnic groups. We are coming to write
about the Negro as part of rather than a problem
for society. Those articles on pathology that con-
tinue to appear deal more with criminal behavior
than the criminal. The sub-field of demography
has advanced rapidly and in directions that are
contributing significantly to work in other aspects
of sociology.

The armory of methods available to and used by
sociologists perhaps exceeds in variety that of any
of the other three fields, but we appear to spend
more time than they in sharpening our tools. There
is not the methodological coherence that helps

" unify economics. Today our debates over methods

run much more in terms of specific dissection of
concrete researches than formerly, though there
remains a refrain of “can sociology be a science?”
In its increasing borrowing from anthropology,
sociology is learning how to do better what it tried
prematurely to do with Spencer’s evolutionism—
namely, cross-cultural generalization. Where fifty
years ago sociology articles footnoted to philosophy
and history, today they draw upon the more tech-
nical materials of economics and psychology and
anthropology, but with an integration into socio-
logical analysis that seems to be lacking in the
borrowings of political science from its neighbors.

We find, then, many signs of progress in sociol-
ogy. But we may still ask: Has sociology a core?
Or is it a nebulous something that stretches out in
many directions but has a hollow center? No sci-
ence is defined by its boundaries, but rather by its
core, and the uncertainty as to the center of
gravity of sociology is reflected in our traditional
concern with the scope of the field. One small sign
of our continuing preoccupation with this question

is the much larger share of our review columns de-
.voted.to textbooks.. We are too much like a guerilla

army living off the country instead of an attack
force with a firm base of operations.
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STRIVING FOR COOPERATIVE AUTONOMY ‘ 19

T 15 thére in fact évidence today of a clustering of

lem-centered yreseafcr:li yxelds only pardmetéré. The

topics that may promiise greater cohesion and-the
development of theoretical analysis on a higher
level? The family and demography are firmly
rooted sub-fields -and will presumably continue
important. But broader than either of these and
giving promise of an integrative function is the
new and predominant emphasis on social class and
mobility and on ethnic groups and Negroes. These

basic equations miust still conme from theory. Co-
operation in analysis is more difficult, for each
cooperator must appreciate both the shortcomings
of his own theory and the basic theoretical orien-
tation of the.other fields. Collaboration-must-be
on the level of theory and not of facts alone. The
social sciences and especially sociology are barely
ready to cooperate on this higher level. Autonomy
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interests are timely in the context of modern his-
tory, but they may be more than that, coming to
constitute a point of departure from which a more
mature sociology of structure and process in mod-
ern society can evolve. Though someone else might
group the articles quite differently, it seems impos-
sible to identify any trend toward making “social
institutions” the basic analytical concept.

The sociologist is not unique in his uncertainty
as to his main job. When anthropology comes to
study modern societies it faces the same question.
Its distinctiveness formerly was in its wholeness of
approach to primitive societies, but with the wan-
ing of this area of research the question becomes
more urgent. Social psychology as prosecuted by
psychologists meets the same obstacle the further
it branches out toward society and away from the
individual. Perhaps it is in the merging of these
three fields—social psychology, social anthropol-
ogy, sociology—that we may expect the next surge
in social science, an emergence that is today con-
cealed by the backgrounds and academic connec-
tions of the men coming out of the three disciplines.

This particular recent affinity is in contrast to
the weight of evidence in the statistics on articles.
and reviews that there has been a sharper demar-
cation among the disciplines. The footnote data
support the further thesis . that interrelations short
of full-fledged cooperation may have been growing
slowly among all the social sciences—in the form of
borrowed ideas and not merely overlapping subject
fields. There is perhaps more substance to some of

" the overlapping areas today, such as public opinion

and: possibly alcoholism, The extent of sociologi-
cal advance in the study of labor relations is

~“impressive; -yet ‘there remains-a-real possibility

that economists will train themselves as lawyers

“and sociologists, rather than that we will become

active partners,

But advance in problem areas must hinge on
developments in the cores of the cooperating dis-
ciplines. While the old debate over the respective

search continues, often we forget that much prob-

" bulks more conspicuous than cooperation.

Whether or not sociology is developing a solid
center, it has a long way to go in the creation of an
integrated analytical structure. Moreover, how-
ever optimistic we may be;-it is significant that of
the four groups of social scientists, the sociologists
are probably least called upon for technical assist-
ance in major public programs. With minor excep-
tions, technical applied sociology has been non-
existent since it was divorced from “‘welfare work.”
Whatever the reasons for this state of things and
whatever arguments may be brought in our de-
fense, we must admit that here is a major chal-
lenge to be faced squarely.!?

12 There are certain specialized " journals, as Rural
Sociology and the Jowrnal of Farm Economics, which
do not pretend to combine fields but which focus on
aspects of given fields that receive comparatively little
attention in the more general journals. Others, as Hy-
man Relations, Applied Anthropology, or Psychiatry are
more ambitious and afford a forum for scholars in sev-
eral fields with similar interests. It is doubtful, how-
ever, whether there is any greater spread in the fields
represented or any more integration of the contribu-
tions of the various disciplines in these journals than
in the ones examined; that question needs further at-
tention.

A brief paper cannot survey the borrowing of social
science concepts by scholars in other fields. Education
certainly speaks the language of social behavior but
one suspects this is more a vague reflection of a tighter-
knit and more self-conscious society ‘than of study in
social science. Comparing histories of the old South
written today with the scholarship of 1900 shows less
bias and 2 knowledge of more history, but perhaps no -
fewer social science fallacies, e.g. on the “colonial status
of the South.” Does a historical monograph on “The
Social Structure of Caroline England” reflect the de-
velopment of -the social sciences?-Why,; if ‘one seeks
comparative -materials-on -soeial class. systems..of Ge-

- neva; Flanders, Florence, must one tum to history .-
“journals? And why has the nature of such studies by

historians -changed <o little over the last two genera-

-~ -merits:of . problem-centered or-theory-centered re- _tions of advance in social science? But this, too, re-

quires another study.
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