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The history of American sociology falls into certain patterns that are more 
interesting than the sum of their parts. Theory changes discontinuously every 
decade or two, and the pattern of change is noticeably conditioned by larger so- 
cial change, competing theory groups, and social processes that relate groups 
to ideas. The examination of these patterns can shed light on the theory of any 
given period, including the present. It also suggests that much of sociology's 
capital lies in its history-a series of successive insights-often lost and forgot- 
ten but available to the language that can name them all. Such a language can- 
not be constructed overnight, but I shall suggest a few ideas in that direction, 
drawing from them a brief analytic history of American sociology. 

One way the contours of American sociology can be seen is in the rise and fall 
of dominating theories. Sociology formally begins in the United States in the 
1890s with a long period of self-definition, emancipation from the other social 
sciences, and gradual establishment as a teaching subject in universities. The 
first dominant school of thought, the Chicago School, crystallized around 
World War I and continued until the early thirties. The second dominating 
school, the functionalists, succeeded the Chicago School in the forties and fif- 
ties after a period of interregnum. Functionalism declined in the late sixties, 
and no theory group succeeded in taking its place, though there were several 
claimants, and sociology was clearly undergoing massive internal change 
during the postfunctionalismyears. Although not attempting to predict the fu- 
ture, I shall show why periods of interregnum follow the fall of powerful theory 
groups and how the current interregnum differs from the earlier one. I shall 
also suggest how the "ins versus outs" pattern might be broken, how the field 
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might be integrated without a dominating group, and how the present uneasy 
interregnum might thereby be resolved. 

METHOD 

The first point of method has to do with the strands that intertwine to form 
the history of a science. I shall treat the flow of sociological history as having 
three determinants: ideas, theory groups, and control of the means of produc- 
tion. All three work together, in some wondrous way, to produce the stream of 
symbols we call the history of sociology. 

The ideas themselves-whether theoretical, methodological, or substan- 
tive-have life histories of their own; to some extent they cause each other, and 
they are considerably more than shadows of underlying social processes. Their 
implications, exclusions, associations and emotional overtones have important 
symbolic force, and it is a mistake to dissolve the power of ideas into the politics 
of interest groups or the structure of social organization. 

But ideas do not just float along like clouds. People have to think them, and 
it takes a subtle organization of people to develop ideas and increase their ex- 
planatory power. This point has been made persuasively by Nicholas Mullins 
in his Theories and Theory Groups in Contemporary American Sociology 
(1973), which has the striking merit of showing that ideas are cultivated and 
harvested by real groups of people. These people can be named, their scholarly 
interactions observed, and it can be shown that the growth and spread of ideas 
depends not just on their intrinsic merit but on the skill, strategy, and luck of 
group processes as well. 

A major source of theory group strength, beyond the merit of ideas and the 
skill of group processes, is access to the means of intellectual production. In 
the economy generally the term "means of production" refers to productive 
property of any kind, but in the economy of a scholarly discipline the term re- 
fers only to the tools and productive property of that discipline. Among the 
more basic tools are professional jobs, access to journal publication, graduate 
students, access to university and commercial publishers, and money for re- 
search. In addition, in this day of government programs and learned society 
lobbying, basic tools include the control of the organizational and ceremonial 
structures of the major professional associations of the discipline. 

To achieve domination, a theory must be reasonably strong in all three re- 
spects. It must have intellectual merit; it must be backed by a well-organized 
group; and the group must gain control of a large and balanced share of the 
means of intellectual production. An idea or theory that is unsuccessful is not 
necessarily less true or less meritorious than the successful ones. The key theo- 
rist may not have formed a group, or it may have been poorly organized and 
led, or it may have been unable to gain enough of the means of production to 
grow.2 As we shall see, the interregnums are periods in which no theory group 
can put together this three-legged throne and sit on it. 
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A second point of method, which assumes several things, concerns the "ins 
versus outs" framework of analysis. It assumes that sociology has never had a 
theory so full of truth that almost everyone was convinced of it. Instead, the 
normal condition has been for there to be several opposing theories on all key 
questions. There has never been afull-scale paradigm in Thomas Kuhn's tech- 
nical sense, though this term, or one like it, can be more loosely used in the so- 
cial sciences (Kuhn, 1962). And perhaps in the nature of the case, unlike that of 
the natural sciences, there never will be that type of paradigm. In any event, the 
pattern of sociology has been one of rival theory groups competing over ideas, 
members, and the means of production. 

This framework also assumes that the various groups of "outs" will initially 
pursue their criticisms of the "ins" as a series of separate and uncoordinated 
attacks on the weak spots of the dominating group. The outs will be intellectu- 
ally divided from each other, and they will try to retain as much intellectual 
purity as possible. If, however, this unorganized set of little rebellions does not 
work, the various groups that constitute the outs may move toward coalitions, 
looking for similarities in their ideas, compatibilities in their methods, and 
ways of sharing or combining their meager means of production. It  may be that 
much of the creativity in science is brought about by power considerations that 
dissolve old conceptual limits and force scholars to think the unthinkable. 

Finally, this framework allows that the "dualiiation" of scientific power be- 
tween dominating groups of ins and brooding sets of outs need not necessarily 
continue indefinitely. Sociology's interregnums, including the present one, are 
characterized by a wasteful jockeying for supremacy and a decline in the au- 
thority of the discipline. Perhaps the maturity of a discipline depends on its 
using its best insights simultaneously and finding unity in diversity, thereby 
breaking out of the "ins versus outs" pattern. 

A third point of method has to do with the gains and risks that come from 
using a wide intellectual brush. To cover eighty years in one essay requires a 
great deal of selectivity and does not permit the detailed documentation that a 
smaller problem would allow. Major ksertions will be documented, but at 
times I shall rely on common knowledge, historical summary, and my own in- 
terpretations. My questwill be for ideas rather than ideographic precision, and 
my assumption is that certain questions can never be raised, let alone an- 
swered, unless scholars sometimes use a wide brush. This means that in review- 
ing the relations among theory groups of the past I shall not use the same care- 
ful methods Mullins used in reviewing such groups in the present. His methods 
could be used, but this paper is a preliminary statement, and it is meant only to 
establish a framework for more detailed research. 

In particular I shall not always be able to prove that a collection of scholars 
who followed the same intellectual orientation formed an interacting group 
in the strict sense of the word. At times the better term might be "grouping," 
which suggests some interaction but less than in a working group. Actually, 
Mullins has already done much of the work of this paper, for it is easy to refer 
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to contemporary groupings such as symbolic interactionists, ethnomethodolo- 
gists, and new causal theorists, since he showed the structures of these groups 
in some detail. In dealing with those of the more distant past, however, some 
descriptive precision will necessarily be sacrificed. If these losses are compen- 
sated by ideas that could not otherwise be constructed, the bargain will be fav- 
orable and the wide brush justified. 

A final procedural matter concerns the weasel-word "positivist," which I 
shall often use. Ignoring the complex nineteenth-century history of this word, 
it is commonly and loosely used today for anyone who is on the highly quanti- 
fied or mathematical side in sociology. I find this informal usage among the 
Weberians, Marxists, symbolic interactionists, and phenomenologists whom I 
know, as well as among others, and it is clearly a valid meaning of the term in 
the Wittgensteinian, language-game sense of meaning. For some purposes, 
however, this is sloppy usage of this term. More technically, positivism often 
means: (1) scientism, or the dictum that sociology must use natural science 
models outlawing empathy/gestalt/teleology/verstehen/typification/elective 
affinity/dialectics/functionalism, and so on, except as a prescientific heuristic 
device. In addition, subjective states-much as in Watsonian behaviorism- 
are inadmissible as data, except as they are externalized or objectified in ques- 
tionnaire responses and the like. This is about the same as Parsons' definition 
of "positivism" in his Structure of Social Action (Parsons, 1937:61). 

Or it can mean (2) seeing the world of symbols, in both culture and social 
structure, as "external and constraining" in a Durkheimian sense. This ver- 
sion of positivism opposes the "reality construction" argument of symbolic in- 
teractionism and phenomenology, holding that symbols are "out there" and 
not constantly constructed and reconstructed by interacting people (Ritzer, 
1975a). 

I shall make the assumption that the three definitions-highly quantified, 
scientistic, and social factist-tend to be found together; that is, the same peo- 
ple tend to have all three traits or methodological commitments, though they 
do not always go together, and there is some precision lost in using the term. I 
shall use it anyway, since it is in common use, with the understanding that 
more refined terms would be needed for more refined analysis. I shall not use 
the term to refer to the various less quantified and qualitative lines of empirical 
research: historical, case study, participant observation, functional analysis, 
comparative, phenomenological, and so on. Some of the people who pursue 
these lines of field work actually are positivists in either the scientistic or social 
fact senses of the word, though most are not, and I think my somewhat impre- 
cise usage is adequate for the kind of sketch I have in mind. 

. THE EVOLUTIONARY PERIOD 

The formal origin of American sociology can be dated to 1892, when Albion 
Small founded the first department of sociology at the new University of Chica- 
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go (Diner, 1975), although the field had been inching into existence for several 
decades, outside of universities and in other disciplines, and it is merely a con- 
venience to use this late date. But if we think of Small as having founded the 
role of the sociologist, as opposed to the books and ideas of the field of sociolo- 
gy, we do have a precise date. Before the Chicago founding, there were almost 
no jobs in the United States for sociologists, and, in a way, there were no soci- 
ologists, except in an amateur or part-time manner. This is another way of say- 
ing a role comes into stable existence when someone will buy it, either on the 
market or in the state. Along with the sale-in this case to universities-there 
gradually came a whole culture of erudition, morality, tradition, ceremony, 
and legality, but if there had been no sale, the rich growth and development of 
sociology would not have come about. 

Other universities were also adding sociology in the 1890s, but it was not 
until World War I that a dominating theoretical school was formed. For the 
twenty some years before then, organized sociology was busily attempting to 
give internal clarification to a role which had come unexpectedly, so to speak, 
with the Chicago founding. In other words, people were selling the role before 
they were quite sure what they were selling-before they had defined the field 
in a way that would liberate it from its origins in other bodies of thought and 
other social institutions. 

Throughout the nineteenth century, especially after the Civil War, the idea 
was spreading that one could have systematic knowledge of, or perhaps a sci- 
ence of, society (Bernard and Bernard, 1943; Curti, 1964). The idea was often a 
political football, and there were differently flavored sociologies for Southern 
planters, Northern robber barrons, modernizing Protestant religions, trade 
unions, and social reformers. Though the idea ofa science of society was every- 
where, it was also nowhere, for itwas confined to the borders of other roles and 
lacked its own niche in society (Becker and Barnes, 1961:vol. 3; Dorfman, 
1934; Hofstadter, 1955). The Chicago founding, then, was the beginning of a 
role confluence in which a role that was poorly defined and part time within the 
confines of several other roles burst into its own structure (6. Baker, Ferrell, 
and Quensel, 1975).3 

However, the emancipation from these parental roles and the clarification of 
what was new and different in sociology-tasks which were necessary if sociol- 
ogy was to spread among universities-took a long time (Matthews, 1977: 
chap. 4). Since this role confluence is not well understood in the history of Am- 
erican sociology, I shall simply list what appear to be the major umbilical cords 
which the early sociologists had to cut. 

Evolution 

Darwin's theory of biological evolution was both a help and a hindrance to 
the founding of sociology. It helped by weakening traditional religion, which 
had its own, biblically based sociology, and which would have to be replaced by 
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a secular substitute. But ifbiological evolution was itself to be the new sociolo- 
gy, there would be no need for a separate field of sociology. And, if changes in 
society and culture were interpreted strictly from a survival-of-the-fittest point 
of view, sociology would lose the crucial sponsorship of liberal religion, social 
reformers, and the liberal fringes of the other social sciences. Accordingly, one 

I of the major tasks of early sociology, well met by Lester Ward in Dynamic So- 
i ciology (1883), was to temper the dog-eat-dog fatalism of social Darwinism by 
1 
I reinterpreting evolution to allow for reform, self-direction of society, and a cul- 
1 
I tural level of organization that transcended biology (Page, 1969; Hinkle and 
I Hikle,  1954; Goldman, 1956). 

German Idealism 

The evolutionism of Darwin and the British sociologist Herbert Spencer was 
only one of several intellectual streams leading to the confluence of sociology. 
In addition, many early sociologists took graduate work at German universi- 
ties and learned a historicist version of social science which drew on elements 
of Hegelian and neo-Kantian idealism (Herbst, 1965). The German social sci- 
ences were at the opposite philosophical pole from the British, for, far from 
being materialistic or biological, they located the heart of the social in nonma- 
terial elements such as symbols, values, and meanings, and their quest was for 
the underlying patterns of meaning, stretched across large swatches of histori- 
cal time (Reill, 1975; Aho, 1975). 

These students returned to the United States just as American philosophy 
was shifting from various forms of idealism to the more materialistic philoso- 
phy of pragmatism. In his article on "The Philosophies of Royce, James and 
Dewey in Their American Setting," George Herbert Mead (1964b3371-91) in- 
terprets the philosophical shift, in which he was a central participant, as the 
gradual adoption of a culture fitting to a democratic capitalist society, free of 
feudal institutions and influences. Mead thought idealism was more suited to 
an aristocratic, monarchical society, and pragmatism more suitable for a de- 
mocracy. In any case, the German-trained social scientists found themselves 
under pressure to Americanize their ideas, which meant shifting theories and 
methods to something closer to pragmatism, and they did so by joining the 
pragmatists in the loose school of thought called reform Darwinism (Goldman, 
1956:chap. 5; Jones, 1972). 

Economics 

German sociology was largely an expansion of economics to take account of 
economically important social forces which were not themselves economic. 
Max Weber's sociology comes from this process, and there is no clear line be- 
tween his economics and his sociology. Similarly, in the United States early so- 
ciology grew within economics, although more for reasons of practical reform 
and less of theory than in Germany. The result was that in the United States, 
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sociologists had difficulty breaking out of economics departments and form- 
ing their own academic departments, for this breaking away required a defen- 
sible intellectual justification (Baker, Ferrell, and Quensel, 1975). It had to be 
shown that the subject matter of sociology was not just the "leftovers," as the 
Harvard economist Thomas N. Carver had said (Small, 1910:8-lo), but was a 
legitimate field of investigation. 

The early American sociologists pursued a number of conceptual lines to 
make their theoretical escape from economics, using such noneconomic ideas 
as "process," "forms," "groups," "society," and "culture." Although the 
ideas of Simmel, and eventually Durkheim, were useful for uncoupling the 
field from economics, sociologists were not completely successful in making 
this escape, and to this day there are signs that economics would like to swallow 
chunks of sociology (Olson, 1968). 

Ethical Commitment 

Early sociology was also initially close to a variety of committed social move- 
ments, religious bodies, and pressure groups that wanted to use sociological 
knowledge to achieve specific political and ethical ends. These groups ranged 
from the small Marxist parties to Social Gospel Protestantism, Progressive so- 
cial reform associations, and conservative business organizations (Bernard 
andBernard, 1943; Matthews, 1977). But there were dangers in getting caught 
in the cross fire. The early Chicago sociologists could almost literally feel the 
heat, and as an English professor from that early Chicago period recalls: 

The chief excitement of the summer of 1894 was the stdke which, beginning with the 
workers at Pullman, came to involve all the railroads having connections at Chicago. 
Night after night we saw the western sky red with the light of burning cars. Grant Park 
was white with the tents of soldiers sent by President Cleveland on the pretext that the 
strikers were interfering with the mails, a charge hotly denied by Governor Altgeld. 
(Lovett, 1948:68) 

To achieve autonomy and self-direction the early sociologists had to devise a 
formula of objective science and ethical-political neutrality which would re- 
lease them from the moral aufhority of these sponsoring groups and move- 
ments. The trick was to find an identity which would allow intellectual inde- 
pendence without offending too many powerful groups too much. The practi- 
cal result was more a matter offinding the safe political center-away from the 
sharp ideological edges of the left and right-than one of avoiding political im- 
plications altogether, and the early sociologists eventually put together a field 
which was mildly reformist, without being too close to either socialism or busi- 
ness-dictated conservatism. This search for a safe centrism was the practical 
meaning of ethical neutrality; yet despite the moral and political difficulties of 
this cumbersome escape from commitment, it proved a workable way of a- 
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I 

I chieving enough moral autonomy to allow for professional, self-governing con- 
I trols (Becker, 1971). 

-. . . - .  , - I . - - - .  , - 1  

These four umbilical cords, as well as some others, were not easily cut. The 
-.. - . result was that American sociology spent over two decades on a kind of shake- 

down cruise in which it gradually achieved enough autonomy to steer its own 
I 

I ship. World War I was important for the crystallization of sociology, for it gave 

I focus to a number of social problems-particularly that of assimilating the nu- 
! merous big-city immigrants-that sociologists would be asked to solve. The 
1 role of sociologists had finally become a workable, productive role, and the 

. . mutation occurred at the University of Chicago, the place where the role had - .  * I 

i first been created in the 1890s. 

THE CHICAGO SCHOOL 

The Chicago School's reign, broadly conceived, extended from World War I 
to the founding of the rival American Sociological Review in 1936, though its 
best years were the twenties. The intellectual or theoretical unity of this school 
has always been difficult for scholars to put their fingers on. The key members 
were Albion Small, born in 1854 and declining by the early twenties but still in 
power as editor of the American Journalof Sociology and lifetime department 
head; W. I. Thomas, who left in 1918, just as the school was being formed, but 
whose ideas and empirical style remained influential throughout the period; 
Robert Park, who was the intellectual center point and leading member of the 
school; Ernest W. Burgess, whose career began with a brilliant nineteenth- 
century style dissertation against social Darwinism and eventually stretched 
all the way to the high-speed computer; and Ellsworth Faris, who succeeded 
Small as department chairman in 1926 and served as a crucial link to Mead 
and the pragmatists in other departments (Carey, 1975; Matthews, 1977; 
Short, 1971; Dibble, 1975; Diner, 1975; Burgess and Bogue, 1963; Shils, 1970; 
Faris, 1967; Rucker, 1969; Cavan, 1972). 

It is not difficult to see the group basis of the Chicago School: their Ph.D.'s 
out teaching and getting into reciprocity arrangements with their faculty back 
at Chicago, their annual get-togethers at the Society for Social Research con- 
vention held every summer after 1920, their arrangements to teach summer 
school on each other's campuses, and their breakfasts and caucuses at the 
annual meetings of the American Sociological Society. Nor is it difficult to see 
their enormous control over the key means of intellectual production. The 
major journal was theirs; they attracted excellent graduate students; their 
Ph.D.'s chaired departments and controlled jobs on numerous campuses; they 
controlled the ASS through permanently occupying the office of secretary- 
treasurer, usually being well represented among the other offtce too; and in 
1923 the Laura Spelman Rockefeller Fund began giving substantial sums for 
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social research at Chicago.5 But the intellectual unity of the school is more dif- 
ficult to get at. 

Perhaps the best way to put it is to say they were all symbolic interactionists 
in the generic, pre-Blumerian sense of the word, though this is not entirely fair 
to Herbert Blumer, who coined the term in 1937 (Blumer, 1937) and gave it 
much of its modern meaning. Nevertheless, they all saw symbols and person- 
alities as emerging from interaction; they were all broadly oriented to lan- 
guage; they all worked in research media fitting these premises; and they all 
agreed that society was largely meaning and meaning systems were self-con- 
firming truths (Faris, 1967; Carey, 1975; Rucker, 1969). 

What seems to have occurred with this group, epistemologically, is that they 
created a merger of German historical idealism, which was moving toward 
materialism in the United States, and philosophical pragmatism, which, with 
William James, was moving away from materialism.6 The numerous, German- 
trained social scientists in America during the late nineteenth century found 
that historicism-with its primary method of verstehen, primary explanation 
in values and meanings, and exclusively ideographic or individualizing con- 
clusions-did not fit comfortably into native American social science. This 
poor fit was due partly to an extraneous factor; for these young scholars often 
returned from Germany with "soft" socialist ideals, more Bismarckian than 
Marxian, for which America's business elites were far from ready (Goldman, 
1956:80). But it was also due to the pervasive evolutionary tone of native 
American social science, which had been selectively adapted from the writings 
of Spencer and the more complex Darwinian notions of early pragmatists 
(Hinkle and Hinkle, 1954). Small found it difficult to make the shift toward 
reform Darwinism and pragmatism, but Park had little problem moving from 
Windelband's historicism to an eclecticism which included pragmatism 
(Herbst, 1959; Dibble, 1975; Becker, 1971; Matthews, 1977; Coser, 1977). 

In contrast to this hardening of historicism, pragmatism, which began with 
Charles Saunders Peirce in the late 1870s (Mills, 1964) as a slight variant of 
British empiricism, was becoming soft, Germanic, and culturally oriented in 
the hands of William James. The "will to believe" was introduced by James, 
and he worked with an idea much like the one W. I. and Dorothy Thomas were 
later to articulate in saying "if men define situations as real, they are real in 
their consequences" (Thomas and Thomas, 1928572). James worked with 
both forms of pragmatism: the materialistic, hard version originally intro- 
duced by Peirce, and his own, religiously open softer form. Seemingly unaware 
that he was working with two pragmatisms, James could move, effortlessly, 
from hard empiricism to symbolic interactionism, taking his readers with him 
(Henle, 1951:125-27; Lovejoy, 1963:6-10). James Dewey and Mead took tough 
pragmatism halfway to idealism, meeting Park, Small and the other German 
historicists who were coming from the opposite direction. 
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I This epistemological convergence was the American counterpart of the 
European convergence, Talcott Parsons later saw, between Durkheim, Weber, 

-.- i and others. Both convergences were attacks on classical economics and overly 
- . .  rational views of life; both were cases of idealists and materialists meeting each 

I other halfway in dualism; and both centered on the importance of symbolic 
I definitions of social reality. In his 1937 Structure of Social Action, Parsons 
I 

I 
made no reference to the American side of the turn-of-the-century symbolic 
convergence, for his studies were primarily in European social thought and he 1 was not closely familiar with early American sociology (Parsons, 1975). But 
some University of Chicago sociologists were unhappy about his omission, and 
this lost opportunity appears to have weakened the possibility of an eventual 
collaboration or coalition between the Chicago School and functionalism - - . 4 ........ I . . .  

c - - I (Faris, 1953; Wirth, 1969; Janowitz, 1967). 
. -  j 

I In any case, the Chicago School entered the twenties with an orientation to- 
ward sociology that was united in the loose but powerful form of a family re- 
semblance. They did not share the same philosophy of science in all respects, 
but they all had enough traits in common to give them a sense of intellectual 
kinship and family solidarity. This loose unity not only characterized their 
philosophy of science and epistemology, but their methods and substantive 
theory as well. 7 

The thread running through their methods was the study of the single case, 
whether an individual or a group, with special attention to the symbolic culture 
and subjective definitions of the case. They were looking, not for laws but for 
patterns, ideal types and gestalts, and they used the insights of case analysis, 
not primarily for defining variables and pursuing later statistical analysis but 
for enlarging the case and searching for bigger patterns. This may have been 
one reason it seemed difficult to move their research beyond the city of Chi- 
cago, into the college towns where many of their Ph.D.'s had jobs.8 

Small was always hospitable toward case analysis, for his Johns Hopkins 
training had been in that vein; his dissertation had been a case study of the 
American Continental Congress (Herbst, 1959:231), and his eventual theory of 
social process, modeled closely after Ratzenhofer's conflict theory, was well 
suited for case analysis (Aho, 1975). But it was Thomas who most clearly 
merged the case study with the study of subjective definitions. As Thomas tells 
the story (Thomas, 1973:250), he happened to find a long personal letter in the 
trash behind his apartment one day, and this chance occurrence led him to his 
studies of ethnic groups, particularly the Polish, by way of their letters back to 
the old country. Thomas seemed to enjoy putting on a hard-boiled, atheoreti- 
cal front at times-as did Park-but the use of the emotionally condensed 
written document was such a good fit for the orientation of the Chicago School 
that if Thomas had not happened to find that letter, one gets the impression it 
would have eventually found him. 

Park was also inclined toward the urban case, for his German training 



Rise andFallof Dominating Theories 1571 

less Burgess was the member least associated with the case study (Bogue, 
1974). 

under Windelband had glorified the cultural case, and his journalistic in- 
stincts also inclined him toward particulars (Park, 1973; Matthews, 
1977:chap. 4). Park and Thomas were much alike in many ways, and it is a sad- 

. , I 
. . ... . i In addition to epistemology and methods, the Chicago School also shared 
. . I broad theoretical ideas, particularly as these are summed up in the notion of 

"process" (Kress, 1970:chap. 3). The term "process" should be distinguished 
from two opposed ideas. In contrast to the notion of structure and fixity, 
process indicates movement, change, and constant flow. In contrast to tele- 
ology and final causes, it suggests openness in direction and uncertainty in out- 
come. 

The idea of process led the Chicago people to other ideas that were well 
suited to the study of their major concrete problem, the understanding and 
control of Chicago's ethnic groups. For the understanding of problems within 
these groups, they used concepts such as interests, wishes, attitudes, values, 
and definitions of the situation, all understood as open processes and not 
scores on a test (Fleming, 1967:324). For problems among these groups, they 
used the more macroscopic concepts of conflict, competition, accommodation, 
and assimilation. The problems within the groups were related to those among 
the groups, and this whole theoretical apparatus was'imposed on the map of 
Chicago, which showed the spatial relations among ethnic groups and their 
processes (Park and Burgess, 1924; Matthews, 1977). 

The first, dominating school of sociologists, then, had an incredibly deep 
and balanced structure of scientific resources. They had plenty of bright 
people in close collaboration; they had the most privileged access to the major 
means of intellectual production; and they shared an orientation in epistem- 
ology, methods, and theory that made them a vibrant intellectual community. 
What went wrong? 

Nothing went wrong through most of the 1920s, but eventually time created 
a number of changes that brought increasing numbers and power to the vari- 
ous non-Chicago "outs," particularly the Giddings Columbia Ph.D.'s and 
those who preferred statistics to the case study (cf. House, 1936:chaps. 32 and 
38). Although his formal ideas had limited influence, Franklin H. Giddings 

. . .- - - - -  - - ._ ness that Thomas had to leave, just when they got going, thereby depriving 
them of a decade of collegiality.9 But the Chicago twenties proceeded as 
though Thomas were still there, and the study of the urban case, particularly 

I 
I the ethnic or offbeat neighborhood, was the backbone of the dozens of studies 
1 carried out during that decade. Burgess was the most marginal to the group in 
1 
I his methodology, for he did a lot of mapping of social problems on a map of 
I Chicago. These maps of insanity, crime, delinquency, alcoholism, marriage 

. . -  breakup, and such, were on the same map, and fit into the same broad theory 
of urban process, that the case study people were working with, but neverthe- 
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has not been given his due in the history of American sociology. His psychologi- 
cal impact on students and his zeal for quantification had enormous conse- 
quences (Lipset, 1955:285-88). In the years just before World War I, the 
"F.H.G. Club," a discussion group centered in the Columbia graduate depart- 
ment, included the following members, with year of Ph.D given after the name: 
William Ogburn, 1912, Howard Odum, 1910, F. Stuart Chapin, 1911, James 
Lichtenberger, 1909, John Gillin, 1906, Frank Hankins, 1908, A. A. Tenney, 
1907, and Charles Ghelke, 1915, among others (Columbia University, 1931; 
Odum, 1951:15). Maurice Parmalee had a 1909 Columbia degree, and he was 
a leader of the anti-Chicago forces (House, 1936:n. 2), but Odum does not list 
him as a member of this elite club of devoted Giddings students. 

The F.H.G. Club members were singularly successful in American soci- 
ology, with the first six of those listed previously becoming ASS presidents: 
Lichtenberger, 1922, Gillin, 1926, Ogburn, 1929, Odum, 1930, Chapin, 1935, 
and Hankins, 1938. In contrast to Small, Giddings did not hire his best stu- 
dents. The home department remained modest in quality, except for the char- 
ismatic Giddings, though other social science departments at Columbia pro- 
vided a strong backup for sociology.lo What the great Giddings students did, 
however, was to buildand strengthen their own Ph.D.-producing departments 
at other universities: Lichtenberger at  Pennsylvania, Chapin at Minnesota, 
Odum at  North Carolina, and Gillin at Wisconsin, to mention the major out- 
posts. Ogburn, the most talented of the big six, was hired by Chicago in 1927, 
and although everyone agreed that this was a coup, it was not entirely clear 
which side had made the coup. The Giddings people, then, had a powerful, de- 
centralized network, controlling most eastern campuses and making inroads 
in the Midwest. 

Small, rather than sending out the best people as missionaries, hired them, 
or hired them back. This list, with year of Chicago Ph.D., included: George 
Vincent, 1896, W. I. Thomas, 1896, E. W. Burgess, 1913, and during Ellsworth 
Faris' chairmanship, Louis Wirth, 1926, Herbert Blumer, 1928, and Everett 
Hughes, 1928, among others. Of course Chicago also sent out numerous excel- 
lent students, many of whom headed departments, but not strong Ph.D. -pro- 
ducing departments like Columbia's outposts. The outlying departments in 
the Midwest and the West may have been sending their best graduates back to 
Chicago itself, rather than developing strong graduate programs of their own. 
Beyond this many Chicago Ph.D.'s did not do much writing after the disserta- 
tion, possibly finding Park's naturalistic method difficult to reproduce outside 
Chicago, in the college towns of the Midwest. This may also have been a result 
of their dependency on Park. Nels Anderson is reported to have said, "Park 
has two kinds of students. Some he drains so dry, they never can piss another 
drop" (Matthews, 1977:109). 

The result of these contrasting placement patterns was that, while Chicago 
had a strong center and a modest periphery, Columbia had a weak center and a 
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mighty periphery, with the key outpost departments establishing hinterlands 
of their own. This pattern led to several advantages for Columbia people in 
their long-term rivalry with Chicago. It gave them flexibility, for the various 
departmental styles, all relatively statistical, could go in different concrete 
directions. It gave them a "low profile," allowing Chapin to suggest in a 1934 
article (Chapin, 1934), on the overproduction of Ph.D.'s, that both Chicago 
and Columbia lower their production of Ph.D.'s. Tit for tat, he was slyly say- 
ing: We'll reduce our center if you reduce yours. And above all, it gave them a 
Ph.D.-producing apparatus that gradually mtpopulated, and outvoted, the 
Chicago machine. 

Columbia's center-periphery style also led to a paradox concerning the pres- 
tige of the department. In 1925 a national poll of thirty-five prominent sociolo- 
gists picked Columbia as second in excellence after Chicago from a list of four- 
teen departments (Hughes, 1925:29-30; Keniston, 1959:146). But by that time 
the department had so many enemies in other departments within Columbia 
that, after Giddigs' retirement in 1928, President Nicholas Murray Butler 
held an evening meeting of several department chairmen and senior professors 
to decide whether to abolish the sociology department (MacIver, 1968:98-99). 
The historians wanted to kill it, but the "renowned John Dewey made an effec- 
tive plea to the effect that the sociological approach was different from and as 
significant as the historic, economic or political approach. There was a majori- 
ty in favor of retention. The department was saved" (MacIver, 1968:99). 
MacIver, with his classical, theoretical bent, was made chairman in 1929, 
thereby initiating a basic change in department tone. Theodore Abel, another 
theorist, was hired in 1929, and Robert Lynd came in as full professor in 1931 
(Lipset, 1955). This combination had problems of its own, since MacIver the 
theorist and Lynd the empiricist clashed, but it meant that the Giddings statis- 
tical pattern was deflected (Abel, 1977). In the early forties, Columbia would 
experience still another basic change, as Merton and Lazarsfeld joined the de- 
partment, combined their styles, and brought about the great Columbia fifties. 

But to return to the "Columbia versus Chicago" theme, this "Columbia" 
was primarily that of Giddings and his powerful students in other departments 
throughout the country. The Columbia of the MacIver-Lynd period, beginning 
in 1929, also tended to be anti-Chicago, though for different reasons than 
those of the Giddings group. Park had written a ruinous review of MacIver's 
Community in the American Journal of Sociology (Park, 1918:542-44), and 
MacIver found it so harmful, both psychologically and professionally, that he 
devoted a poignant page to it in his autobiography, published fifty years after 
the incident (MacIver, 1968:87; Bierstedt, i977). We can sum up the Gid- 
dings-MacIver difference by saying Giddings and his group were opposed to 
Chicago from the methodologically hard side, and MacIverfiom a side even 
softer than that of Chicago and Park. 

In addition to the Giddings group outpopulating Chicago, the coming of the 
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Great Depression hurt the Chicago people, for it led to the cutting off of the ex- 
tremely "fluid" Laura Spelman Rockefeller money, and, perhaps more seri- 
ously, it changed the great national concern from one of Americanizing the im- 
migrants to one of dealing with mass unemployment (Matthews, 1977: 110-13; 
Fosdick, 1952:207-8). The Chicago School's orientation was especially built 
for the study of ethnicity, or, we might say, status politics, and when the times 
moved from status to class politics, the theory was creaky and out of focus. 

The study of class, with its key economic variables, was in some ways more 
suited to quantitative methods and less limited to the case study than ethnic re- 
search had been. William Ogburn, the 1927 addition to Chicago's department, 
was at  the forefront of statistical work in sociology, but he had little respect for 
case studies, and his scientistic leanings seemed almost too radical a break 
with the earlier Chicago tradition. This discontinuity showed in the 1930 Ph.D. 
dissertation of his student, Samuel Stouffer, which argued the statistical study 
of attitudes to be superior to the case study. Stouffer's notion of attitude was 
much narrower than the one W. I. Thomas and the Chicago School had used 
(Fleming, 1967:324), but the result of Stouffer's influential thesis was that all 
case studies came to be viewed as, at  best, a prescientific heuristic, rather than 
a source of valid knowledge in their own right, as they had previously been re- 
garded at Chicago (Faris, 1967:114-15). 

Ogburn's epistemological slant is nicely captured by the motto he chose, as 
chairman of the Committee on Symbolism, to be engraved on the bay of the 
new University of Chicago social science building in 1929. The phrase, from 
the English physicist LordKelvin, read: "When you cannot measure .... your 
knowledge is. .. meagre. .. and. .. unsatisfactory. .. ."In the original passage, 
Kelvin had restricted his remarks to the physical sciences, though Ogburn had 
evidently gotten the quote from someone else and did not realize it had been 
taken out of context (Karl, 1974:154-55; Kelvin, 1889:73-74). 

Both Stouffer's dissertation and Ogburn's orientation suggested that per- 
haps the Chicago twenties of Park and Burgess had been "meagre and unsatis- 
factory," and the other Chicago people were never able to reconstruct their 
epistemology to make room for both the case study and statistics, or, put dif- 
ferently, for both Park and Ogburn. Here they were paying for their years of 
reliance on their family resemblance and their neglect of stating positively and 
profoundly their philosophy of science. When the family resemblance broke 
down with the addition of the powerful Ogburn, they were unable to figure out 
why or to create some new and larger structure of intellectual kinship. 

By 1930, the Chicago School was losing its scholarly edge, and the outs were 
getting increasingly bold. At the December 1930 meetings in Cleveland, W. P. 
Meroney of Baylor gave a paper criticizing the dominance of the "Midwest," 
which seems to have been a code word for Chicago. Meroney showed, statis- 
tically, that the Midwest had been overrepresented on annual convention pro- 
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grams, committees, and in high office during the previous twenty-five-year ex- 
istence of the society. He concluded that: 

Theextra margin in the activities of this Society on the part of the Middle West group is 
obvious from the standpoint of experience and of the recorded facts. Its greater unity 

1 and solidarity as a group in the Society are probably natural and normal in view of the 
1 location in the Middle West of the official organ of the Society, the American Journal of 

I Sociology, and the like location there of the official headquarters of the Society. Had 

I 
these been located elsewhere through the years, thestory would probably have been dif- 

. . 1 ferent. (Meroney, 1930:66-67) 

I 
i At these same meetings, the eastern sociologists came in with a strong sense 

, . i :*.. - . .  . " 1 of sectionalism. Just the previous May they had formed the Eastern Sociologi- 

- -  I cal Conference, which was to become the Eastern Sociological Society (Ameri- 
can Journal of Sociology, News and Notes, 1930:124-25; Odum, 1951:365). 

i During the 1930 meetings, an incident occurred that evidently made many 
easterners unhappy and confirmed their feeling that American sociology 
needed more journals, more regional societies, and a more open structure. 
When Robert MacIver-who had become something of a symbol for eastern 
sociology-had gotten about three-fourths through with his important paper 
entitled "Is Sociology a Natural Science?" (MacIver, 1931), the chairman of 
his session, without having given any warning (Abel, 1977), declared that 
MacIver had run out of time. When the audience shouted its disapproval, the 
chairman backed down and MacIver was allowed to finish, but the incident 
was much talked about, and it confirmed the easterners' feeling that the ASS 
needed a complete restructuring.11 The incident also illustrates a point made 
earlier: that out-groups of different theoretical orientations will sometimes 
combine forces, primarily on the basis of sharing opposition to the ins. 

The 1930 convention appears to have been crucial for the crystallization of 
the outs, for shortly afterward two letters of petition, signed by nine sociolo- 
gists, were printed in theAmerican Journal of Sociology. One asked for discus- 
sion of how the society could get editorial control of the official journal of the 
society, the American Journal of Sociology, which, of course, was owned and 
controlled by the University of Chicago Press. The second asked that the soci- 
ety's nominating committee announce its slate of candidates, not at the same 
business meeting during which the election was to take place, but one day 
earlier, so that members could have time to think about nominations from the 
floor (Parmalee et al., 1931:468-69; Martindale, 1976b:72-74). These letters, 
dated May 5,1931, represented a public surfacing of discontent that had prob- 
ably been growing for some time, though events at the 1930 meetings seem 
to have been the precipitating cause. The nine signatories and their ages were: 
the group's chairman, Maurice Parmalee, 49; A. A. Tenney, 55; Theodore 
Abel, 35; Frank Hankins, 54; Henry Fairchild, 51; Maurice Davie, 38; Thomas 
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N. Carver, 66; Pitirim Sorokin, 42; and C. G. Dittmer, 46. These nine were all 
considered easterners, for the first four had Columbia Ph.D.'s, with Tenney 
and Abel being on Columbia's staff at the time; Fairchild and Davie were both 
Yale Ph.D's; Carver the economist and Sorokin were both at Harvard; and 
Dittmer, who had done some work under Giddings, was at New York Univer- 
sity. 

At the December 1931 meetings, L. L. Bernard, who had a Chicago Ph.D. 
(1910), but was no longer in the Chicago camp, was elected president of the 
society. A resolution at the business meeting of that convention empowered 
Bernard to appoint a committee "to consider a plan for the control of the offi- 
cial journal and the other publications of the American Sociological Society" 
(American Journal of Sociology, News and Notes, 1932:784). This committee, 
which reported at the 1933 meetings, listed several options: adopting Social 
Forces or Sociology andSocialResearch as the official journal of the society, if 
possible; allowing members to choose either Social Forces, Sociology and 
Social Research, or theAmerican Journalof Sociology with their membership; 
or starting a new journal (ASS Publications Committee Report, n.d.). Since the 
University of Chicago Press refused to give editorial control of the American 
Journalof Sociology to the ASS, the obvious fourth possibility of letting things 
continue as they were was not treated seriously in the report. 

This committee report led to more committees, whose reports I have been 
unable to obtain because, if they exist at all, they are in the archives of the 
American Sociological Association. At this writing (November 1977) these 
archives are inaccessible in closed boxes, awaiting transfer to the Library of 
Congress (Hans Mauksch, 1977). There is another series of committee reports 
on the society's structure, electoral rules and so on, which ran parallel to the 
Publications Committee's reports, and which are also inaccessible to scholars 
at the present time. The final Publications Committee's report, however, 
which did get published (American Sociological Review, 1936:122-25), pro- 
posed the publication of a new, bimonthly journal to be called the American 
Sociological Review (conspicuously subtitled "The Official Journal of the 
American Sociological Society"). The report of this committee, chaired by 
Meroney, was passed by a vote of 78 to42 at the business meeting of December 
28,1935 (American Sociological Review, 1936:122), though it is diff~cult to in- 
terpret this vote. For, as Robert E. L. Faris recalls the meeting (Faris, 1977), a 
number of Chicago people, including Robert Park, were supporting the new 
journal by now, and their vote was added to that of the anti-Chicago people. 
This final vote, therefore, was evidently anticlimactic, for the more contested 
issues had been fought out in the conventions of 1933 and 1934. Whatever 
committee reports and documents from those two conventions that may exist 
are in the papers of deceased sociologists and the ASA archives. 

Although there are some gaps and fuzzy points in this story, commonly re- 
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ferred to as the "ASR coup," the outcome is clear. The Chicago School had 
I fallen like a mighty oak: ideas, social organization, and now the means of pro- 

- -1 duction, all weakened, diminished, and divided. The Chicago group fought 
, -  . . - 1 back as well as they could. Burgess, the new R7S editor, published a strong, 

proud editorial in the July 1936 (p. 102) issue, and the Chicago people con- 
i structed a standby organization, the Sociological Research Association (Faris, 
I 1967:121-22), in case the insurgents deflected the society from its scholarly 

1 purposes. Chicago sociology continued strong, though less united than before. 

. . But the group that had risen in the teens and dominated during the twenties 
1 had now fallen, or been nudged, off the throne and other groups would get a 
I 
1 shot at replacing them. 

FUNCTIONALISM 

The period from the decline of the Chicago School until the rise of function- 
alism extended from the mid-thirties to the late forties or early fifties, and 
during these years there was a confused situation: Chicago was down but by no 
means out; the positivists were increasing their control of the means of produc- 
tion but were unable to work out their larger ideas effectively; and the func- 
.tionalists were only gradually constructing their intellectual web, increasing 
their numbers and finding footholds in departments, publishing outlets, and 
funding sources. 

When the ASR was founded in December 1935, Parsons was thirty-three 
years old, did not have an American degree but a more modest German Ph.D., 
had a job under the unsympathetic chairmanship of Pitirim Sorokin, and 
though he was in his ninth year as instructor at Harvard, prospects for tenure 
were still in doubt (Parsons, 1970:827,835). He clearly was not in a position to 
be exerting much power at that 1935 ASS convention, or at the more impor- 
tant ones going back to 1931. However, his department was strongly anti-Chi- 
cago, for both Sorokin and the Harvard economist Thomas N. Carver had been 
among the nine signatories of the 1931 Parmalee letters, and Parsons was to 
omit all reference to the early Chicago School in his 1937 Structure of Social 
Action. But Parsons was not noticeably involved with the Giddings positivists 
either. On the contrary, he organized this work so that it could be interpreted 
as antipositivist in two senses of the word: the utilitarianism of classical eco- 
nomics and the statistical operationalism of the Giddings students. The high 
intellectual message was framed in European categories and turn-of-the-cen- 
tury theoretical struggles, but there was a more down-to-earth message for the 
neighborhood American positivists. 

The positivist leaders appear to have ignored the book-it was so long and 
clumsily written that its importance could easily be overlooked-but the 
book's influence steadily increased. In retrospect it looks as though key posi- 
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tivists such as Ogburn, Chapin, Lundberg, and Odum never fully realized the 
power of Parsons' critique of their philosophy of science, or how influential it 
was in checking their rise to theoretical domination. 

Parsons was clearly cutting a third path, which was neither the Chicago 
School nor Columbia. Harvard was big and powerful enough to stand above 
the long-standing Chicago-Columbia rivalry of American sociology, and the 
functionalism that came from the pen of Parsons made both Chicago and the 
positivists look provincial. 

Unlike the group beginnings of the Chicago School, functionalism was ini- 
tially a one-man show, originating in classic style as a group of devoted gradu- 
ate students sat at the feet, or rather the side, of a great teacher. Eventually, 
Robert Merton achieved something like equal partnership with Parsons as a 
leader offunctional theory-or, in Merton's preferred term, "functional anal- 
ysis"-but during the late thirties and forties, Parsons was the sole dominating 
figure. 

Not that Parsons was in no way beholden to his predecessors or seniors. His 
key intellectual achievement was to show important parallels between the 
theories of Durkheim and Weber, two great thinkers whose French-German 
national rivalries prevented them from appreciating and using each other's 
work. Parsons was the first to be able to use the genius of both, and his ability 
to do so indicates the addition of no little genius of his own. Yet, in the last 
analysis, it was an achievement of intellectual brokerage, and if we want to 
look for a theory group behind Parsons, we would have to point to these very 
turn-of-the-century figures who were theoretically isolated from each other 
until Parsons fitted them together.12 

Parsons was also beholden to agroup of senior professors, all "outside mem- 
bers" of the sociology department, who went over Sorokin's head to get Par- 
sons his assistant professorship in 1936. This led to a promise of tenure the 
next year (Parsons, 1970:832). The dependency was primarily one of academic 
politics, in the narrow sense, and not one of intellectual ties, though Parsons' 
key sponsor, the physiologist L. J. Henderson, did work closely with Parsons on 
the text of The Structure of Social Action (Parsons, 1970:832). 

But these Parsonian ties were not those of a working theory group, as those 
of the early Chicago people had been. The closest thing Parsons had to a theory 
group, unlike the Chicago School, was his circle of early graduate students 
(Parsons, 1970:833). The mimeographed notes from his 1936-37 meetings re- 
port a series of evening discussions and beer-sipping sessions, in which Parsons 
presided as an intellectual giant, and a dozen or so bright young men engaged 
him in debating and clarifying his new theory (Parsons' Sociological Group: 
Reports of Meetings, 1936-37). The "scribes" for the nine meetings were listed 
as: Bierstedt, Davis, Devereux, M C K ~ ,  Hartshorne, Merton, Hopkins, Smul- 
lyan, and Wilson, with the names DeNood and Knox appearing in the text. 
The theory itself was the central wedge for this group, and the sheer power of 
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the ideas gradually strengthened and enlarged the group. The means of pro- 
duction were scarce during these late depression years, and this paucity of re- 
sources, combined with the interruption of World War 11, may have prevented 
the functionalists from rising to power sooner. 

It is not easy to capture Parsons' key premises or core insights. We could 
take him on his own terms and say he clarified the problem of order-how 
human beings, lacking instincts, nevertheless avoid the war of all against all- 
and that he achieved this clarification by showing how Durkheim, Weber, and 
others converged on a fundamentally moral interpretation of society. We could 
also follow some of Parsons' critics and say he found new justification for capi- 
talism, befitting the historical s h i  from market to oligopoly-in his terms, 
from utilitarianism to voluntarism-coming just as the worldwide depression 
and the move toward war intensified the need to find something nice to say 
about this economic system (Gouldner, 1970). 

Parsons may have been both these things, but we might get a clearer idea of 
what he said if we look at what he did not quite say. He was trying to figure out 
how these millions of self-interested, competitive human beings, picturing 
them as the economists and major social thinkers of the nineteenth century 
saw them, avoid destroying each other and manage to maintain cooperative 
human societies. They are not ants or wasps with built-in genetic mechanisms 
of cooperation. On the contrary, they are almost totally plastic and instinct 
free, except of course for the need to satisfy their fundamental drives and bodi- 
ly needs.-The economists had invoked the "invisible hand," or the market as 
their explanation for order, cooperation, and social harmony, but this was a 
tautological, nonempirical answer in the first place, and, given the twentieth- 
century rise of oligopoly and decline of the market, it made even less sense in 
the dark days of the 1930s. 

Parsons found his solution by piecing together certain texts of Durkheim, 
who challenged the classical economists, and Weber, who faced the contem- 
porary Marxists. Both argued for a moral matrix to economic life. Thus a war 
of all against all is avoided by a process of moral socialization, in which peo- 
ple's antisocial impulses are inhibited, allowing harmonious behavior in soci- 
ety; and captialism avoids internal conflict by being embedded in a normative 
context that prevents conflict and contradiction. 

However, Parsons exaggerated the moral component in these two classical 
theorists, particularly Weber (Pope, 1973:407-8; Pope, Cohen, and Hazelrigg, 
1975422). He also underrated the importance they both placed on shared 
beliefs and cognitions for holding a society together (Warner, 1978). The 
classic solutions to the problem of social order are: (1) the utilitarian theory of 
social contract and exchange, (2) the Italian elitist and Marxist theory of coer- 
cion and cultural manipulation, and (3) the Freudian-Parsonian theory of 
moral internalization and normative restraint. 

But there is a fourth solution, scattered in the writings of Simmel (Levine, 
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1971:xv-xx) and Mead as well as Durkheim and Weber, which emphasizes the 
ordering effects of cognitive consensus and shared meanings (O'Neill, 1972). 
This consensus includes not only the truths of physical science, but also those 
of everyday life, extending from the ordinary and routine to the life defining 
and ultimate. Garfinkel pointed out the importance and fragility of routine 
cognitive consensus by performing experiments that broke this consensus, 
thereby releasing intense disorder (Garfinkel, 1967). Weber, coming at it from 
the other end, showed the relativity of cognition in ultimate questions, pointing 
out that the overarching ideas were "switchmen," which directed human in- 
terests along one moral track rather than another (Weber, 1915:280). He 
traced the divergencies between Asian and European development to differ- 
ences in deeply embedded beliefs, which had historically ordered the moral 
and social systems of these societies. 

But the issue was the same, both at Garfinkel's micro- and Weber's macro- 
extreme: Definitions of reality, both physical and social, and how we can act 
toward this reality, are constructed by interaction in society, and these con- 
structions constitute an important part of the glue that holds a society to- 
gether. This insight, which was always used but rarely articulated by the Chi- 
cago School, was restated, piercingly, by a modern member of their group. 
Erving Goffman shed new 1.ight on the cognitive interpretation of order by 
showing how psychologically painful and existentially threatening it can be to 
live with an emotionally disturbed person. "Insanity of place" is one continu- 
ous Garfinkel experiment, showing both the fragility of everyday meaning sys- 
tems and the sadness of those who stray from them (Goffman, 1971). 

All four solutions to the problem of social order appear to be partly right. 
People in societies coerce, exchange, morally oblige, and cognitively define, 
giving them a highly flexible, living instrument that can shift from one basis of 
unity to another as circumstances require. Of course, societies are sometimes 
on their last legs, and they fall apart, get conquered, or undergo revolution, but 
until that end point is reached, societies can tolerate intense levels of social and 
moral conflict and still muddle through. This muddling through is due, not 
only to the unifying effects of exchange and coercion, but also to those of the 
shared cognitive world of language and beliefs. 

This cognitive sharing is at the core of Durkheim's collective conscience, 
which might better be translated as "consciousness" at this point. Durkheim's 
rituals created the master cognitive categories as well as the moral ones, and al- 
though the organic or modern society may experience a thinning out and an 
individualizing of the moral component of the collective conscience, there re- 
mains a shared cognitive consciousness which controls us all, and outside of 
which lies, not moral deviance, but insanity (Durkheim, 191523-33; Warner, 
1978).13 

Eventually Parsons' inability to recognize the importance of the nonscien- 
tific cognitive side of life, and how these cognitions tie a society together, be- 
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came the great weak spot, making him vulnerable to the criticisms of all com- 
peting theory groups. Not only did he underrate the cognitive basis of order, he 
overrated the moral basis, and these two errors were of a piece and fed on each 
other. Accordingly, criticism could be aimed at either side of this "Parsonian 
dilemma." The left of center sociologists criticized Parsons for his unrealistic 
postulate of shared morality and values (Mills, 1959; Lockwood, 1956; 
Dahrendorf, 1958; Horowitz, 1962). The Chicago School, and eventually the 
phenomenologists, criticized him for being unappreciative of the softer modes 
of cognition and reality construction (Becker, 1963:130; Faris, 1953; Blumer, 
1975; Berger and Luckmam, 196717; Cicourel, 1974a:21). In addition, the 
positivist leader George Lundberg pointed out that Parsons had never actually 
enlarged his theory of knowledge past positivism (Lundberg, 1956). 

But this discussion of Parsons' key arguments and their weak spots is made 
from hindsight, and the critical attacks did not become serious until toward 
the end of functionalism's twenty years of supremacy. In the early period, 
when Parsons was constructing his ingenious action theory and extending it, in 
the SocialSystem, it was by far the most impressive theory on the scene. With 
these ideas and this theoretical commitment, then, Parsons started a theory 
group that expanded its influence at Harvard, as he found allies among his col- 
leagues in neighboring departments and increased his ties with graduate 
students. 

A breakthrough came in 1941, when Robert Merton left Tulane for an ap- 
pointment at Columbia (Lipset, 1955). Merton was in many ways a critic of 
Parsons, and I could have listed him among those who rejected value consen- 
sus, but he was also Parsons' student and he shared his broad functional meth- 
od. Merton's appointment was followed, the next year, by Sorokin's resigna- 
tion of the department chairmanship at Harvard (Sorokin, 1963:251) and by 
Parsons' succession to that powerful office in 1944 (Parsons, 1970:841). The 
functionalists now had strong positions in two departments, particularly after 
Kingsley Davis joined Merton at Columbia in 1948, giving them access to a 
large number of elite graduate students. 

By the forties it was becoming clear that one of functionalism's weaknesses 
was its inability to produce clear hypotheses, find a workable method, and give 
direction to empirical research. Even though Parsons was the most driving and 
productive theorist American sociology had ever seen, as an empirical re- 
searcher (Rocher, 1975:17-18) he was all thumbs, and, in this respect, a poor 
role model for his students. 

As his earlier action theory gradually became a theory of social structure, he 
borrowed from the anthropologists the idea that the functional needs of society 
cause specific social structures, such as the family or the state, to come into and 
remain in existence. This was just an extension of the earlier idea that eco- 
nomic action is controlled by a moral matrix, for now the morality itself is ex- 
plained as a response to the needs of society (Parsons, 1951). Whatever the 
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empirical adequacy of this theory, its natural method was to search intuitively 
for goodness of fit or elective affinity between structures and functions. Many 
of Parsons' early students (Mullins, 197351) were able to use this method for 
the analysis of specific institutions and structures, such as aspects of kinship, 
the family, science, the university, social stratification, and bureaucracy, but 
not everyone had the bent of mind this method required. 

Merton at Columbia evidently sensed these methodological inadequacies, 
for he had been working with middle-range ideas, including that of "unantici- 
pated consequences," for many years (Merton, 1936), and he was moving to- 
ward a major theoretical statement of his own. In 1949, Merton published 
Social Theory and Social Structure, which emphasized the more concrete or 
"middle-range" level of abstraction, stayed close to empirical data, remained 
theoretically open to non- or dysfunctional elements, and developed the versa- 
tile idea of latent functions. Merton's functionalism also seemed more open to 
the political left than Parsons'. This ideological flexibility probably gave Mer- 
ton's writings an appeal that Parsons' work lacked, though when the antiwar, 
leftist 1960s came, even Merton's functionalism could not contain the highly 
critical sentiments of many younger sociologists. 

As a guide to research Merton's method was quite successful, although it 
-remained fundamentally intuitive. Despite his elegant codification of the 
method (~er ton , l957:cha~.  I), it rested on aflash of insight or "black box" in 
which the analyst finds an isomorphism between a structure and a need or 
function, and this lack of logical clarification meant that it remained at the 
level of discovery or heuristic. 

Throughout the interregnum of the late thirties and forties, the positivists 
had done well with the means of production, enjoying easy access to the new 
American Sociological Review (Kuklick, 1973), and finding research oppor- 
tunities with the Roosevelt administration (House, 1936:393; Lyons, 1969: 
chaps. 3-4). They built on the increasing importance of statistics in graduate 
training, but could never produce the genius who could build a theory out of 
the numbers. In particular, George Lundberg's attempt to formalize positivist 
sociology under the theory of operationalism was unsuccessful (Kuklick, 1973; 
Blalock, 1968:6). During sociology's long, post-Chicago School interregnum, 
the positivists had a method but no theory, and the rising functionalists had a 
theory but no method. On principle each side was opposed to the other, but 
practical needs won out, and the forties gradually saw an alliance between 
functionalism and the positivists in which the latter were officially the junior 
partners, but would eventually become strong enough to take over the firm. 

When Merton was hired at Columbia, Paul Lazarsfeld, the brilliant statis- 
tical positivist, was hired with him. As mentioned earlier, Columbia was sharp- 
ly polarized between a theoretical wing, led by MacIver, and an empiricist 
wing, led by Robert Lynd. The simultaneous hiring of Merton and Lazarsfeld 
was meant both as a temporary compromise between the two groups and as a 
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I means of keeping the fight going indefinitely. But Merton and Lazarsfeld 
somehow reached across this academic no man's land and became personal 

- - :- : friends. This human feeling for each other seems to have had a great deal to do 
> -  " . ? L * '  with the eventual close collaboration between functionalism and positivism 

i (Hunt, 1961). At Harvard, Parsons also needed a research specialist; so Samuel 
I Stouffer, a student of Ogburn, was hired, and he functioned as a can-do re- 
1 searcher, much as Lazarsfeld did at Columbia. These empiricists-Stouffer 

and Lazarsfeld-translated the language of structure and function into that of 
cause and effect. Although the logical juncture between the two languages was 
never too clear, the partnership of positivism and functionalism worked re- 
markably well, particularly at Columbia, where Lazarsfeld's European erudi- 

. -. I tion gave him theoretical as well as methodological skills. . - - .. This partnership contrasts with the earlier tension between positivism and 

I 

I 

the case study tradition at Chicago. For Ogburn and Stouffer, on that occa- 
sion, it had been the case study versus statistics, or, at best, in the service of 
statistics (Faris, 1967:115). Perhaps by this later period, after Lundberg's 
operationalism fiasco, the positivists knew they could not go it alone. Also, the 
notion of "function," for all its ambiguities, may have been a bit more disci- 
plined than Chicago's "process," and easier to translate into variable lan- 
guage. Nevertheless, it is a good question why the Merton-Lazarsfeld combi- 
nation clicked and Park-Ogburn did not. The personal situation was vastly 
different, of course, but there is still the unyielding theoretical question of why 

i 
an intellectual challenge that was almost identical in the two cases led to 
growth in the one department and trouble in the other. 

But the Merton codification of theory and research-referred to by one 
reviewer as the "codification of Parsons and Lazarsfeld" (Bierstedt, 1950: 
141)-was not without problems. In the fifties a series of papers by logical posi- 
tivists attempted to clarify the relation between functional analysis and that of 
cause and effect (Nagel, 1956; Hempel and Oppenheim, 1953; Hempel, 1959). 
The result was, in some ways, a strengthening of functionalism, for now it 
could be translated into another logical tradition. But there were costs, for 
little uniqueness was left to functionalism after Nagel and Hempel had fin- 
ished with it. Its only remaining purpose was to suggest ideas for positivists to 
test, and perhaps the positivists could figure out a way of finding these ideas on 
their own. 

Merton accepted this division of labor, as he had always regarded functional 
analysis as a method and not a theory, but Parsons regarded it as the real thing, 
and the critique of the logicians put Parsons' functionalism in a state of logical 
ambiguity. But for both theorists, the critique meant that from then on, the 
existence of functional relationships would have to be proved, not simply 
announced, and they were to be proved on positivism's terms. Correlations, 
time order, and the control of third factors would have to be brought into any 
functional analysis that claimed valid findings. This logical synthesis remained 
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a little woolly, until Stinchcombe's striking clarification, though it came a bit 
late in the game to have much effect (Stinchcombe, 1968:80-100). 

The more visible critique of functionalism, particularly the Parsonian ver- 
sion, came from a variety of conflict positions, becoming a rising chorus by the 
sixties and eventually doing enormous damage to functionalism's moral legiti- 
macy. I am using the notion of conflict in a broad sense, and if we consider how 
the glue of moral consensus permeates every dimension, level, nook, and 
cranny of Parsons' theory, we can see that any number of conflict arguments 
can be used against it. 

The strongest was the macro-argument that conflict is basic to the overall 
organization of society, as evidenced by the way large-scale change occurs, the 
way force and repression are routinely used, and the way classes and status 
groups oppose each other (Mills, 1959: Lockwood, 1956; Dahrendorf, 1958; 
Horowitz, 1962; Gouldner, 1970). As the sixties wore on and conflicts within 
American society rose to the surface, others picked up the argument and the 
times gave it enormous cogency. Another line of macro-argument came from 
the Weberians around Reinhard Bendix at Berkeley, some of whom were po- 
litical conservatives, but who nevertheless interpreted Weber in a conflict 
manner (Bendix, 1962; Collins, 1968; Roth, 1968). 

At the level of micro-interaction, functionalism was also drawing criticism 
that drew on process, change, and conflict. The symbolic interactionists, who 
flourished again under Blumer and Hughes in Chicago's late forties and ffies, 
in a kind of second summer, criticized Parsons for picturing ordinary inter- 
action in a too rigid, role-determined, and precut fashion. The drama of life, 
they observed, is not read from a script but is extemporaneous. They pointed to 
negotiation and, more daringly, to a kind of cognitive reality construction, in 
which conflict and emergence were generous ingredients (Blumer, 1969; 
Becker, 1963; Scott and Lyon, 1968; Wrong, 1961). And the phenomenolo- 
gists, particularly those around Garfinkel and Cicourel on the West Coast, 
were so struck by the inherent ambiguity and ineffability of ordinary experi- 
ence, deeply examined, and by its openness to conflicting definitions, that they 
regarded functionalism as totally misguided (Garfinkel, 1964; Cicourel, 
1974a:21). Even the exchange theorist at Harvard, George Homans, chal- 
lenged the postulate of moral consensus by dissolving it in the ulterior motive 
of self-interest (Homans, 196751). 

By the end of the sixties it was clear that, although no vote had been taken at 
the ASA business meeting, functionalism was no longer king. Something else 
was happening. What that something was did not become clear right away, for 
it took a while for the dust to settle. But when it did, it was apparent that de- 
spite all the sixties' hoopla, the conflict forces, whether together or one by one, 
were not to be the big winners. To almost everyone's surprise it was to be, of all 
people, old Joe, the friendly methodologist, always available to touch up your 
questionnaire and quite knowledgeable about these new-fangled computers. It 



Rise andFall of Dominating Theories ~ 7 1 1  

was to be the junior partners, the descendants of Stouffer, Lazarsfeld, and 
other positivists, who seemed so firmly under control during functionalism's 
heyday (Mullins, 1973:chap. 9). L i e  the black power drama of the sixties in 
which Rochester becomes a serious character and kills Jack Benny, old Joe, the 
fumbling methodologist, who could expect to wait a good long time to make 
full professor, since he did not actually study anything, stood up to full height, 
laid his cards on the table and walked off with the game. 

CONTEMPORARY INTERREGNUM 

It seems almost necessary to put it facetiously, as I just did, to capture the 
drama of how unexpectedly the positivists moved ahead in the late sixties. The 
intense sociological discussion of that decade had been primarily over theory, 
ideology, values, and American politics, and the last thing anyone expected 
was a methodological resolution of the issue. Yet, in retrospect, it should be no 
surprise. A positivist breakaway was always possible in the shaky Parsons- 
Merton-Lazarsfeld coalition, and there were developments within the posi- 
tivist group which gradually strengthened their position, particularly in rela- 
tion to the means of production. 

The importance of the computer as a means of production grew steadily 
throughout those years. High-speed computation allowed the statistical treat- 
ment of a whole new range of quantitative problems and encouraged the devel- 
opment and diffusion of new statistical procedures. This increased the impor- 
tance of quantitative data analysis of all kinds and caused more emphasis to be 
placed on statistics and mathematics in the graduate curriculum. 

Alongside the new computer technology there was a kind of mathematics 
lobby, from at least the mid-fifties, working to increase the role of quantifica- 
tion in all the social sciences. The Social Science Research Council (SRRC) was 
an organizer and a clearinghouse for this process. In 1974 Frederick Mosteller, 
a Harvard statistician, wrote of "The Role of the Social Science Research 
Council in the Advance of Mathematics in the Social Sciences," as follows: 

The current level of mathematical training for social scientists in this country was not 
quickly achieved, nor did it grow by itself through natural evolution; instead it has come 
about through a long, fairly deliberate process that has depended upon the ideas and 
contributions of a great many people and organizations. (Mosteller, 1974:17) 

Mosteller goes on to describe a series of SSRC-sponsored committees, confer- 
ences, subsidized textbooks, monographs, summer training sessions, and 
workshops, funded at  various points by Carnegie, Ford, Russell Sage, and 
particularly the National Science Foundation. 

Within sociology an important informal group, which came to be known 
as the Committee on Sociological Training, was formed in the mid-sixties 
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I 
(Schuessler, 1966:82), leading, through a series of conferences and subcom- 
mittees, to the critical Carmel Conference on applied sociology, held in 
December 1972. Karl Schuessler's prologue to that conference is as follows: 

I The Camel Conference was not without a history. In one view, it all started with an in- 
I 
I formal meeting of a dozen or so sociologists in Washington in the spring of 1965. The 

occasion for that meeting was the concern in some circles that sociologists were relative- 

- j ly unsophisticated in research design, as evinced by their proposals to federal funding 
agencies, and that possibly their graduate training was inadequate. Whatever the val- 

j .  . . . * .  

I idity of that charge, it was decided by the group to initiate and to maintain a national 
4, -. 1 dialogue among sociologists, insofar as practicable, on problems in graduate training 
. . and the quality of social research. (Schuessler, 1975:2) 

This group was not primarily a math lobby but more an economic lobby, 
pursuing the laudable goal of expanding the monetary means of production 
for sociologists.l4 But since Uncle Sam favored descriptively precise, quanti- 
tative sociology, the indirect effect of their efforts was to quantify the graduate 

. . . . . . .  
, . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . .  

. . . . . .  . # ; . ' I  curriculum still more and to enhance the power of the positivist wing. The new 
. . , . .  . . . . . courses were not simply added to the existing curriculum, as in a plus-sum . . . . .  

. , 
. . . .  . . .  . . .  . . . .  . . 

game. For every add there was adrop in this zero-sum game, and almost no one 
. . .  

. . .  . . .  . . : . . .  1 was asking what the long-run effects would be for sociology or what intellectual 
. . . . 

. . 
capabilities were being sacrificed to make room for the federal money (Useem, 

i I 1976a, 1976b; Bernard, 1977:9). 
L ' 

. . 
In addition to the influence of these planning groups and the computer, the 

I 
. . : 1 politicization ofthe sixties had consequencesfor the means of intellectual pro- 
. . . - .  . . 

. . I duction. Federal social programs expanded, and along with them came new 
. . opportunities for social research on these programs. It was the poor and the 

. . .  . . .  
. . 

. ' .  , . I  
I 

dark ethnic groups-the constituency, in a way, of many of the conflict sociolo- 
. . . . . . .  . . . . 

. . . . .  . . . . , . . . '  - . I  gists-whose protests brought these programs into existence. But these sociol- 
. . 

. . . . .  . . I . . . . . . . . . .  
ogists would not get the research opportunities. Instead, they would primarily 

....... . f .  <.. :,:; 7..':,::;::'.-:.:'.. .:. ............. ,... .............................. .:.. ........................ >:......... ::; 1;: . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . _  . ..,. ,___ - , 
go to survey researchers and other highly quantitative sociologists. .. ......... ................... . . . . . . . . . .  ............................. .:I,':I::-.'Y.-:::,,. :-. . .......... . .._, ... . _ _  _._. . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . .  _ . ... . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . . .  

In a second way the positivists gained from the political sixties. Some mod- 
. . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .._...................... ,... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

erate and conservative intellectuals blamed the rise in protest partly on socio- 
. . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . 

.>  
.. ,. ;,.::,;:.:.:2:.:.:,:2 ...;..:::;:?r,::. ..:::.LA. ..... :,:. . . . . . .  ;.. ,::.:,:..:- . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

logical theories which criticized American society. 'Moynihan's Maximum 
. . . .  : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  ........ :. . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  

Feasible Misunderstanding makes this point. With great force he blames the 
. . . . . .  .., :..: . . .  . .,..\ . . . . . . .  . . . . . . :  . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . : . . . . . . .  
Merton-Cloward-Ohlin thesis of blocked opportunity, which was behind the 

. . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  . , 
. . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  : . . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . .  

. . 
,:,. . ,  , . . . . . . .  

poverty program's original emphasis on the participation of the poor, for con- 
. . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
tributing to rising expectations and social disorder (Moynihan, 196950-53). 

. . . .  . . . . .  . . . . .  . . 
. . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . .  . . . . .  . . . . 

Moynihan's message to social science was that it should no longer apply theo- 
. . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  'L. .:. . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  ., ................................. .,. 

ries and propose solutions to social problems, but devote itself solely to the .......................... .................................................. ................................. _ < _  ../ - . . .  .<.. ............. >... . ... ? .- .>..: ;:.-. ; ................................. *.. ... > . ...... ii. ................;........ .... :2 :::.-:1;;1'-::. ........ - ........................... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .. ................................................................ .'A,. ........ .._.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . .  , . . . . .  
quantitative evaluation of programs set up by the government. As he bluntly. 

. . .  . . . . . .  . . , : . . put it: "The role of socialscience lies not in the formulation of socialpolicy, but 
. . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . . .  , .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  . . 

. . .  . . . . .  . . .  
. . .  

in the measurement of its results" (Moynihan, 1969:193, italics in original). 
The core scholarly group or network in this quantitative expansion was the 

. 1 
. ,  . 

: , 

. . .  
. . . . . . . . 

. . . . .  
. . 

. . . .  . . . .  . , 
. . , .  , . .  

.,.. .,.. . . . . . . . .  
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"new causal theorists," as Nicholas Mullins (Mullins, 1973:chap. 9) calls 
them, whose intellectual leaders were Hubert M. Blalock, Jr., and Otis Dudley 
Duncan. Blau and Duncan's American Occupational Structure (1967), was a 
strong display of how regression analysis could put order into a mass of demo- 
graphic data, placing the correlations in a "path," which had some resem- 
blance to a sequential process. Part of the expansive style of the new causal 
people was to use equal-interval statistics on ordinal data, disregarding a logi- 
cal norm that had been respected by the more cautious Lazarsfeld-style tabu- 
lar analysts, whose methods the new groups tended to replace in the major 
journals. A second line of intellectual expansion was in the rethinking of the 
thorny problem of validity, which had always placed a cloud over much quan- 
titative research, for it could not be proved that tests and scales actually mea- 
sured the abstract variable or property they purported to measure. Blalock in 
particular was giving thought to validity (Blalock, 1968:7-13), but though he 
came at it in a more sophisticated manner than Lundberg had done in the thir- 
ties, the cloud was as big as ever, and his solution appeared to be a kind of neo- 
operationalism. 1s 

In late 1972 when the Carmel Conference assembled, the increased influ- 
ence of the federal government over the development of sociology was appar- 
ent. The conference was attended by about sixty prominent sociologists, all 
present or former National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH) training pro- 
gram directors, and the list was understandably characterized by a lack of the- 
orists. The message of this conference, which is not easily captured from the 
editors' prologue and epilogue, seems to have been that the government would 
be phasing out the NIMH training grants-a mainstay of graduate support for 
many years-but that new money would be available for the execution of ap- 
plied research. A corollary was that graduate departments might start think- 
ing about revising their curriculums in an applied, quantitative direction. 

It should be remembered that the term "applied research" had undergone 
an astonishing change in meaning from the mid-sixties, largely due to the re- 
definition that Moynihan and other government spokesmen had given it. In 
1965 Gouldner had defined it as "above all concerned with the prediction and 
production of social and cultural change" (Gouldner and Miller, 19658). His 
enthusiastic, lordly conception of its role was probably about typical for those 
hopeful times. By the 1970s it referred solely to the measurement of ongoing 
social programs, leaving the predicting, producing, and changing to an earlier 
era (Janowitz, 1972; Street, 1976). 

The tension and ambiguity of this conference is suggested by the post-con- 
ference analysis of Robert Hall, a National Science Foundation executive, and 
one of the two government representatives at the conference. 

The reaction of the participants in the early stages of the conference to this ambiguous 
but threatening situation was a k i d  of elementary collective behavior. . . . Rumors were 
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... flying as people tried to clarify what the conference was all about. Lacking an au- 
thoritative statement, participants began improvising plausible stories about the 
"real" meaning of the conference and trying (sometimes in a rather hostile, aggressive 
tone) toget the "real" purpose stated openly. Thus, there seemed to be established, ear- 
ly in the conference, a tone that inhibited detached, deliberate analysis of training is- 
sues, and encouraged hostile expression against the administration responsible for cut- 
ting training grants and against any sociologist so spineless or stupid (so the beliefs 

... seem to be) as to yield to governmental pressures. One of the important values in 
contemporary sociology is a rather chaoticpluralism. There seemed to be a powerful 
fear that some single style of sociology was going to be imposed on sociologists; and 
hence the conference became preeminently defensive-partly a defense of chaos, and 
partly a defense of particular styles of sociology practiced by those present. It was dif- 
ficult to tell which was feared more-the Washington threat or the well-meaning efforts 
of sociologists who responded to the Washington threat in some unified way. (My ital- 
i n ,  but ellipses in original; see Demerath, Larsen, and Schuessler, 1975340-41.) 

Whatever the meaning and impact of this strange conference, it clearly was 
not meant to promote the "chaotic pluralism" that the NSF's representative 
Robert Hall saw in sociology. Hall's statement does not indicate whether he 
and the federal administration he represented were more opposed to chaos or 
pluralism, or whether they could even tell the difference. In any case, the win- 
ners ofthis conference were clearly Pat Moynihan's narrowly blinkered engi- 
neers. 

While.al1 this was going on and the positivists were increasing their control 
over the means of production, the more pluralistic and qualitative field re- 
searchers and the theorists were in disarray, still divided by the conflict-func- 
tionalism fight of the sixties, split into several uncommunicating groups, and 
slipping in their share of the means of production. 

A serious problem was what to make of the new West Coast phenomenolo- 
gists, the enthnomethodologists around Harold Garfinkel, the cognitive soci- 
ologists around Aaron Cicourel, and the conversation analysts around Harvey 
Sacks, before his degth in 1975. The East Coast phenomenologists, following 
Alfred Schutz and Peter Berger, had proved at least minimally compatible with 
established sociology, but the West Coast groups did not find easy relationship 
with any established macro-theories. Yet these social phenomenologists were 
miningthe cognitive insight in new ways, exploring the construction and oper- 
ation of cognitive consensus in micro-situations, and their findings could be 
renewing for theory. The West Coast groups did not even find easy communi- 
cation with what appeared to be their first cousins, the symbolic interaction- 
ists, though Mead's discussion of the "inner conversation" and the "I" and 
"me" were deeply phenomenological16 (Denzin, 1970; Zimmerman and Wie- 
der, 1970; Natanson, 197356-62) and Goffrnan's work displayed a brilliant 
synthesis of symbolic interactionism and phenomenology. Finally, these phe- 
nomenologists felt quite distant from the Parsonian functionalists, even 
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though Garfinkel had been a devoted student of Parsons and had developed an 
important side of action theory that Parsons, in another lost opportunity, had 

<, , ............... . . . . . . . .  ..........:..... ..:..._................... . . . . . . _ _ . .  .:. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  ,. 2 . :  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .................................................... allowed to lie fallow. 

. . . . . .  ..- ? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  
- .-- :;! 

. . .  1 Another problem for the theorists was what to make of the theoretical Marx- 
. . .  . . . .  . . .  

1 
. . > . , ists. Were they intellectually incompetent and biased, or were they fellow the- 

orists and scholars? Parsons regarded Marxist sociologists as not really 

' i  
seeking truth and not really sociologists, though the Sorokin Award had gone 

..- ! 
. . to two intellectual Marxists: Immanuel Wallerstein for his Modern World Sys- 

. . . .  . . . . . . .  . , .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . ,  . .  ; , .  . .  . .  . , . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  , . . .  . :  : :.I tem, in 1975, and to Perry Anderson for his Considerations on Western Marx- 
. . .  . . . . : . . . . . . . . . . . . . : - . . . .  :'i. . . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . .  . .  . . . . . .  , , . . .  . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ...,) . , . . . . . . . . . . .  , . . .  , . . . . . .  . . , 

ism, in 1977 (Parsons, 1973; Daily Rlini, April 5, 1973). The theorists would 
. . . . . . . .  . .  . . . . .  . - . . .  .' . . . . . 

. . .  . , . . , . . . .  1 . . . .  . . . , clearly have to bracket their politics and interact as scholars if they were to 
\ > .  ,. ....... . . . .  , . . . . . '  - .-... ; i'-. :.: :'.-. 1.: :- :;.L:;:.;, :. : .::. ' :-:;,., Y "  :.; :.. ,.... -.'. , .?. , , .  , ,. ....... .... .... :.. ..... .... .... ................ ... .......... . .  combine their work into some meaningful whole. ............... ..................... . . . . . . .  . . . .  . I .  . . . ..., 7.:. '.'. i ..-A,. . . . .  .......... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , . . . .  . ".. . 

, ..., , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ., . , _  . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  

. ,  By the mid-seventies, then, the theorists were still performing their function 
1 

. . 
'\ i of intellectual overview, the direction of research and interpretation of data, 

but they were not doing it with one voice or even in the same language. Unlike 
the linguafranca of the Chicago School, which had united sociology in the 

, 
I 

. . 
twenties, or that of functionalism, which was spoken in the fifties and early six- 

i . . .  ties, the speech of the seventies showed the linguistic confusion of an interreg- 
. . 1 num. Coser faced up to this confusion in his 1975 ASA presidential address 

(see Coser, this volume) by inviting sociology to return to the center, avoiding ! the extremes of ethnomethodology and new causal theory. But neither of these 
. . . . . . .  . : .  4 I two wings of sociology would go away, and the problem seemed more one of in- 

I 

. . j tegrating all the vital lines in the field than in choosing among them. 
I 1 
I 
I 

CONCLUDING COMMENT 

Perhaps these divided theorists and theory groups could find a common 
meeting ground by taking a profound and sustained look at the classic prob- 
lem of order, and how they each contribute something toward its solution. Dif- 
ferent groups give primacy to different insights. The utilitarian insight is de- 
veloped by exchange theorists, behavioristic sociologists, and the new causal 
theorists, whose random sample had the same logical structure as that of the 
market.17 The roleof coercion in order is shown by Weberians, Marxists, and 
the more eclectic ~om~arative~historical sociologists. The role of morality and 
values is shown by the Durkheimians, the Parsonians, and some interpreters of 
Mead. The cognitive basis of order is shown by the symbolic interactionists, the 
various schools of phenomenology, and the newer interpretations of Weber 
and Durkheim. The followers of Merton fit at several points, and the Merton of 
the self-fulfilling prophecy has strong phenomenological overtones. The de- 
tails of this pattern are, of course, unclear and in process, but the broad pic- 
ture, which envisages theories and theory groups attacking the same basic 
problem from different angles, constitutes a basis of unity that sociologists 
could build on. 
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The interregnum of the seventies, then, like that of the thirties and early for- 
ties, shows the signs of P theoretical vacuum. When a powerful theory, such as 
that of the Chicago School or Parsonian functionalism, falls, there is a long 
period of theoretical confusion. Theorists are slow to find the best framework 
within which to restate their ideas and findings. Communication has to build 
up among neighboring theory groups first; translators who know more than 
one theoretical language must appear; and some larger model or language, in 
which all important insights find a place, must gradually be built (for an exam- 
ple of an impressive theoretical synthesis, cf. Collins' Conflict Sociology, 1975). 

The positivists could not be expected to do this theoretical work, for their 
methodology, which is finely attuned to maximize descriptive accuracy and 
quantitative analysis, is the wrong tool for theoretical work. Theory construc- 
tion, which was impressively codified in Arthur Stinchcombe's Constructing 
Social Theories, shows something of the formal methodology embedded in the 
work of the great theorists, but it does not lead to substantive theory itself. And 
the cumulation of survey findings and quantitative analysis can never be piled 
high enough to build a theory. 

The interregnum of the seventies, to return to the problem of the three-leg- 
ged throne, was a period of sharp status inconsistency among competing theo- 
ry gioups. The positivists had amassed an impressive share of the means of 
production, particularly federal money, and they were also well represented in 
the top journals, but they had not been able to squeeze a theory out of the num- 
bers. The theorists, and the many lines of empirical research that are not high- 
ly quantified, had less impressive shares of the means of production, but they 
had the ideas, the intellectual high ground, and, as Coser's address suggests, 
still stood at the center of the sociological Establishment. I t  looked as though 
nogroup was in a position to construct thecombination of ideas, social organi- 
zation, and means of production that would give sociology another dominating 
theory group and end the interregnum. 

In the meantime the field of sociology was having serious problems. Under- 
graduate enrollments were badly slipping; big money was getting harder to 
come by; and technical sociology was having trouble defining its relation to a 
self-governing, democratic citizenry (Wiey, 1977:422-24). If the theorists 
could broaden the basis of unity, empirical research could increase its signifi- 
cance and once again lead to profound explanation. But it looked unlikely that 
theory and research would come closer until the theorists began working to- 
ward a new synthesis. The possibilities for these lines of growth were there, but 
the sociologists were slow to do the necessary intellectual work. 

No giant had emerged from the aftermath of functionalism, and it did not 
look as though one was soon to come. Perhaps this time sociologists would 
drop the old pattern of "ins and outs" and "rise and fall" to build a new sociol- 
ogy with what they had. This is the crisis of sociology that Gouldner knew 
would follow the fall of Parsonian functionalism, though Gouldner could not 
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be correct in all details (Gouldner, 1970). Only the theorists could begin the 
resolution ofthis crisis, and to do so they would have to stop making "nothing 
but" explanations and learn to see their separate insights as part of a larger 
whole. Historical analysis suggests that  this is a workable way for sociology to 
find its unity and strength after the postfunctionalism confusion. And theoret- 
ical analysis suggests that  this can be  done by returning to the problem of so- 
cial order and by constructing a more comprehensive solution to  the problem, 
which can give guidance, direction, and meaning to  empirical research. 

NOTES 

1. This is a revised version of a paper originally given at the monthly colloquium of 
theTheory Group of theuniversity of Illinois, an informal group of professors from the 
departments of sociology, educational policy studies, speech communication, business 
administration, and anthropology. For comments on earlier sections and drafts I am in- 
debted to Paul J. Baker, Aaron Cicourel, Randall Collins, Lewis Coser, Richard Kraus, 
Don Martindale, Stephen McNamee, Robert Merton, Nicholas Mullins, James Short, 
R. Stephen Warner, David Westby, Thomas P. Wilson, and especially Norman Den- 
zin, though the responsibility for this essay remains mine. 

2. The formulationof this three-part division has been influenced by Edward Shils 
(1970) and Joseph Ben-David (1971), and their concept of the "institutionalization" of 
science. 

3. The term "role confluence," and much of the interpretation that goes with it, 
was suggested to me by Paul J. Baker. 

4. For a perceptive discussion of an American Kantian sociologist, whose volumi- 
nous writings were rendered obsolete and forgotten by the shift in American philoso- 
phy, see Jones, 1972. 

5. This money was given, not just to sociology, but to a group of departments that 
formed the Local Community Research Committee. The amount was $25,000, contin- 
gent on matching funds, the first year. In the second and subsequent years, there was 
an additional $50,000 flat grant (Burgess and Bogue, 1964:6). The money evidently 
stopped in 1929 or 1930 (Fosdick, 1952: 198-99). 

6. The idea of historicism-pragmatism convergence was first presented by Herbst 
(1959, 1965) and later developed by Carey, to whom my discussion is particularly in- 
debted (1975:163-67). 

7. Small's closeness to pragmatism was selective and uneven. He was close to Dew- 
ey's ethics(Herbst, 1959:244), but he regarded Mead's social psychology, which he evi- 
dently accepted, as psychology and not sociology (Dibble, 1975:102, n. 6). 

8. In a personal communication James Short disagrees with my interpretation of 
thechicago case studies, arguingthat these studies often did lead to subsequent statis- 
tical analysis, particularly in criminology. See Short, 1971. 

9. Thomas was unceremoniously fired, following newspaper publicity, when he was 
arrested in 1918 for renting a hotel room with a woman who was not his wife, although 
the facts of the case are not at all clear. World War I1 was still going on, and Thomas' 
wife of the time was a pacifist. Janowitz (1966:xiv-xv) suggests the possibility that the 
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federal agents, who becameinvolved in the case, were trying to embarass Mrs. Thomas 
by hurting her husband. 

10. Giddings was at his charismatic best, according to Abel(1977), who attended 
Columbia in the mid-twenties, in giving formal lectures. The "course" was not only 
crammed with students, but the entire staff was expected to attend, along with the de- 
partment secretary, who sat at Giddings' feet taking official notes. "F.H.G." himself 
would often come attired in formal academic dress, that is, cap and gown. 

11. The incident of MacIver's speech a t  the 1930 meetings needs more looking into. 
Neither Faris (1977) nor Blumer (1977) could recall the incident, though they both had 
attended the 1930 convention, Faris as a graduate student and Blumer as the secretary 
of the society. Both being from Chicago, they allowed that it may well have happened, 
though they wondered whether the easterners had not blown it out of proportion. 

It might be clarifying to have the name of the chairman of MacIver's session, that is, 
the person who did the timekeeping. I have been unable to get a copy of the program, 
which was not completely published, and Abel did not recall the name of the timekeep- 
er. The importanceof Abel's recollection is that he is the only living S U M V O ~  of the nine 
men who signed the important 1931 Parmalee letters, as we shall see. Abel did not re- 
member much about the circumstances under which they were signed, and he feels the 
founding of the ASRwas overdetermined and inevitable in any case, though he did sin- 
gle out the MacIver incident as one thing that led to the signatures. A somewhat differ- 
ent interpretation of the founding of the ASR is given in Lengermann (1.978), which 
came to my attention too late to be incorporated into the present article. 

12. In March 1975, Parsons spoke at the University of California at San Diego (La 
Jolla) on his intellectual autobiography, including the circumstances that led to the wri- 
ting of thestructure of SocialAction. Afterward at dinner, someone asked him why, af- 
terhundredsof American students had been going to Germany for decades, he was the 
one to come home with a theoretical synthesis. Parsons replied that he was the first to go 
over "after the War," and I thought this was an illuminating comment. Both Weber 
and Durkheim had been dead for several years; their writings were "in," so to speak; 
and there was abit of temporal distance on their contributions. Perhaps there was only 
that one brief moment, in the middle of Weimar Germany's twenties, when you could 
get a clear view of all of European social thought. Yet obviously Parsons deserves more 
credit than simply having been in the right place at the right time. 

Since there are sections of this paper that might be interpreted as anti-Parsonian- 
though I am attempting to use the evenhandedness of an umpire, who calls them as he 
sees them-I would like to mention that I sent an earlier draft to Parsons, inviting his 
comment. He did not respond. 

13. My discussion of the cognitive basis of order is indebted to Warner (1978) and to 
several personal conversations with him. 

14. The original group that met in Washington, D.C., in 1965 included: Robert 
Bales, Edgar Borgatta, Ernest Campbell, James A. Davis, David Gold, Robert Hall, Al- 
bert Reiss, Peter Rossi, Karl Schuessler, James Short, and Nathaniel Siege1 (Schuessler, 
1966:82). 

15. The critical assessment of neo-operationalism, which is just beginning in soci- 
ology, might well use Bierstedt's critique of Lundberg (Bierstedt, 1974:41-72) as a point 
of departure. Bierstedt summarized hi criticism of operationalism by saying that it 
"erased the distinctions between nominal and real definitions on the one hand and be- 
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tween cardinal and ordinal measurement on the other, and that the erasures were in 
fact required by the theoryW(Bierstedt, 1974:8)., 

16. When Mead shifts his analysis from interpersonal to intrapersonal or intrapsy- 
chic conversation, he stays with the vocabulary of role taking, the collapsed or incipient 
act, and so on, but the words do not mean the same thing, and he is making a gestalt 
shift from pragmatism to phenomenology, reminiscent of the one William James made 
in shifting his criteria of meaning from the consequences of a statement to the conse- 
quences of belief in a statement (Mead, 1974:173-78, 1964a:142-49; Henle, 1951:125- 
27). 

17. The sample and the market are both characterized by (a) a multiplicity of units, 
(b) roughly homogeneous in size and power, (c) causally independent of each other in 
the property being observed, (d) which find order from randomness and chance. Just as 
price fixing and oligopoly lead to "market imperfections" in the economy, bureaucrati- 
zation leads to "sample imperfections" in the society at large. To the extent that a soci- 
ety is characterized by atomized markets and samples, new causal theory is often a fit- 
ting and powerful tool, but for institutional analysis, the importance of which increases 
in a bureaucratizing world, other empirical styles are more fitting and powerful. 
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