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The credibility, privileges and opportunities of sociological work constitute a kind of
territory over which professional practitioners and, to a lesser extent, politica-economic
interest groups contend for influence and control. All orientations but the one locally
called “scientific® are io be taken to be distortions. Its hegemony involves chiefly
fidelity to a label, to an associated rhetoric and to a network of persons. Individuals
and groups put sociologies together in the context of the competition and conflict of
inrerest groups within which they live and work. This diversity of sociologies presents
disparate definitions of terms, contrasting methodologies and assorted thearies that may
or may hot appear to deal with the same genus homo sapiens considered socially,
Saciologists need to comprehend the significance of contrasts among sociologies and
perceive their own relationships to the majar conflicts over “sociological turf” We have
not yet learned enough about how 1o permit the growth of necessary institutionalization
of our discipline without diminishing opportunities for creative dissent, Steps to cope

with this situation are outlined,

“Sociology for whom?” is not a new
question, It is one that is eternally fresh and
controversial. Keen members of each new
undergraduate generation rediscover it
When trained sociologists recognize it as a
question, it can either trouble them or open
up new vistas for intellectual exploration,
self awareness and historical perspective.

The character of any sociological inquiry
depends upon by and for whom it is con-
ccived and applied. This means that the
credibility, privileges and opportunities of
sociological work constitute a kind of ter-
ritory over which professional practitioners
and, to a lesser extent, politico-economic
interest groups contend for influence and
control. It also means that sociologists usu-
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ally do not transcend their own habitual
intellectual orientations related to their
sexual, social class, ethnic, racial and other
identities.

Professional sociologists as individuals
and as members of “schools” or like-minded
cults struggle to obtain a hold upon more
of the discipline. They do this through ac-
cepting, elaborating and pushing an orienta-
tion or ideologized version of sociology.
They propagate followers and convince
others to accept their group’s views as hav-
ing special claims upon accuracy, authority
and vendability. They demonstrate what
they believe to be the technical and theo-
retical serviceability of their sociology to
adherents and to potential sources of funds.
Too many come to believe that “truth™ and
“scientific objectivity” are things to be
packaged for the tastes and services of
“important” denizens of the worlds of com-
merce and politics.

“Respectable” sociological professionals
shore up the legitimacy of their kind of
sociology through use of existing scientistic
symbols, philosophies and methodologies
known to be acceptable to ruling politico-

925



926

economic-academic elites. Some who differ
with the “respectable” attempt to relate to
an existing rebel cult, Still others, even
fewer in number, take the more difficult
path of individual investigation, concep-
tualization and expression. Interestingly
enough, even though individual ways are
the: most speculative ones professionally,
some of the few taking such a path have
out-produced the respectables as well as
the rebel cult members. W. G. Sumner,
W. E. B. Du Bois, P. A. Sorokin, W. L
Thomas, R. 8, Lynd, O. C. Cox, R. E.
Park, Willard Waller and C. W, Mills ex-
emplify such creative individuals. Whether
working within or outside of an academic
setting, they are the ones who rise to what
heights there are in sociology. The triviali-
zation and neglect to which the works of
these scholars have been subjected evidence
the ideological censorship and organiza-
tional repression that operate so widely in
the profession.

To the extent to which politico-economic
interest groups find sociology to be of pos-
sible use or concern, such groups try to
influence, for their own ends, the tech-
niques, findings and credibility of cooperat-
ing and also of noncooperating sociologists
(Pettigrew and Green, 1976). Through dis-
pensing foundation grants and consultation
fees as well as through controlling prestigi-
ous universities and other employers, these
groups have impacts that outweigh their
actual interest in or use of the discipline.
The great foundations and family fortunes
“are the masters of much of the country’s
prestige and status system. They hand out
the goodies and they don’t have any civil
service commission to attempt to make the
distribution equitable” (von Hoffman,
1975; cf. Lundberg, 1968; 1975). Or, as
Irving Louis Horowitz (1968:271) notes:
the “sources of funds for research tend to
be exclusively concentrated in the upper
classes,” and he adds: “This fusion of gov-
ernment and corporate wealth makes it dif-
ficult to bring about a countervailing plural-
istic system of power with respect to social
science funding” (cf. Lazarsfeld, 1959;
Horowitz, 1968:ch. 10).

Saciological scientists, as such, presum-
ably serve only their own curiosity. They
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contend that in doing so they perform a
useful social role. Somehow they try to de-
vote themselves to “science for its own
sake.” Such a “purely scientific” sociologi-
cal attitude is often taken to be a value-
neutral or a naive one. It may yield results
ranging in social significance from dilettan-
tish verbal fretworks to seemingly radical
syntheses of existing social knowledge,

Individuals and organizations support or
at least put up with the work of sociological
scientists because of the useful possibilities
they think might come out of such endeav-
ars. So far as subsidizers are concerned,
critical revisions and other innovations in
existing social knowledge—unless such
changes appear obviously to further the
subsidizer’s vested interests—are usually
unintended and even undesired byproducts
of sponsored research. The subsidizers in-
vest in more props and/or ornaments for
the status quo, but occasionally they fail.
They use all screenings and other precau-
tions at their disposal to avoid such failures.
The fate of such scholars as W. G. Sumner,
P. A. Sorokin and C. W. Mills testifies to
the success of repressive efforts to compen-
sate for mistaken subgidization. All three
were ritualistically canonized only after they
were safely dead and their work bowdler-
ized or rationalized.

In American society, sociological scien-
tists are almost always professionals. As
such, they are caught up in the practical
expediencies of careerism and, therefore,
inclined to act robotlike in terms of the
mandates of the marketplace. They are
disposed to obligate themselves to the de-
mands of academic administrators, to politi-
cal and business establishments that oper-
ate educational and research organizations,
to book publishers, and to those who pro-
vide subsidies for special projects of re-
search, writing and consultation.

As an alternative to the pretense of
value-neufrality and the uncritical aceep-
tance of conventional wisdom in their dis-
cipline and in the larger society, sociolo-
gists can go beyond copying or celebrating
the latest intellectual fashions that sweep
across the discipline (Sperber, 1975). They
can go beyond such fads as those P. A.
Sorokin discussed in his 1956 book: so-
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ciological operationalism, testomania, quan-
tophrenia, social physics and their ilk. They
can comprehend the significance of con-
trasts among sociologies and perceive their
own relationships to the major conflicts
aver “saciological turf.”

Those who become assimilated into the
profession usually learn soon enough that
variations in sociological orientation are not
to be tolerated as equally useful or valid or,
perhaps, even equally “stimulating.” All
orientations but the one locally called “sci-
entific” are to be taken to be distortions.
The “unscientific” sociologies of other
schools of thought result at best from mis-
perception and at worst from prejudice or
from lack of data. At the same time, the
“scientific” sociology locally sanctioned by
a given growp—the hegemony of which in-
volves chiefly fidelity to a label, to an as-
sociated rhetoric and to a network of per-
sons—is not recognized as the variable or
restrictive lens that it is. It is the careerist
pathway to sociological success.

From such maneuverings, as Francis
Bacon (1620:283) noted, “proceed sci-
ences which may be called ‘sciences as one
would.’ ” And so, as Bacon continues, their
promulgators reject “difficult things from
impatience of research, sober things because
they narrow hope, the deeper things of
nature from superstition, the light of ex-
perience from arrogance and pride, . .
Numberless, in short, are the ways, and
sometimes imperceptible, in which the affec-
tions colour and infect the understanding.”
Among a great many groups, this means
an orthodox sociology that can be expressed
in abstract symbols and formulas. It is to be
tested with computerized and thus highly
simplified or even caricaturized data—the
data so proudly called “hard.”

Aspiring students and untenured teachers
perceive and want to discuss the profes-
sional intrigues and conspiracies their men-
tors gloss over with proper academic dis-
quisitions from behind moralistic fagades.
The mentors make it clear that lack of re-
spect for the local orthodoxy leads inevi-
tably to something called either “the revolv-
ing door” or “the tomb of the untenured
teacher.” Thus, statistical technicians dic-
tate to students their dehumanized manner
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of perceiving and living with society much
as welfare and unemployment caseworkers
and counselors dictate the way those under
their control shall live (Jacobs, 1970:ch.
11; Wiseman, 1975; Lege, 1976). This com-
mon emphasis upon quantophrenia and
other intellectual rituals turns away many
persons who might develop into sensitive
observers and literate recorders and inter-
preters of social behavior. Unless such per-
sons are fortunate in their selection of a
graduate department and of professorial
guides and sponsors, they may find that
their irreverent curiosity will be stigmatized
as “unprofessional.”

Novices quickly grasp the scenario, the
ceremonials, what courtiers to the tenured
need to “understand.” In too many gradu-
ate schools, they come to sense that they
are being initiated into a kind of secular
religion replete with revered personages,
revealed doctrines, rites of passage and
ceremonials performed by the ordained.
Early on in most sociology curricula, fledg-
lings thus come to take for granted that they
have only these options: (1) commitment
to an orthodoxy or (2) cynical acceptance
of an orthodoxy as a cover for a life of
hustling, of entrepreneurism or (3) train-
ing in encugh dehumanized techniques to
fit themselves for a bureaucratic slot in gov-
ernment or industry or (4) autonomous
creativity accidentally protected by univer-
sity tenure or supported by some sort of
independent resources (Znanmiecki, 1940:
ch. 4) or (5) some other discipline or way
of life,

The fledgling’s usual choice among these
alternatives is not a single one. That is to
say, it is a “mature,” a multivalent one,
She/he may be idealistically committed to
the orthodoxy or to autonomous creativity,
but the other options are reserved as pos-
sible practical steps toward that career goal.

When fledglings are performing in terms
of the role expectations of the first three
alternatives, they take the position that only
the obtuse or immature or malcontented
pry too sympathetically into unfashionable
doctrines (Shils, 1961: esp. 1421-4). Fu-
ture professionals convince their sponsors
that they will conform and not naively face
an individualistic struggle. Like prison



