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Introduction

At one level, sociology is easy to define. It is the study of social institutions — the
family, religion, sport, community, and so on. We can study institutions at
the micro-level by looking at interactions between family members, for exam-
ple, or we can examine macro-relations such as the family and kinship system
of a society as a whole. Below this level of minimal agreement, there is con-
siderable dispute as to what sociology really is, and during the twentieth
century and into this century many critics of sociology have periodically
pronounced it to be in crisis or to be moribund. It is said to be prone to jargon,
or it is claimed by its critics to be merely common sense. A natural scientist at
my former Cambridge college, on hearing that I was editing a dictionary of
sociology, inquired in all seriousness whether there would be enough concepts
and terms for a whole dictionary. My problem as editor has by contrast been the
question of what to leave out. In this context of lay skepticism, a dictionary of
sociology is in part a defense of the discipline from its detractors, and in part a
statement of its achievements and prospects. It aims to give a precise, informa-
tive, and objective account of the discipline, including both its successes and
failures, and in this sense dictionaries are inherently conservative. A dictionary
seeks to give an informed guide to a particular field such that both the expert
and the student can benefit intellectually.

In many respects, part of the problem for sociology as an academic discipline
lies in its very success. An outsider to the academy at the end of the nineteenth
century, sociology is now influential in archaeology, the arts, the history and
philosophy of science, science and technology studies, religious studies, organi-
zational theory, and in the teaching of general practice and community medi-
cine in medical faculties, where the social dimension of everyday reality is now
taken for granted. The study of contemporary epidemics in public health,
especially the AIDS/HIV epidemic, has employed sociological insights into net-
works and risk taking. The management of any future pandemic will draw upon
sociological research on social networks, compliance behavior, and the impact
of such factors as social class, gender, and age on prevalence rates. Other areas
such as art history and aesthetics often draw implicitly on sociological notions of
audiences, art careers, art markets, and cultural capital. Science and technology
studies more explicitly depend on the sociology of knowledge. Dance studies
frequently adopt insights and perspectives from the sociology of the body. It is
often difficult to distinguish between historical sociology, social history and
world-systems theory. Cultural studies, women’s studies, and disability studies
have drawn extensively on debates of social construction in sociology. Activists
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in social movements in support of disability groups have directly adopted socio-
logical ideas about how disability as a social construct involves the curtailment
of social rights. Ethnomethodology - the study of the methods or practices that
are important in accomplishing tasks in the everyday world — has contributed to
research on how people use complex machinery in workplace settings. Conver-
sational analysis has been important in understanding how conversations
take place, for example between doctor and patient. The emerging area of
terrorism studies will no doubt have a substantial input from sociologists on
recruitment patterns, beliefs, and social background. In short, there has been
a great dispersion and proliferation of the sociological paradigm into adjacent
fields and disciplines. Much of this intellectual dispersion or seepage has
practical consequences.

The danger is, however, that the sociological perspective will, as a result of
this intellectual leakage, simply dissolve into cultural studies, film studies,
media studies, and so forth. Sociological insights and approaches have been
successfully dispersed through the humanities and science curricula, but the
intellectual connections with sociology are not always recognized or indeed
understood. The contemporary enthusiasm for multidisciplinarity and inter-
disciplinarity often obscures the need to preserve basic disciplines. Although
this dispersal of sociology into various areas within the humanities and social
science curricula is satisfying in some respects, it is important to defend a
sociological core, if sociology is to survive as a coherent and valid discipline.
The idea of defending a “canon” has become somewhat unfashionable. In
literary studies, the problem of the canonical authority of the received great
texts has been a crucial issue in English literature since the publication of, for
example, F. R. Leavis’s The Great Tradition in 1948. The idea of a sociological
canon has been attacked by feminism and postmodernism for being too
exclusive and narrow, but a canonical tradition does not have to be unduly
narrow or parochial, and students need to understand how sociology devel-
oped, who contributed to its growth, and where contemporary concepts
emerged historically. I would contend further that classical sociology, when
generously defined, remains relevant to understanding the contemporary
world. The study of “the social” remains the basis of the discipline, where
the social is constituted by institutions. Where the intellectual roots of
the discipline are ignored, the strong program of sociology as an autonomous
discipline is eroded. A dictionary of sociology is an attempt to (re)state the
principal theories and findings of the discipline, and thereby inevitably con-
tributes to the definition of a canon. Sociology remains, however, a critical
discipline, which constantly questions its origins and its evolution.

Of course, in many respects, sociology is not a homogeneous or seamless
discipline. It has always been somewhat fragmented by different traditions,
epistemologies, values, and methodologies. Sociological theories and ideas are
perhaps more open to contestation and dispute, precisely because their social
and political implications are radical. A dictionary of sociology has to articu-
late the coherence of the subject, and at the same time fully to recognize its
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diversity. For example, one major division in sociology has been between the
American and the European traditions. The basic difference is that sociology
in America became thoroughly professionalized with a strong association (the
American Sociological Association), a variety of professional journals, a clear
apprenticeship process prior to tenure, and a reward system of prizes and
honors. In Europe, professional associations have not been able to establish
an agreed core of theory, methods, and substantive topics. While European
sociology defines its roots in the classical tradition of Marx, Durkheim, Weber,
and Simmel, American sociology more often sees its origins in the applied
sociology of the Chicago School, in pragmatism, and in symbolic interaction-
ism. American sociology has favored empiricism, pragmatism, and social
psychology over European sociology, which has its foundations in the Enlight-
enment, the humanism of Auguste Comte, the political economy of Marx, and
the critical theory of Adorno and Horkheimer. We should not overstate this
division. There have been important figures in sociology, who, to some extent,
have bridged the gap between the two traditions - C. Wright Mills, Talcott
Parsons, Peter Berger, Neil Smelser, and more recently Jeffrey Alexander and
Anthony Giddens. W. E. B. Du Bois was trained in both American and European
traditions. Nevertheless the divisions are real and these historical differences
have been, if anything, reinforced in recent years by the fact that European
sociology has been more exposed to postmodernism, deconstruction, and
poststructuralism than has the American tradition. In negative terms, Eur-
opean sociology has been more subject to rapid changes in fashions in social
theory. Pragmatism, social reform, and applied sociology in America have been
seen as an alternative to the excessive theoretical nature of European thought.
While Adorno and Horkheimer saw American empiricism as the worst form of
traditional theory, the Marxist revival in the 1960s and 1970s in Europe had
little lasting impactin America. Talcott Parsons’s sociology in fact never gained
dominance in American sociology, partly because The Structure of Social Action
was too European. More recently the pragmatist revival in America - for
example in the social philosophy of Richard Rorty - has attempted to show
once more that American social theory does not need any European inspira-
tion. Recent European debates have not had much impact on mainstream
American sociology. Two illustrations are important. The development of
cultural studies that has been influential in British sociology, around the work
of Richard Hoggart, Raymond Williams, Stuart Hall, and the Birmingham
School, has had relatively little consequence in mainstream American sociol-
ogy. The debate around Ulrich Beck’s notion of risk society and the theory of
individualization has not extended much beyond Europe.

In this new Cambridge Dictionary of Sociology, I have attempted to cover both
American and European traditions by ensuring that the editorial board and
the authors reflect these different approaches, and that the entries have
afforded ample recognition of the richness of these different perspectives.
Entries therefore attempt to provide a more global coverage of sociology by
attending to these differences rather than obscuring or denying them. The
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Dictionary examines key intellectual figures in both European and American
sociology, and also reflects different substantive, theoretical, and methodolo-
gical perspectives. Although there are important differences that are the
product of separate historical developments, the Dictionary also looks forward
to new influences that are the common concerns of sociologists everywhere.

What are these new developments in sociology that the Cambridge Dictionary
attempts to address? First, there is the debate about globalization itself.
Sociologists have been concerned with two significant aspects of this process,
namely the globalization of trade and finance following the collapse of the
Bretton Woods agreements and the rise of the Washington consensus, and
the development of technology and software that made possible global com-
munication in an expanding economy. Sociologists have examined a variety
of substantial changes relating to globalization, such as diasporic commu-
nities, global migration, fundamentalism, and the rise of the global city.
Various theoretical responses to these changes are also fairly obvious. The
analysis of risk society itself can be seen as a sociological response to
the uncertain social consequences of economic globalization. Another devel-
opment is the use of social capital theory to look at the social impact of global
disorganization and economic inequality on individual health and illness.
While the original foundations of globalization theory were explored in
economics and politics (for example the global governance debate), sociolo-
gists have become to some extent more interested in cultural globalization in
terms of mass media and cultural imperialism. As a result of globalization,
sociologists have been exercised by the possibility of new forms of cosmo-
politanism, and whether a cosmopolitan ethic can transform the character
of sociology. These debates and concepts are fully represented in this
Dictionary.

One important aspect of globalization has been a revival of the sociological
study of religion. In the 1960s the sociology of religion was especially domi-
nant, partly through the influence of sociologists such as Peter Berger, Thomas
Luckmann, Bryan Wilson, and David Martin. However, as the secularization
thesis became dominant, the intellectual fortunes of the sociology of religion
declined. In American sociology, the study of cults and new religious move-
ments was important, but the sociology of religion was no longer influential in
sociology as a whole, and it was not at the cutting edge of sociological theory.
The globalization process has given rise to a revival of the sociology of religion,
especially in the study of fundamentalism. In this respect, the work of Roland
Robertson on (cultural and religious) globalization has been particularly influ-
ential. Here again, however, there are important differences between America
and Europe, because American sociology has been much more influenced by
the applications of rational choice theory to religious behavior, giving rise to
the notion of a “spiritual marketplace.” Whereas European societies have
experienced a history of religious decline in terms of church attendance and
membership, religion in America has remained an influential aspect of public
life. The “new paradigm” in American sociology of religion has taken notice of
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the “supply side” of religion, where competition in the religious market has
expanded religious choice and fostered a buoyant spiritual marketplace.

It is obvious that 9/11, and the subsequent “war on terrorism,” have had
and will continue to have a large impact on sociology. This political and
military crisis demonstrated that the largely positive views of global society
that were characteristic of the early stages of the study of globalization, for
example on world democracy and governance, were somewhat one-sided,
premature, and indeed utopian. The brave new world order had come to a
sudden end. Global uncertainty was reinforced by the Afghan war, the war in
Iraq, and the more general war on Al-Qaeda; and these world events have
opened a new chapter in the history of sociological thought — the sociology of
global terrorism. The bombings in Bali, Madrid, and London demonstrated
the global nature of modern terrorism. We might argue that the sociology of
globalization has, as it were, taken a dark turn. There is growing awareness
of the need to study the global sex industry, including pornography, child
sex abuse, sexual tourism, and the wider issues of slavery and the trade in
women. The war on terrorism has made the sociology of the media even more
prominent, but it has also demonstrated that sociology has until recently
ignored such prominent social phenomena as war, terrorism and violence,
money and exchange, and religion, human rights and law. There is also
greater awareness of the need for a new type of medical sociology that will
examine the globalization of epidemics of which HIV/AIDS, SARS and avian flu
are dramatic examples. Critics have argued that the “cultural turn” in sociol-
ogy that gave rise to a new interest in cultural phenomena in everyday life
and to new interpretative methods, from discourse analysis to deconstruction
as a method of textual analysis, has resulted in the neglect of traditional but
important social phenomena - social class, poverty, inequality, power, and
racial conflict. One further consequence of 9/11 and 7/7 (the bombings in
London) has been a growing disillusionment with multiculturalism, and
many social scientists have proclaimed “the end of multiculturalism”
and have identified the rise of the “new xenophobia” in western societies.
Future research on race, ethnicity, and identity will be colored by the
despairing, bleak mood of the first decade of the new millennium.

While sociologists have been interested in the social causes of fundament-
alism in general, research on political Islam has been especially prominent in
current sociological research. These recent developments have resulted
in various re-evaluations of Max Weber’s comparative sociology of religion.
The debate about the relevance of the Protestant Ethic Thesis to Islam con-
tinues to interest sociologists, and there has also been much interest in the
revival of Confucianism in Asia. There is, however, also recognition of the fact
that we need new ways of thinking about modernization, secularization, and
fundamentalism. The work of S. N. Eisenstadt in developing ideas about
“multiple modernities” offers innovative theoretical strategies for sociologi-
cal research. Globalization is therefore stimulating a rich arena of research in
modern sociology, such as George Ritzer’s work on McDonaldization, Manuel
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Castells on the media, Martin Shaw on global military conflict, Thomas Cush-
man on global human rights, and David Martin on global Pentecostalism. This
Dictionary provides substantial coverage of these issues, theories, and authors.

One major dimension of globalization is of course the expansion and trans-
formation of media technology and information. Marshall McLuhan in the
1960s invented a variety of expressions to describe the arrival of a new age -
in particular the idea of a global village. Every aspect of modern society has
been revolutionized by these developments in communication and informa-
tion — from “cybersex” and “telesurgery” to smart bombs. To understand the
social changes that made possible the information society, there has been a
revival of interest in technology. What had been rejected by Marxist sociology
as “technological determinism” has become increasingly central to the socio-
logical understanding of how the world is changing. Research on the impact of
technology on spatial relationships, speed, and social networks can be seen in
the growing interest in the idea of mobilities, social flows, and networks in the
work of John Urry. The concern to understand technology has forced sociolo-
gists to think more creatively about how we interact with objects and networks
between objects. The development of actor network theory has brought to-
gether spatial, technological, and science studies to understand the interac-
tional relations between human beings and the world of objects. Many
sociologists believe that these changes are so profound that a new type of
sociology is required to analyze speed, mobility, and the compression of space.
The “cultural turn” (a new emphasis on culture in modern society) was
followed by the “spatial turn” (a new preoccupation with space, the global city,
and urban design). In order to encompass these developments, the Dictionary
has included many entries on information, communications, and mass media.

Technological change in modern society often involves a combination of
information, genetics, computerization, and biomedicine. These develop-
ments in society have transformed the old debate about nature and nurture,
and raised new issues about surveillance, individual freedoms, eugenics, and
governmentality. The relationship between the human body, technology, and
society has become increasingly complex, and the emergence of the sociology
of the body can be regarded as one response to these intellectual, social, and
legal developments. The ownership of the human body has become a major
issue in legal conflicts over patients, patents, and profits. The early stages
in the evolution of the sociology of the body were closely associated with
feminism, the anthropology of Mary Douglas, and the work of Maurice Mer-
leau-Ponty and Michel Foucault, but developments in micro-biology and in-
formation sciences are beginning to change these concerns with the body “as
organism” to the body as “genetic map.” These new challenges arising from
the implications of genetics for human aging and reproduction have given
rise to the possibility of what Francis Fukuyama has called “our posthuman
future.” This new intellectual confrontation between biology, informatics,
and sociology has also produced a considerable re-assessment of the legacy
of Charles Darwin, social Darwinism, and evolutionary thought. The social
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problems associated with the application of genetics have stimulated a re-
newed interest in the changing nature of reproduction, gender, and the
family. Stem-cell research, therapeutic cloning, and regenerative medicine
are changing the intellectual horizons of medical sociology, and are raising
new questions (for example, can we live forever?) — for which we have no
satisfactory answers.

A reassessment of the relationships between sociology and biology is recast-
ing the old debate between education and endowment, and in turn forcing us
to rethink sex, sexuality, and gender. In the 1960s and 1970s mainstream
sociology often neglected feminist theory and gender. The debate about how
to measure social class, for example, often failed to take into account the class
position of women by concentrating exclusively on the class position of men
in the formal labor market. In the 1970s and 1980s, feminist analysis flour-
ished and the work of Juliet Mitchell, Kate Millett, Germaine Greer, Ann
Oakley, and Shulamith Firestone had a comprehensive impact on sociological
research. Although feminist thought was often fragmented into materialist,
socialist, and postmodern versions, feminism gave rise to a rich legacy of social
theory and empirical work. Sociology has also been influenced by sexual
politics, debates about identity, and queer theory. These debates over gender,
sex, and sexuality were heavily influenced by the debate around social con-
struction, perhaps first clearly enunciated by Simone de Beauvoir’s claim that
women are created by society rather than by biology. Medical technology has
transformed the conditions under which people reproduce and has produced
new methods of reproduction that do not require sexual intercourse between
men and women. These new reproductive technologies are forcing sociologists
to re-think the social relations of biological reproduction.

The emergence of gender studies, women’s studies, and gay and lesbian
studies has often meant that traditional areas such as sociology of the family
and marriage have been overshadowed by new questions and new foci of
research. While contemporary sociologists explore gay and lesbian cultures,
an older, perhaps more socially conservative, tradition, represented by the
work of Peter Laslett, Peter Willmott, Michael Young, and Elizabeth Bott in
Britain and by W. J. Goode in America, went into decline. This relative decline
of the family as a key topic of research is ironic - given the alleged ideological
dominance of heterosexuality (“heteronormativity”) in mainstream society
and in conventional sociology. We can imagine, however, that current socio-
logical views of what constitutes gender and sexuality will have to change
radically with changes in how humans reproduce through new reproductive
technologies, surrogacy, same-sex marriages, “designer babies,” and cloning.
These developments constitute a considerable component of this Dictionary.

Alongside the sociology of the body, there has been an important develop-
ment of the sociology of the emotions, where the work of Jack Barbalet has
been particularly innovative. By drawing on the legacy of William James,
Barbalet pushed the debate about emotions away from social psychology
towards seeing emotions as the link between social structure and the social
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actor. His work reminds us of the connection between contemporary theories
of emotion and the work of classical economists such as Adam Smith in The
Theory of Moral Sentiments of 1759. The contemporary analysis of emotions
needs to be understood as part of a legacy of classical sociology and the
Enlightenment.

Another way of approaching these critical debates is through the influence of
postmodernism. Because conventional sociology has been associated with the
Enlightenment tradition and modernity, postmodern theory was seen as an
attack on classical sociology. Thinkers such as Durkheim and Weber were held
up to be the epitome of modern as opposed to postmodern social theory. There
are at least two problems associated with these critical evaluations of classical
sociology. They often fail to distinguish between postmodernity as a state of
society (for example, as illustrated by flexibility in employment, the dominance
of service industries, the growth of information technologies, the rise of con-
sumerism, and the general decline of a post-Fordist economy) and postmodern-
ism as a type of theory (which employs textual analysis, irony, bathos, essay
form, and aphorism). We can therefore understand postmodernity without
difficulty via sociological concepts (that are related to the theory of postindus-
trial society) without having to accept postmodern theory. Postmodern theory in
Europe is still influential in the sociological analysis of culture and identity, and
it was influential in the expansion of new methodologies that questioned the
legacies of positivism and behaviorism. In the postwar period there was initially
a dominant focus on survey data and quantitative analysis, but there has been a
growing interest in qualitative methodologies, ethnographies, biographical re-
search, oral history, and discourse analysis. There is also an emerging interest in
the use of electronic communication as a method of conducting research. These
movements in social theory - constructionism, postmodernism, poststructural-
ism, and queer theory — have been somewhat eclipsed by the growing interest in
globalization theory and awareness of the negative aspects of globalization such
as new wars, terrorism, slavery, and crime. With the impact of globalization,
new debates will emerge in sociology around the question of cosmopolitanism
and global sociology.

The Cambridge Dictionary of Sociology attempts therefore to cover these new,
important and controversial developments in sociology, but it is also con-
cerned not to become disconnected from the sociological tradition. In devel-
oping this modern Dictionary, I have been at pains to retain a lively and
committed relationship to the diverse traditions and legacies of classical
sociology, which have shaped the sociological imagination in the last century.
Maintaining the core of sociology preserves a basis for further innovation and
creativity. The Dictionary has been developed to recognize the continuities
between classical sociology and the work of such sociologists as Ulrich Beck,
Raymond Boudon, Pierre Bourdieu, James Coleman, Anthony Giddens, and
Neil Smelser. The Dictionary attempts to be relevant to modern social theory
and changes in contemporary society, while describing these developments in
the context of the legacy of classical sociology.
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Sociology is a critical discipline, and its concepts are typically contested.
There is no consensus over the meaning of globalization, risk, information,
culture, and society. The aim of this Dictionary has therefore been discursive.
Its entries are designed to illustrate and debate concepts, showing their
diverse origins and contested meanings. Some entries — on culture, family,
gender, genetics, globalization, health, information, mass media and commu-
nications, power, race and ethnicity, religion, science and technology studies,
social movements, and work and employment — are very long (around 5,000
words). These major entries allow authors to explore these critical issues in
depth. The variable length of entries is intended to reflect the complexity and
importance of different topics and fields in sociology. These large entries on
key aspects of society are intended to be, as it were, the intellectual backbone
of the Dictionary.

The Dictionary also contains a large number of entries on sociologists, both
classical and contemporary. While the selection of these entries will always be
somewhat arbitrary, they are intended to illustrate current debates as re-
flected in the work of living sociologists. This selection of contemporary
sociologists will cause some degree of annoyance to those living sociologists
who are not included. I hope they will accept my apologies for their absence,
but these choices are unavoidably eccentric to some degree. I have if anything
been overly inclusive rather than exclusive.

There is no list of bibliographical references at the end of the entries.
Because references are included in the text, the reader can get an immediate
grasp of the key bibliographical sources. The entries also contain many cross
references in bold print that allow the reader to make immediate connections
to other related entries. With foreign works, the first date in round brackets
refers to its original publication, while dates in square brackets refer to
publication dates of titles in English translation. Where possible I have re-
ferred to the English titles of translated works rather than to the original
language of the publication. There are no footnotes or endnotes. The aim
throughout has been to achieve simplicity rather than clutter entries with
scholarly conventions that are not necessarily helpful to the reader.

Finally, the authors have been drawn from many countries in a bid to
reflect the contemporary richness and cosmopolitanism of sociology. The
entries are written in a simple, discursive, and accessible language that
strives to avoid jargon or excessive dependence on a technical and arid
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vocabulary. I have encouraged authors to write in business-like, clear English.
There are relatively few diagrams, charts, or figures.
It is intended that the Dictionary will offer a lively defense of sociology as a
vibrant and expanding field of study. The more complex and difficult modern
society becomes, the more we need a relevant, critical, and energetic socio-
logical understanding of society. This Dictionary is intended to assist that
understanding.
Bryan S. Turner
National University of Singapore



accounts
The term account - along with the related terms
accountable and accountability - is a term of art
largely associated with ethnomethodology. How-
ever, it has come into wider usage as various
broadly ethnomethodological insights and sens-
ibilities have drifted into mainstream sociology.
Following Marvin Scott’s and Stanford Lyman’s
article “Accounts” (1968) in the American Socio-
logical Review, some users of the term have dwelt
primarily on accounts as linguistic devices used to
neutralize the disapproval caused by seemingly
untoward behavior. Thus, the term has been dis-
tinguished as a particular subset of the category
explanation. According to this line of argument,
accounts may be divided into two sub-types: ex-
cuses and justifications. The first device acknow-
ledges an act to have been “bad, wrong, or
inappropriate” but denies the apparently culpable
party is fully responsible for what has occurred.
The second device denies the act was bad, wrong,
or inappropriate in the first place. Insofar as these
devices rely for their efficacy on invoking what
C. Wright Mills once called certain shared “vo-
cabularies of motive” (1940) in the American
Journal of Sociology, they may be used as empirical
windows on the wider world of moral sensibilities
shared by a studied social group.
Ethnomethodologists use the terms accounts,
accountable, and accountability in a rather more
inclusive and fundamental way. Indeed, they
argue that it is only by virtue of its accountability
that any kind of collaborative social action is at all
possible. In its specifically ethnomethodological
sense, the accountability of social action is more
than just a matter of linguistically excusing or
justifying untoward conduct. It entails exhibiting
and coordinating the orderliness and reasonabi-
lity of social action in the widest sense. Hence, the
terms account, accountable, and accountability
are used to capture various constituent features
of social action as such. Social action is account-
able in this sense to the extent that its witnesses
find it non-random, coherent, meaningful, and
oriented to the accomplishment of practical goals.

Moreover, for ethnomethodologists, the account-
ability of social action is much more than just a
theoretical matter or one of disinterested inter-
pretation. As social actors, we are not just account-
able to one another in the sense that we can
linguistically describe each other’s actions. Rather,
the very fact that social action is describable in this
way, or that it can be accounted for, is linked to
another sense of its accountability. As social actors,
we are also accountable in the sense that we may
be held to account if our behavior fails to exhibit
orderliness and reasonability to those with whom
we find ourselves engaged. Social actors need not
linguistically describe conduct in order to find it
accountable in these senses.
Ethnomethodologists also stress that sociolo-
gists can make use of the fact that social action
is manifestly accountable to social actors them-
selves as a resource for making sociological sense
of what is going on in social action. In principle,
all of the various linguistic and non-linguistic
devices through which social actors make their
actions accountable to one another should also be
recoverable for use as resources in the empirical
sociological analysis of their actions.
DARIN WEINBERG

act
- see action theory.

action research
- see action theory.

action theory

“Did he jump or was he pushed?” Jumping is an
action. Being pushed is an event. Action theory is
an approach to the study of social life that is based
on the ontological premise that people jump. For
example, the flow of traffic on a busy street differs
from the flow of electrons on a copper wire. Elec-
trons are pushed, drivers are not. From a struc-
tural perspective, we can learn a great deal about
the flow of traffic by focusing on exogenous deter-
minants, without ever knowing much about what
drives human behavior. While few action theorists
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would disagree with the value of structural analy-
sis, they also see the need to look beyond the
constraints on action, to the intentions, purposes,
and goals that motivate efforts to push back.

Action theory has roots in Max Weber’s inter-
pretative method and in Talcott Parsons’s effort
to integrate this with Emile Durkheim’s macro-
social approach. In “The Place of Ultimate Values
in Sociological Theory,” Parsons insisted that
“man is essentially an active, creative, evaluating
creature” whose behavior must be understood in
terms of the ends of action, and not “in terms of
‘causes’ and ‘conditions’” (1935). His “voluntaristic
theory of action” opposed the deterministic ac-
count of human behavior as “pushed,” whether
by Sigmund Freud’s “unconscious” or Pavlov’s bell.

Action theory informs a diverse range of
contemporary sociological theorizing, including
rational action, symbolic interactionism, conflict
theory, and hermeneutics. Conceptually, there are
two main branches - one based on interests, the
other on identity. Rational-action theory posits
instrumental pursuit of selfinterest, which can
include an interest in public as well as private
goods and an interest in social approval and avoi-
dance of sanctions. Using mathematical formal-
ism, the theory can generate testable predictions
from a relatively small number of assumptions.
However, the scope of the theory is limited by
heroic assumptions about perfect information
and unlimited calculating ability. Even versions
based on “bounded rationality” are limited to
actions intended to maximize utility, which ex-
cludes expressive and enthusiastic behavior and
actions motivated by normative obligation and
moral righteousness.

That void has been addressed by theories of
action based on identity rather than interest. For
identity theorists, “interests are only the surface
of things. What is beneath the surface is a strong
emotion, a feeling of a group of people that they
are alike and belong together,” according to Ran-
dall Collins in Sociological Insight (1992: 28). Indi-
viduals order the social world by carving out
cognitive categories through interaction with
others, leading to stereotyping, in-group favorit-
ism, and out-group prejudice. Social and moral
boundaries are defined and affirmed by punishing
deviants. Punishment is not calibrated to deter
deviance; rather, it is unleashed as an expression
of indignation at the violation of normative
boundaries, even when this may excite opposition
rather than suppress it.

Interest and identity theories of action both
emphasize the dynamics of interaction among
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autonomous but interdependent agents. However,
they differ in how this interdependence is under-
stood. Interest theory posits strategic interdepend-
ence, in which the consequences of individual
choices depend in part on the choices of others.
Game theorists (see game theory) model this inter-
dependence as a payoff matrix defined by the
intersection of all possible choices of the players,
with individual payoffs assigned to each cell. For
example, the payoff for providing favors depends
on whether the partner reciprocates. Peer pressure
is also an example of strategic interdependence
created by the application of sanctions condi-
tional upon compliance with expected behavior.

Identity theorists point instead to the cognitive
interdependence of agents who influence one an-
other in response to the influences they receive,
through processes like communication, persua-
sion, instruction, and imitation. Action theory
poses three related and perplexing puzzles: the
problem of' social order, the tension between struc-
ture and action, and the problem of free will and
determinism. Contemporary research on complex
dynamical systems has enriched action theory by
providing plausible solutions to each of these
puzzles, based, in turn, on the principles of self
organization, emergence, and deterministic chaos.

Macrosocial theories of social order posit a
structured system of institutions and norms that
shape individual behavior from the top down. In
contrast, action theories assume that much of
social life emerges from the bottom up, more like
improvisational jazz than a symphony orchestra.
People do not simply play roles written by elites
and directed by managers. We each chart our own
course, on the fly. How then is social order pos-
sible? If every musician is free to play as they
choose, why do we not end up with a nasty and
brutish cacophony, a noisy war of all against all?

Parsons addressed the “Hobbesian problem of
order” by positing a set of shared norms and
values that secure the cultural consensus neces-
sary for social systems to function. Yet this is not a
satisfactory solution. In effect, society remains a
symphony orchestra in which the musicians must
still learn their parts, except that now the Levia-
than needs to carry only a thin baton, and not a
lethal weapon.

An alternative solution was anticipated by Par-
sons’s student, Niklas Luhmann. Luhmann bridged
the gap between action theory and systems theory
by placing individual actors in a web of communi-
cative interaction with others. His rather abstruse
ideas on autopoietic systems of interaction find
clearer expression in complexity theory. The
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emergence of order out of local interaction in
complex systems has come to be known as “self-
organization” according to S. Kaufman in Origins
of Order (1993). The archetype is biological evolu-
tion, but there are parallels across the sciences,
cases in which surprising (and often quite exquis-
ite) global patterns emerge from interactions
among relatively simple but interdependent pro-
cesses, in the absence of central coordination, dir-
ection, or planning. These include flocks of birds,
traffic jams, fads, forest fires, riots, and residential
segregation. There is no leader bird who choreo-
graphs the dance-like movement of a flock of
geese. There is no supervisor in charge of a riot.
There is no conspiracy of banks and realtors who
are assigning people to ethnically homogeneous
neighborhoods. These processes are examples of
complex systems in which global order emerges
spontaneously out of a web of local interactions
among large numbers of autonomous yet interde-
pendent agents. Emergence is a defining feature
of complex systems and is ultimately responsible
for the self-organization we find beneath the ap-
parent chaos of nature (Coveney and Highfield,
Frontiers of Complexity, 1995).

Emergent properties are not reducible to the
properties of the individual agents. The idea of
emergence was anticipated by one of the founders
of sociology, who established this as a fundamen-
tal rule of the sociological method. “The hardness
of bronze is not in the copper, the tin, or the lead,
which are its ingredients and which are soft and
malleable bodies,” Emile Durkheim wrote in The
Rules of the Sociological Method, “it is in their mix-
ture.” “Let us apply this principle to sociology,” he
continued; “[Social facts] reside exclusively in the
very society itself which produces them, and not
in its parts, i.e., its members” (1986: x1vii).

Structuralists have reified Durkheim’s theory of
social facts as emergent properties, leaving indi-
vidual actors as little more than the incumbents
of social locations and the carriers of structural
imperatives. Heterogeneity in preferences and
beliefs affects only which individuals will fill
which “empty slots,” the origin of which lies in
processes that operate at the societal level.

In The Structure of Social Action (1937), Parsons
also argued for the emergent properties of social
systems, but believed Durkheim went too far in
concluding that these “social facts” are entirely
independent of individual consciousness. Parsons
corrects the hyperstructuralist interpretation of
Durkheim by incorporating an essential insight
of Joseph Schumpeter’s “methodological individu-
alism,” the idea that societal patterns emerge

from motivated choices and not from social facts
external to individuals. Methodological individu-
alism can be taken to imply that social facts are
but the aggregated expression of individual goals
and intentions. For example, residential segrega-
tion reflects the preferences of individuals for
living among people similar to themselves. In con-
trast, structuralists assume that individual differ-
ences in ethnic identity affect who will live where
in segregated neighborhoods but are not the cause
of neighborhood segregation, which emanates
from societal processes like red-lining and patterns
of urban development.

Action theory is often most effective when it
steers between these extremes. A classic example
is Thomas Schelling’s model of neighborhood seg-
regation in his “Dynamic Model of Segregation”
in the Journal of Mathematical Sociology 1971 (1).
Schelling challenged the macrosocial assumption
that segregation is imposed from the top down,
through institutional means like “red-lining.” At
the same time, his famous experiment also
challenged the microsocial assumption that
segregation floats from the bottom up, through
the aggregation of individual prejudices against
ethnic minorities and outsiders. Schelling ran-
domly distributed red and green chips on a large
checkerboard and moved individual chips to
empty locations if the number of in-group neigh-
bors fell below an individual’s threshold of toler-
ance. He discovered that extreme segregation
can emerge even in a population that tolerates
diversity, as agents relocate to avoid being in the
minority. This surprisingly strong tendency to-
wards neighborhood segregation is an emergent
property of the population, generated by local
interactions among large numbers of interdepen-
dent but autonomous agents, even when every
individual is tolerant of diversity.

Action theory explains social life by identifying
the reasons for action (whether instrumental inte-
rests or symbolic meanings). As Anthony Giddens
put it in The Constitution of Society, “I propose simply
to declare that reasons are causes” (1984: 345). Yet
most people now accept that everything in the
universe is physically determined. How can this
determinism be reconciled with a voluntaristic
theory of action? Consider a sunbather who
moves his/her towel to fend off a late afternoon
shadow. Meanwhile, next to the towel, a helio-
tropic plant turns to follow the sun’s trajectory,
thereby maximizing its access to an essential re-
source. Even the most dedicated Cartesian would
not suggest that a sunflower is a purposive agent
whose actions can be explained by the plant’s
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need for photosynthesis. How do we know that the
sunbather is any different? One answer is that
the sunbather could have chosen to remain in the
shadow, while the sunflower could not. However,
it is trivial to construct a stochastic sunflower that
“chooses” to move, based on a probability distribu-
tion given by the location of the sun. A better
answer is that the sunbather can tell you that
the desire for sunlight is the reason for the action,
while the sunflower will tell you nothing of
the kind. Plants cannot provide reasons for their
behavior, humans can. But does this mean that the
sunbather is right?Is it possible that the sunbather,
like the sunflower, is simply responding to phys-
ical stimuli that induce heliotropic movement,
and, unlike for the sunflower, this movement is
accompanied by the epiphenomenal feeling of
choosing?

There is mounting evidence from neuroscien-
tists and experimental psychologists that supports
that possibility. In 1983, Benjamin Libet found
that “cerebral neural activity (‘readiness poten-
tial’) precedes the subject’s awareness of his/her
intention or wish to act by at least 350 msec”
(“Commentary on ‘Free Will in the Light of
Neuropsychiatry,”” 1996). More recently, in The
Ilusion of Conscious Will (2002), Daniel Wegner
reported substantial evidence to support the hy-
pothesis that “conscious will” is largely an illu-
sion, useful to help us remember our authorship
of actions whose causes lie elsewhere. These and
other studies point to the possibility that our in-
tentions are formed in the course of initiating
action, but in a separate cognitive subsystem
that assigns authorship after the fact. If so, then
perhaps humans are unique in the ability to pro-
vide rational accounts for our actions, but we have
no more free will than does a sunflower.

The theory of complex systems suggests an alter-
native possibility - that free will is compatible with
determinism. Even relatively simple dynamical
systems can require exponential amounts of com-
puting power for every additional input into the
system, until the number of bits required to predict
system behavior, even in the near term, can exceed
the number of particles in the universe. Thus, a
highly nonlinear deterministic system like the
brain can be indeterminable, which leaves open a
window for intentional choice that is not reducible
to system determinants (James P. Crutchfield,
“Complexity: Order Contra Chaos,” 1989).

Meanwhile, a growing interest in complex
adaptive systems has opened up action theory to
“backward-looking” approaches in which inten-
tionality is empirically variable rather than
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presupposed. In backward-looking models, the
ends of action attract the behaviors that produce
them, whether or not the agent intended the out-
come or is even aware of its existence. From a
forward-looking perspective, this idea appears
hopelessly teleological since the ends of action
are located in the future and cannot reach back
through time to attract the choices needed to
bring them about. Models of complex adaptive
systems avoid this problem by pointing backward,
not forward - attributing action to outcomes that
have already occurred. In agent-based evolution-
ary models, outcomes of a given action alter the
population distribution of agents who engage in
that action. In learning models, outcomes of a
given action alter the probability distribution of
actions within the repertoire of any given agent.
Either way, the link between action and outcome
is a set of experiences, not intentions. Agents look
forward by holding a mirror to the past. They
jump when they are pushed. MICHAEL W. MACY

actor network theory

Actor network theory (ANT) is a family of ap-
proaches to social analysis that rests on six core
assumptions. First, it treats institutions, practices,
and actors as materially heterogeneous, composed
not only of people but also of technologies and
other materials. Second, it assumes that the elem-
ents making up practices are relational, achieving
their shape and attributes only in interaction with
other elements. Nothing is intrinsically fixed or
has reality outside the web of interactions. Third,
it assumes that the network of heterogeneous re-
lations and practices is a process. If structures,
institutions, or realities are not continuously
enacted then they disappear. Fourth, it therefore
assumes that realities and structures are precar-
ious in principle, if not in practice. Fifth, this
implies that the world might be different, a sug-
gestion that opens up interesting political possi-
bilities. And sixth, it explores how rather than why
realities are generated and maintained. This is
because even the most obvious social causes are
relational effects and therefore themselves subject
to change.

ANT developed initially in the 1980s in Paris
with the work of such authors as Michel Callon,
Bruno Latour (Science in Action, 1987), and John Law
(Organizing Modernity, 1994). It grew (and grows)
through empirical studies of technologies, science
practices, organizations, markets, health care,
spatial practices, and the natural world. Indeed it
is not possible to appreciate ANT without explor-
ing such case studies. Philosophically, it owes



adaptation

addiction

much to Michel Serres (1930-5) and is generally
poststructuralist in inspiration. It thus shares
with the writing of Michel Foucault an empirical
concern with material-semiotic patterns of rela-
tions, though the patterns that it discerns are
smaller in scope than those identified by Foucault.

The approach is controversial. First, since it is
non-humanist it analytically privileges neither
people nor the social, which sets it apart from
much English-language sociology. Second, since
it offers accounts of how rather than why insti-
tutions take shape, it is sometimes accused of
explanatory weakness. Third, political critics
have suggested that it is insensitive to the “invis-
ible work” of low-status actors. Fourth, it has been
accused in some of its earlier versions of a bias
towards centering, ordering, or even managerial-
ism. And fifth, feminists have observed that it has
shown little sensitivity to embodiment (see body).

Whether these complaints are now justified is a
matter for debate. Indeed, ANT is probably better
seen as a toolkit and a set of methodological sens-
ibilities rather than as a single theory. Recently
there has been much interchange between ANT,
feminist material-semiotics (Donna J. Haraway)
and postcolonial theory, and there is newer
“after-ANT” work that is much more sensitive to
the politics of domination, to embodiment, to
“othering,” and to the possible multiplicity and
non-coherence of relations. A key issue remains
politics. Such “after-ANT” writers as Annemarie
Mol (The Body Muiltiple, 2002) and Helen Verran
argue that relations are non-coherent and enact
overlapping but different versions of reality, so
there is space for “ontics,” or an “ontological polit-
ics” about what can and should be made real. This
means that alternative and preferable realities
might be enacted into being or made stronger:
reality is not destiny. JOHN LAW

adaptation
- see evolutionary theory.

addiction

In its original usage, addiction meant simply to be
given over to someone or something. It was a term
used widely to describe passionate investments in
various sorts of activities, as can be seen in Shake-
speare’s Othello where we read “Each man to what
sport and revel his addiction leads him.” Well into
the nineteenth century the concept of addiction
was used to describe a diverse assortment of
human fixations. But as Temperance movements
grew in the mid nineteenth century, the term
was increasingly considered as a medical or

quasi-medical term of art and its scope was de-
limited to describing an individual’s seeming
enslavement to alcohol or drugs. A multitude of
efforts have been made to provide biological ex-
planations for some people’s apparently patho-
logical attachment to alcohol or drug use but
each has met with rather serious conceptual obs-
tacles. In response to these difficulties, most med-
ical lexicons have now dispensed with the term
addiction in favor of the presumably less concep-
tually troubling concept dependence. However,
the term addiction continues to be found in both
clinical and popular discourse regarding alcohol
and drug problems and has indeed been extended
to new forms of apparently compulsive behavior
including over-eating, gambling, compulsive
sexual behavior, and others.

In sociology, addiction has been approached
from several distinct theoretical vantage points.
Regrettably, the term has often been used inter-
changeably with other terms including deviant
drug use, drug misuse, and drug abuse. Such im-
precision results in a confusion of questions con-
cerning the social approval of various sorts of
alcohol or drug use with questions concerning
whether this use is voluntary. Much of the history
of social policy concerning alcohol and psycho-
active drugs has been predicated, at least osten-
sibly, on the claim that these substances possess
unusual powers over people and must be regu-
lated to protect citizens from their own personal
proclivities to succumb to addictive use. If we are
not able to distinguish claims regarding the puta-
tive morality of alcohol or drug use from claims
regarding people’s ability to control their use, we
are poorly equipped to evaluate effectively the his-
tory of policies predicated on the notion that
people need protection from putatively addictive
substances. We are also poorly equipped to evalu-
ate social research which either endorses or rejects
thisidea.Ifitis to have any meaning at all, the term
addiction cannot be considered as synonymous
with terms denoting voluntary substance use.

The earliest sociological research concerned
specifically with addiction was conducted by
Alfred Lindesmith under the tutelage of Herbert
Blumer at the University of Chicago. Lindesmith
noted that, whereas users who acquired heroin on
the street were often vulnerable to addictive pat-
terns of use, those who had been administered
opiates in hospital settings were not so vulner-
able. He explained this by suggesting that,
whereas both hospital and street users experience
physiological withdrawal symptoms upon cessa-
tion of use, only street users are consciously aware
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of the fact that the source of their distress lies in
their heroin deprivation. Lindesmith argued that,
by using drugs specifically to alleviate with-
drawal, mere drug users were transformed into
genuine drug addicts. This theory was attractive
to sociologists in the twentieth century because it
insisted the symbolic meanings actors found in
their drug experiences were essential elements of
the addiction process. While Lindesmith’s theory
remains the classic canonical benchmark for con-
temporary sociological theorizing on addiction, it
has been subject to several rather serious cri-
tiques. Most fundamentally, his theory presumes
that physiological withdrawal distress is a neces-
sary prerequisite for the onset of addictive pat-
terns of behavior. In the wake of the so-called
crack cocaine “epidemic,” theories of addiction
predicated on the experience of physiological
withdrawal distress have been undermined. Be-
cause they do not involve gross physiological with-
drawal symptoms, crack cocaine addiction, along
with nicotine addiction and behavioral addictions
like those to eating, gambling, and sex, have cast
doubt on the generalizability of Lindesmith’s
theory and have even put in question its validity
with respect to opiates themselves.

During the mid twentieth century, structural
functionalists offered a variety of theoretical ac-
counts for apparently addictive behavior that
departed in important ways from Lindesmith’s sem-
inal work. Seeking wholly social structural explan-
ations, these theories shared in common a
departure from Lindesmith’s presumption of a ne-
cessary physiological component to addiction. In
his famous essay “Social Structure and Anomie”
(1938, American Sociological Review), Robert K.
Merton suggested that chronic drunkards and
drug addicts might exemplify the retreatist adap-
tation, one of his five modes of adjustment
whereby social actors adopt ostensibly deviant pat-
terns of action. According to Merton, the addict
could be understood as an individual who believes
in the propriety of both cultural goals and the
institutionalized procedures society affords for
achieving those goals but who cannot produce
the desired results by socially sanctioned means.
The result of this failure is a retreat from social life
into “defeatism, quietism, and resignation.” This
proposition was developed by Richard Cloward
and Lloyd Ohlin in their book Delinquency and
Opportunity (1960) in what became their fairly influ-
ential “Double Failure” hypothesis regarding ad-
dictive behavior. In contrast to Merton, Cloward
and Ohlin suggested addicts were not opposed to
adoptingillegitimate means of achieving legitimate
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cultural goals, but rather were incapable of using
even these means for securing social rewards.
Hence, addicts were double failures in the sense
that they failed to achieve by either legitimate or
criminal procedures. Heavy drug use was held to
alienate the putative addict from both mainstream
and delinquent subcultures, thus further minimiz-
ing their opportunities for social success. Some
structural functionalists moved beyond explan-
ations of the distribution of addicts across social
structural positions to consider the social psycho-
logical processes that motivated addictive patterns
of alcohol or drug use. The best-known of these was
normative ambivalence theory, according to which
dysfunctional substance use will arise when agents
are bombarded with competing normative orienta-
tions to their use. According to functionalists, ap-
parently addictive behavior patterns were to be
regarded as eminently rational, if painful and so-
cially notorious, adaptations to social structural
deprivation. The functionalist approach tended to
stereotype addicts as necessarily socially disadvan-
taged and sometimes to confuse the trappings of
poverty with the trappings of addiction. But it had
the virtue of freeing sociological research from the
presumption of a brute biological basis for addic-
tion and of allowing sociologists to entertain the
possibility that people might experience alcohol or
drug problems simply as a result of the ways they
had learned to use these substances to cope with
the social structural circumstances of their lives.
Structural functionalist approaches were ri-
valed by approaches to addiction (and deviant
substance use more generally) proffered by eth-
nographers broadly allied with symbolic interac-
tionism. As part of a more general critical turn
against structural functionalism in the second
half of the twentieth century, many of these socio-
logists distanced themselves from what David
Matza, in his book Becoming Deviant (1969) dubbed
the “correctional” perspective found in structural
functionalist theories of addiction and deviant
substance use, and moved towards what he called
an “appreciative” analytic stance towards such
putatively deviant behavior. Noting that modern
societies were a good deal more pluralistic and
conflicted than structural functionalists had gen-
erally allowed, these researchers advocated an ag-
nostic moral regard for putatively dysfunctional
or deviant behavior and an effort to empathize
with putatively deviant individuals and subcul-
tures. No longer was it assumed that behavior
reviled in mainstream culture was necessarily
viewed negatively by those who themselves en-
gaged in the behavior. Nor was it any longer
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assumed that the social mechanisms according to
which these behaviors were produced and sus-
tained need reflect a functional breakdown of
either the individual or his or her society. Indeed,
many of these studies highlighted the existence of
subcultural prestige hierarchies, wherein the use
and sale of illicit substances was valued as a
mark of adventurousness and other subculturally
valued characteristics. Substance use was depicted
as a source of meaning in the lives of users. Hence
studies focused on such matters as drug slang or
argot, the settings of drugrelated activity, the
norms and practices characteristic of drug and
alcohol wusing subcultures, and the careers
through which drug users passed as they moved
from initiates to seasoned veterans of drug- or
alcohol-using social worlds. The concept of career
has also been used by researchers to emphasize
the important influence exercised by labeling on
putatively addictive behavior patterns.

More recently, the topic of addiction has been
taken up by leaders in rational choice theory who
have properly recognized it as an apparent coun-
terexample to the axiomatic proposition that
social action is necessarily rational action. Some
of these theorists have sought to reconcile empir-
ical instances of addictive patterns of behavior
with core propositions of rational choice theory.
Others have concluded that addiction is essentially
irrational and more thoroughly rooted in neuro-
logical dysfunction than micro-economic decision-
making mechanisms. While these efforts have
produced some interesting technical refinements
of rational choice theory itself, they have done less
to shed new sociological light on why some people
seem to experience rather severe levels of difficulty
refraining from the use of alcohol or drugs, even
after repeated negative experiences with them.
Another more recent line of theoretical work on
addiction hails from attribution theory. Attribu-
tion theorists turn their attention away from why
certain people fall into apparently addictive behav-
ior patterns and instead consider social and psy-
chological explanations for why people attribute
behavior to addictions. Attribution theory properly
highlights the fact that objective characteristics of
social behavior and efforts to explain that behavior
are intimately linked to one another. In addition
to research that considers why certain activities
are so addictive for certain people, fruitful insights
can come from the study of why the concept of
addiction is itself so compelling for certain people
acting in certain social contexts.

To date, sociologists have illuminated various
important dimensions of problematic substance

use but have recurrently found it almost impos-
sible to validate the concept of addiction without
recourse to biological accounts of physiological
dysfunction. Those who have taken the idea of
involuntary substance use seriously have over-
whelmingly incorporated reference to biological
mechanisms as indispensable elements of their
own sociological theories. In contrast, the vast
majority of those who have not drawn from biol-
ogy have found it difficult to account for the ap-
parently involuntary aspects of addiction. In his
book The Alcoholic Society (1993), Norman Denzin
develops a theory of “the alcoholic self” which
takes important theoretical strides towards a
more thoroughly sociological explanation by in-
corporating his more general approach to the soci-
ology of emotions into his theory of addiction.
While an undeniably important contribution,
Denzin’s research on the emotionality of addiction
exhibits consequential ambiguities that make it
difficult to square fully with the claim that addict-
ive patterns of behavior are genuinely involuntary.
In a series of essays including “The Embodiment of
Addiction” (2002, Body and Society), Darin Weinberg
has drawn upon the growing literature on the
sociology of embodiment to reconcile the phe-
nomenology of addiction as involuntary affliction
with the longstanding sociological claim that
people might acquire problematic patterns of sub-
stance use simply by virtue of the ways they have
learned to use these substances to cope with the
social structural circumstances of their lives. He
argues that the sociology of embodiment allows
us to appreciate more fully that not all meaning-
ful, or socially structured, behavior is behavior
that we deliberately choose or with which we
selfidentify. This work suggests a fruitful inter-
face between the sociology of embodiment, the
sociology of moral inclusion, and sociological
work on the boundaries of human agency.
Rather predictably, most contemporary socio-
logical research on drugs and alcohol focuses on
questions pertaining to the various social prob-
lems that arise from either substance use itself or
the social policies in place to control substance
use. No doubt these questions will, and should,
continue to occupy the attentions of social scien-
tists, whether or not they require use of a concept
of addiction. But the sociology of addiction as
such also holds promise as a valuable empirical
test case for social theories concerned with the
relationship between much more general socio-
logical themes, including nature/culture, struc-
ture/agency, rationality, emotion, embodiment,
and social exclusion. This type of research will
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certainly require a vigilant enforcement of the
conceptual distinction highlighted earlier - that
between addiction per se and voluntary activity
that is merely deviant. DARIN WEINBERG

Adorno, Theodor Wiesengrund (1903-1969)
Born in Frankfurt, Germany, on September 11,
1903, into an upper-class bourgeois family, the
son of a German Jewish father and Italian Catholic
mother, Adorno studied philosophy, psychology,
and musicology at the University of Frankfurt
where he received his PhD in 1924. With the rise
to power of Hitler’s fascism, Adorno first emi-
grated to England and then joined the Institute
for Social Research in exile at Columbia University
in New York.

During the 1930s, he became closely connected
with the Institute’s attempt to develop a critical
theory of society. This involved Adorno in one of
the first attempts to develop a Marxian critique of
mass culture, which Adorno and the Institute dis-
cerned was becoming ever more significant as an
instrument of ideological manipulation and social
control in democratic capitalist, fascist, and com-
munist societies. Working with the “father of mass
communications,” Paul Lazarsfeld, at the Prince-
ton Radio Project and then at Columbia Univer-
sity, Adorno participated in one of the first
sustained research projects on the effects of popu-
lar music. Later, Adorno was also to work on one
of the first attempts to develop a critical analysis
of television, producing an article on “How to
Look at Television” in 1954.

Adorno was a key member of the interdisciplin-
ary social research projects at the Institute and
worked on their studies of fascism and anti-Sem-
itism. Adorno and Institute director Max Hor-
kheimer went to California in the early 1940s,
where they worked closely on the book that
became Dialectic of Enlightenment (1948 |[trans.
1972]). In Minima Moralia (1974) and other essays
of the period, Adorno continued the Institute’s
studies of the growing hegemony of capitalism
and the integration of the working class as a
conservative force of the capitalist system. In
such a situation, deeply influenced by his sojourn
in New York and California, Adorno only saw the
possibility of individual revolt. He also feared,
however, the resurgence of authoritarianism in
the United States and collaborated on a ground-
breaking collective study of The Authoritarian
Personality (1950) with a group of Berkeley
researchers. The project embodied the Institute’s
desire to merge theoretical construction with
empirical research and produced a portrait of a
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disturbing authoritarian potential in the United
States. Adorno was responsible for elaborating
the theoretical implications and helped design
the research apparatus.

In the early 1950s, Adorno returned with Hork-
heimer to Germany to reestablish the institute in
Frankfurt. Here, Adorno continued his studies in
sociology and culture, though he turned primarily
to philosophy in the last years of his life. During
the 1950s, he participated in the Institute’s socio-
logical studies of education, students, workers,
and the potential for democracy. Adorno wrote
many sociological essays at this time and partici-
pated in the debates published in The Positivist Dis-
pute in German Sociology (1976). In these debates,
Adorno defended the Institute’s conception of dia-
lectical social theory against positivism and the
“critical rationalism” defended by Karl Popper
and other neopositivists.

Increasingly critical of communism and skep-
tical of Marxism, Adorno primarily engaged in
cultural criticism and studies of philosophy and
aesthetics during his last decade. As he died sud-
denly of a heart attack in 1969, his magnum opus,
Aesthetic Theory, was published posthumously
(1984). DOUGLAS KELLNER

aesthetics
A notion invented in the eighteenth century in
the German-speaking world, the term aesthetics
was bequeathed to the history of ideas with phil-
osopher Alexander Gottleib Baumgarten’s Aesthe-
tica (1750-8). As developed by Baumgarten,
aesthetics was the study of the beautiful. He con-
ceived of this project as a science of “sensuous
cognition,” and from its inception aesthetics was
concerned with the effects of art works on their
recipients, perhaps most famously illustrated in
Immanuel Kant’s (1724-1804) concept of the sub-
lime and the idea of purposeless, transcendental
art works. In the English-speaking world, aesthet-
ics was subsumed under a concern with the phil-
osophy of taste and is represented in the work of
John Locke (1632-1704) and David Hume (1711-76).
As the century waned, British and continental
theories of aesthetics were increasingly preoccu-
pied with notions of beauty and unity in the arts,
pointing to structural correlates between music
and the plastic arts in terms of their effects, and
fueling more general notions of unity in the arts
and sciences, notions that would continue to de-
velop in the following century. As part of the
general rise of interest in aesthetics, Aristotle’s
Poetics was translated into English in 1789. During
the second half of the eighteenth century, an
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acquaintance with the science of aesthetics was
often considered to be part of an individual’s
equipment for social life, and it is here that the
initial conception of aesthetics as the science of
beauty and its effects began to provide seeds for
subsequent critical considerations of the role of
the arts in relation to social classification. Concur-
rently in the late eighteenth century, the arts
flourished, stimulated by burgeoning publics, ur-
banization, and the status-seeking strategies of
increasingly professionalized artistic workers in
London, Paris, Vienna, and other European cities.
During these years, new aesthetic hierarchies
were articulated by artistic workers and appropri-
ated by arts consumers as a resource for status
creation and maintenance.

Many sociologists of the arts have described
how aesthetics (understood as beauty and value)
and taste in the arts have been resources for social
boundary work. Pierre Bourdieu, for example,
sought to turn Kant on his head in Distinction
(1979 [trans. 1984]), by arguing that aesthetics
could never be disinterested but was rather linked
to lifestyle and position in social space. More re-
cently, scholarship in environmental and social
psychology, arts sociology, and cultural geography
has returned to the original focus of aesthetics,
albeit from an empirical and pragmatically
oriented perspective, highlighting the concept of
aesthetic ecology and aesthetic agency, and de-
veloping theories of what may be afforded by art
works and aesthetic materials broadly construed.

TIA DENORA

affirmative action
Affirmative action, or positive discrimination as it
is known in the United Kingdom, entails the pro-
vision of various types of advantages to members
of groups who have been systematically oppressed
for their membership in that group. The term
stems from the legal understanding of affirmative
or positive remedies which compel wrong-doers to
do something in addition to merely refraining
from the wrong-doing itself. Affirmative action
policies can be found throughout the world.
Though they can focus on any group that has
suffered systematic discrimination, affirmative
action policies tend most often to concern ethnic
groups historically oppressed within a given soci-
ety, and women. They tend to provide advantages
in the domains of education, employment, health,
and social welfare.

Affirmative action first became a topic of se-
rious debate in the wake of the civil rights move-
ments of the 1960s when it was discovered that

legal proscriptions against historical wrong-doings
were not wholly successful in creating equal op-
portunities for members of historically oppressed
groups. Activists began suggesting that, in add-
ition to the negative remedies proscribing discrim-
ination against historically oppressed groups, it
would be necessary to implement affirmative or
positive strategies to correct past wrongs. Various
approaches have been taken to distributing af
firmative action advantages. Some societies have
favored quota systems that require the ratio of
recipients of certain scarce resources, like state
building contracts or university admissions, to
resemble the ratio found in the larger society
between majority and minority groups. Others
have favored a less restrictive entitlement to con-
sider issues of ethnicity and gender in deciding
how best to distribute scarce resources. But, re-
gardless of approach, affirmative action policies
have very often met with rather fierce resistance,
primarily from members of historically privileged
groups who resent what they call reverse discrim-
ination. Much more rarely, resistance has come
from members of the groups presumed to benefit
from affirmative action on the grounds that af-
firmative action policies sustain racial, ethnic, or
gender antagonisms and/or prove demoralizing to
their beneficiaries.

Sometimes, particular affirmative action pol-
icies have been critiqued on the grounds that
they tend to benefit only the most privileged
among historically oppressed groups and fail to
remedy the much more devastating hardships
and inequalities suffered by what William Julius
Williams (The Truly Disadvantaged: The Inner City, the
Underclass, and Public Policy, 1987) has called the
“truly disadvantaged.” In addition to failing to
help the most disadvantaged segments of historic-
ally oppressed groups, it has been suggested that
such policies discredit affirmative action as such
by giving benefits to people who neither deserve
nor need them. In place of ethnicity- and gender-
based affirmative action policies that are insensi-
tive to the comparative hardships suffered by
their recipients, some have suggested policies
more explicitly pegged to actual disadvantage.
These kinds of arguments have met with vigorous
counterarguments suggesting that race- and
gender-based affirmative action remain crucial to
the project of institutionalizing a more egalitar-
ian society. Many high-profile former recipients of
affirmative-action advantages, including former
American Secretary of State Colin Powell, have
come out in favor of such policies despite political
pressures not to do so. DARIN WEINBERG
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affluent society
The Affluent Society is the title of an influential book
originally published by the American economist,
John Kenneth Galbraith (1908-2006) in 1958 (there
have been numerous subsequent editions). As a
work of political economy, it begins with a cri-
tique of classical political economists (such as
Adam Smith [1723-90] and David Ricardo [1771-
1823]) who had emphasized above all the primacy
of increasing production and the requirement for
a minimum of public consumption (that is, low
taxes) if this was to be achieved. This he labeled as
“conventional wisdom,” better adapted to historic
conditions than to the realities of the contempor-
ary United States, which had become, after World
War I, an “affluent society,” one whose productive
capacities could easily meet the needs of its citi-
zens. Indeed, under conditions of affluence, pro-
duction could be increased only through the
creation of new desires and needs via advertising
and marketing, which succeeds because of the de-
velopment of a “culture of emulation.” Moreover,
the lack of investment in public goods (schools,
parks, roads and refuse disposal) had created a
world of “private affluence and public squalor,”
in which, for example, increasingly elaborate pri-
vate cars clog increasingly inadequate public
roads. Galbraith argues for increased expenditure
on public goods, and that the “social balance” be-
tween the allocation of resources to private and
public goods must be created by political organiza-
tions. He also identifies the emergence of a new
class (see social class) of educated labor, for whom
work itself is considered to be a source of recre-
ation, and for whom the maximization of income
is not a primary goal. The expansion of this class
will also contribute to an improved social balance.
ROSEMARY CROMPTON

affluent worker

The argument that sections of the working class
had experienced embourgeoisement became popu-
lar in the 1950s and 1960s, to explain changing
values and political allegiances among manual
workers. Increasing affluence was seen to under-
pin a move from working-class to middle-class
lifestyles and values, so that such workers became
middle-class. This argument was challenged, both
theoretically and empirically, by ]J. Goldthorpe
and colleagues, in The Affluent Worker in the
Class Structure (1969). They agreed that important
changes had occurred in the market and work
experience of affluent manual workers, but argued
that related changes in lifestyles (privatism) and
political attitudes (instrumentalism) remained
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distinctively working-class. Partial convergence
with white-collar workers should not be conflated
with assimilation to the middle class.

This neo-Weberian analysis challenged pre-
sumptions about the necessary decline of trade
unions and the United Kingdom Labour Party,
just as union membership was growing and the
Labour Party regained electoral success. Instead,
these authors portrayed a movement from a “trad-
itional solidarity” working class to an increasingly
“instrumental collectivist” working class. In turn,
however, the adequacy of this contrast and projec-
tion was widely challenged, as shifts in forms of
working-class class consciousness and organiza-
tion were found to be more varied, uncertain,
and contested, for example by F. Devine in Affluent
Workers Revisited (1992). This encouraged more
complex accounts of the relationships between
working-class experience, forms of consciousness,
and politics, undermining strong claims for links
between specific class locations and forms of con-
sciousness and action, which had been shared by
many currents in British studies of social class.

TONY ELGER

African-American studies
This field of interdisciplinary studies charts the
experiences of people of African descent in black
Atlantic societies including the United States, the
Caribbean, and Latin America. It studies the social
structures and cultures that African people in the
diaspora have created. More specifically, it studies
the social, cultural, and political processes that
have shaped the experience of people of African
ancestry. There are a large number of study
centers and research institutes providing interdis-
ciplinary programs in higher education in the
United States. Many of these centers, such as the
University of California Los Angeles Center for
African American Studies (1969), date from the
1960s. The National Association of African Ameri-
can Studies was founded by Dr. Lemuel Berry Jr. at
the Virginia State University at Ettrick, Virginia,
in 1992 and it held its first annual conference in
1993. African-American studies draws some of its
intellectual inspiration from the work of black
American intellectuals such as W. E. B. Du Bois,
and the Institute for Afro-American Studies at
Harvard University (1975) is named after him.
There are several academic journals that cater
to this interdisciplinary field, including the Journal
of Black Studies (1970), The Black Scholar (1969), the
Western Journal of Black Studies (1977), and Womanist
Theory and Research (1994) from the Womanist
Studies Consortium at the University of Georgia.
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African-American studies is part of a significant
expansion of interdisciplinary studies since the
1960s dealing with justice issues, such as Latino
studies and women’s studies.

While African-American studies is not confined
to sociology, sociologists have made important
contributions to the field, including Paul Gilroy
whose Black Atlantic (1993) has been influential.
African-American studies has not had a significant
impact on the study of race and ethnicity and
racism in the United Kingdom or Europe. In soci-
ology, the study of “race relations” in the United
Kingdom has been critically discussed by scholars
influenced by feminism or Marxism for its failure
to analyze politics and power. African-American
studies has not flourished in the United Kingdom
for the obvious reason that black British citizens
are also from India, Pakistan, and Bangladesh, as
well as the Caribbean and Africa. For similar
reasons, critical race theory has not been a domin-
ant paradigm in British sociology. British radical
sociologists have been influenced more by Franz
Fanon than by DuBois, more by Stuart Hall and
Paul Gilroy than by African-American academics,
and have in recent years drawn more from Pierre
Bourdieu’s studies of Algeria, migration, and
poverty in The Algerians (1958) [trans. 1962] and
The Weight of the World (1993) [trans. 2000] than
from American social science. While racism is a
common problem in the United States and Europe,
the sociological study of race has taken rather
different directions. BRYAN S. TURNER

age
The study of age in sociology covers influences
affecting individuals across all phases of the life-
course, as well as the specific period known as old
age. In practice, although findings on the long-
term impact of changes in early and middle
age have begun to emerge, most research focuses
still on “older” or “elderly” people. Matilda White
Riley, an influential figure in American socio-
logical research, refers to the interdependence of
aging on the one side and society on the other.
She argues in On the Significance of Age in Society
(1987) that, in studying age, we not only bring
people back into society, but recognize that both
people and society undergo process and change:
“The aim is to understand each of the two dyna-
misms: (1) the aging of people in successive cohorts
who grow up, grow old, die, and are replaced by
other people; and (2) the changes in society as people
of different ages pass through the social institu-
tions that are organized by age.”

Sociological perspectives on age adopt a con-
trasting approach to other social science discip-
lines. The sociologist starts from the view that
old age is interesting because — although it is an
enduring human phenomenon handled differ-
ently by different societies - it is at the same
time changing and influencing human behavior.
The sociologist is concerned to explore the pro-
cesses involved and how they are being inter-
preted by men and women, from different social
classes, ethnic groups, and cultural settings. This
approach contrasts with social policy and govern-
ment interests in old age. In these contexts, old
age is often regarded as a problem (for the econ-
omy or the health service, to take two examples),
hence the need for some analysis and collection of
data. This approach has its own validity and justi-
fication but may lead to a distorted view of social
aging, together with a limited selection of topics
to be analyzed and discussed.

The experience of aging has been influenced by
shifts in the patterning of the life-course over the
past 100 years. Changes in the demography of
aging and in patterns of work and retirement
have been especially important in shaping con-
temporary aspects of later life. On the first of
these, improvements in life expectancy have
been crucial in creating “middle” and “old” age
as significant phases in the life-course. In 1901,
life expectancy at birth was around forty-five years
(for men) and forty-nine years (for women), with
many people (especially those from working-class
backgrounds) dying before they reached what
would now be recognized as old age. With life
expectancy at birth in the United Kingdom (in
2001) seventy-six years for men and eighty-one
years for women, survival past middle age is
normal, even if frequently accompanied by
heightened awareness of the aging process and
of future mortality.

Changes in the organization of work and em-
ployment have also been consequential in re-
shaping the life-course. In general terms, the
period from 1945 to the mid-1970s confirmed the
emergence of a “standardized” life-course built
around initial education, work, and leisure. This
period is associated with the creation of retire-
ment as a major social institution, with the
growth of entitlements to pensions and the grad-
ual acceptance of an extended period of leisure
following the ending of full-time work. In fact this
model of the life-course lasted a relatively short
span of time in historical terms, with the period
from 1945 to 1975 defining its outer limits.
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From the late 1970s a number of changes can be
identified, arising from the development of more
flexible patterns of work and the impact of high
levels of unemployment. These produced what
may be termed the reconstruction of middle and
old age, with the identification of a “third age” in
between the period of work and employment (“the
second age”) and a period of mental and physical
decline (“the fourth age”). An aspect of these new
features of social aging is the ambiguity and flexi-
bility of the boundaries of the third age, at both its
lower and upper ends. Both of these now involve
complex periods of transition, with the move
away from employment, and with the blurring of
dependence and independence in late old age.

Age is a marker of a number of changes affecting
older people - these reflecting a mix of physio-
logical, social, and biographical factors. First,
changes associated with poor health are highly
significant for many older people. For example, it
is estimated that, among those people aged eighty-
five and over, one in five will have dementia and
three in five a limiting longstanding illness such as
osteoarthritis or osteoporosis. Second, changes in
social relationships are also substantial, with the
loss of close friends and relations a striking fea-
ture of later life. Third, age may exacerbate rather
than reduce inequalities experienced earlier in
the life-course. Social class remains a stronger
predictor of lifestyle than age, and older people
are likely to have more in common with younger
people of their own class than they will with older
people from other classes.

As well as social class, age is also affected by
social divisions associated with gender and race
and ethnicity. The gender imbalances of later life
are now well established. Because women outlive
men by an average of five years, there are around
50 percent more women than men among those
sixty-five and over. The gender imbalance is even
more marked in late old age: among those aged
eighty-five and over, women outnumber men by
three to one. Sara Arber and Jay Ginn in Connecting
Gender and Aging (1995) conclude that: “The fact
that over half of older women are widowed,
whereas three-quarters of older men are married,
has consequences for gender, identity, relation-
ships, and roles in later life.”

Race and ethnicity are another important div-
ision running through age-based relationships.
In the early part of the twenty-first century, there
will be a significant aging of the black community
as the cohorts of migrants of the late 1950s
and 1960s reach retirement age. Older people
from minority ethnic groups are likely to have
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distinctive experiences in old age, these including:
first, increased susceptibility to physical ill-health
because of past experiences, such as heavy manual
work and poor housing; second, great vulnerabi-
lity to mental health problems, a product of racism
and cultural pressures; third, acute financial
problems, with evidence of elderly Asians being
at a particular disadvantage. The problems faced
by ethnic elders have been defined as a form of
“triple jeopardy.” This refers to the fact that
ethnic elders not only face discrimination because
they are old; in addition, many of them live in
disadvantaged physical and economic circum-
stances; finally, they may also face discrimination
because of their culture, language, skin color, or
religious affiliation.

The above divisions have led Joe Hendricks in
Structure and Identity (2003) to conclude that:
“People do not become more alike with age; in
fact the opposite may well be the case . . . Their
heterogeneity is entrenched in disparate master
status characteristics, including membership
groups and socioeconomic circumstances, race,
ethnicity, gender, subcultural, or structural condi-
tions on the one hand, and personal attributes on
the other.”

Research on social aspects of age focus on the
norms, values, and social roles associated with a
particular chronological age. Sociologists empha-
size the way in which ideas about different phases
in the life-course - such as childhood, mid-life,
and old age - change over time and across cul-
tures. John Vincent in Old Age (2003) suggests that
even if the experience of a life-cycle in which an
individual feels a sense of loss when they have
passed their “prime” is a universal, it says nothing
about the timing, meaning, and cultural content
of the social category of old age: “The variety of
ways of being ‘old’ are as different as the ways of
being in one’s ‘prime’. A re-evaluation of old age
in the West requires an appreciation of the variety
of ways it is possible to live one’s ‘old age’ and an
escape from culturally bound stereotypes.”

From a social perspective, age may be viewed as
constructed around various social practices and
institutions. It is associated in particular with the
regulation of movement through the life-course.
Western societies standardize many aspects of
public life on the basis of chronological age. Social
institutions control access and prescribe and pro-
scribe certain behaviors by age. In consequence,
birthdays have social as well as individual signifi-
cance. Legal rights and duties are commonly
associated with particular ages, with access to a
range of institutions moderated through age-based
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criteria. The various responsibilities associated
with citizenship are strongly associated with
age, notable examples including the right to
vote, military service, and duty to serve on a jury.

Age is also constructed through the phases asso-
ciated with pre-work, work, and post-work. West-
ern societies have come to define old age as
starting at sixty or sixty-five, ages associated with
receipt of a pension following retirement. This
development can be seen as a twentieth-century
invention, consolidated with the rise of the wel-
fare state. Other markers of old age are, however,
possible and increasingly likely, given further ex-
tensions in life expectancy. With pressures to
extend working life, retirement at seventy would,
for example, present a new boundary at which
“old age” would begin.

Social relationships built around family and
friends remain crucial for understanding many
aspects of the lives of older people. Most older
people are connected to family-based networks,
which provide (and receive from the older person)
different types of support. Relationships with
peers, and friendship in particular, has also been
shown to be central to well-being in later life, with
research pointing to the value of a “special rela-
tionship” or confidant in adjusting to the stresses
and strains of later life. Overall, the research evi-
dence would point to an increase in the import-
ance of friends in the lives of older people. In the
early phase of retirement, and even (or especially)
into late old age, friends will be significant in
maintaining morale and selfidentity. For many
older people, faced with reduced income and
poor health, the loss of close friends may pose
acute problems of adjustment and threats to the
integrity of the self.

Processes and experiences associated with age
have been examined in a number of sociological
theories drawing on functionalist, symbolic inter-
actionist, and neo-Marxist perspectives. Functiona-
list approaches to the study of age such as role
theory (formulated in the early 1950s) focused
on the impact of losing work-based ties - this pro-
ducing, it was argued, a crisis of adjustment
following retirement. Advocates of this view,
such as Ruth Cavan and Robert Havighurst, took
the position that morale in old age was enhanced
through involvement in new roles and activities,
notably in relation to work and leisure. “Disengage-
ment theory” (as developed by Elaine Cumming
and William Henry) was another functionalist per-
spective (developed in the late 1950s) that took an
opposing view, suggesting that withdrawal from
mainstream social responsibilities was a natural

correlate of growing old. Old age was viewed as a
period in which the aging individual and society
both simultaneously engage in mutual separation,
with retirement in the case of men and widowhood
in respect of women.

Through the 1960s, and for a period in the
1970s, activity and disengagement theory set the
parameters of debates within social gerontology.
“Activity theory” stimulated the development of
several social psychological theories of aging, in-
cluding “continuity theory” (by Robert Atchley)
and theories of “successful aging” (by Rowe and
Kahn). Drawn from “developmental” or “life-cycle
theory,” continuity theory asserts that aging
persons have the need and the tendency to main-
tain the same personalities, habits, and perspec-
tives that they developed over their life-course.
An individual who is successfully aging maintains
a mature integrated personality, which also is
the basis of life satisfaction. As such, decreases
in activity or social interaction are viewed as re-
lated more to changes in health and physical
function than to an inherent need for a shift in
or relinquishment of previous roles.

Increasingly, however, through the 1970s, con-
cern came to be expressed about the individual-
level focus of theories of aging and their failure to
address the impact of social and economic factors
on the lives of older people. Riley’s “age stratifica-
tion theory” was an early example, exploring the
role and influence of social structures on the pro-
cess of individual aging and the stratification of
age in society. One dimension of this theory is the
concept of “structural lag,” which denotes that
social structures (for example policies of retire-
ment at age sixty-five) do not keep pace with
changes in population dynamic and individual
lives (such as increasing life expectancy). The impli-
cations of the theory are that human resources in
the oldest — and also the youngest — age strata are
underutilized, and that excess burdens of care and
other responsibilities are placed upon groups in
the middle years.

Another important approach which moved
beyond individual adjustment to aging, and
which was also influenced by the age stratification
model, has been the life-course approach (as ini-
tially developed by Glen Elder). Here, aging indi-
viduals and cohorts are examined as one phase of
the entire lifetime and seen as shaped by histor-
ical, social, economic, and environmental factors
that occur at earlier ages. Life-course theory
bridges macro-micro levels of analysis by con-
sidering the relationships among social structure,
social processes, and social psychological states.
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Passuth and Bengston in Sociological Theories of
Aging (1996) suggest that the key elements of the
approach are that: “(1) aging occurs from birth to
death (thereby distinguishing this theory from
those that focus exclusively on the elderly); (2)
aging involves social, psychological and biological
processes; and (3) aging experiences are shaped by
cohort-historical factors.”

From the early 1980s, neo-Marxist perspectives
such as political economy theory became influen-
tial within studies of aging. Beginning in the late
1970s and early 1980s with the work of Carroll
Estes and Alan Walker, these theorists initiated
the task of describing the respective roles of cap-
italism and the state in contributing to systems of
domination and marginalization of older people.
The political economy perspective is distinguished
from the dominant liberal-pluralist theory in pol-
itical science and sociology in that political econo-
mists focus on the role of economic and political
systems and other social structures and social
forces in shaping and reproducing the prevailing
power arrangements and inequalities in society.
In the political economy perspective, social pol-
icies pertaining to retirement income, health,
and social service benefits and entitlements are
examined as products of economic, political, and
socio-cultural processes and institutional and in-
dividual forces that coalesce in any given socio-
historical period. Social policy is an outcome of
the social struggles, the conflicts, and the domin-
ant power relations of the period. Policy reflects
the structure and culture of advantage and disad-
vantage as enacted through class, race/ethnicity,
gender, and age relations. Social policy is itself a
powerful determinant of the life chances and con-
ditions of individuals and population groups such
as older people.

Another important approach is that of cultural
and humanistic gerontology, sometimes referred
to as moral economy or more broadly as cultural
gerontology. This perspective, first developed by
Thomas Cole and Harry Moody, has gained popu-
larity, as the classical theoretical opposition of
structure versus agency and culture versus struc-
ture has given way to an appreciation of the inter-
play and “recursive” relationships of culture, and
agency and structure. Cultural gerontology is part
of the trend towards theories that reject the sole
determinacy of economics in explaining social in-
stitutions such as the state and old age policy. The
approach provides a re-formulation of the unidir-
ectional causality implied in the classical base/
superstructure (see ideology) model of Marxism.
What has followed is an intensified focus on
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addressing issues relating to meaning and experi-
ence in later life, with critical questions raised
about the efficacy of western culture in providing
adequate moral resources to sustain the lives of
older people.

Biographical perspectives have also emerged as
a significant stream of work within gerontology.
Biographical or “life history” research has an ex-
tensive pedigree in the social sciences (building on
the work of W. I. Thomas and Florian Znaniecki,
The Polish Peasant in Europe and America, 1918-20).
Some of the key researchers in the field of aging
using biographical and life history techniques
have included James Birren, Joanna Bornat,
Peter Coleman, Paul Thompson, and Gary Kenyon.
Birren’s influential edited collection Aging and
Biography (1996) took the view that biographical
approaches could contribute towards understan-
ding both individual and shared aspects of aging
over the life-course. Examining reactions to per-
sonal crises and turning points could, it was
argued, provide researchers with unique insights
into the way individuals construct their lives.
Equally, however, studying lives provides a per-
spective on the influence of social institutions
such as work and the employment and the family.
Biographical data thus help in understanding
what Ruth and Kenyon (Biography in Adult Develop-
ment and Aging, 1996) refer to as the possibilities
and limits set by the historical period in which
people live.

Finally, theories of aging drawn around issues
relating to identity and the self have also gained in
importance. Mike Hepworth and Mike Feather-
stone in The Body (1991) have developed the view
that aging can be best explained as a mask. Here,
physical processes of aging, as reflected in out-
ward appearance, are contrasted to a real self
that remains young. This theory, which has come
to be known as the “mask of aging,” holds that
over time the aging body becomes a cage from
which a younger self-identity cannot escape. The
body, while it is malleable, can still provide access
to a variety of consumer identities. However, as
aging gathers pace, it becomes increasingly diffi-
cult to “re-cycle” the failing body, which simultan-
eously denies access to that world of choice.
Simon Biggs in The Mature Imagination (1999) sug-
gests that the struggle between inner and external
worlds may result in older people being at war
with themselves, in a battle between a desire for
youthful expression and the frailties generated by
an aging body.

Globalization is another significant issue
affecting both theories of aging and the daily lives
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of older people. An important development at a
macro-level arises from the interplay between
demographic change (notably longer life expect-
ancy) and the trends associated with political and
cultural globalization. Awareness of living in an
interconnected world brings to the fore questions
of cultural diversity, different understandings
about what it means to grow old, and the issue
of who we take to be an older person.

The tendency in studies of aging has been to use
western models of development to define old age,
these taking sixty or sixty-five as the boundary set
by conventional retirement and pension systems.
But in some continents (notably sub-Saharan
Africa), old age may be more meaningfully defined
as starting from fifty (or even earlier). Access to
pension systems to mark the onset of old age is
itself a culturally specific process. Relevant to
western contexts (though changing even here
with privatization), it has little resonance in coun-
tries such as China where, out of 90 million people
aged sixty-five plus, just one-quarter have entitle-
ment to a pension. In a number of senses the
traditional formulation of “aging societies” is un-
helpful, given global inequalities. Global society
contains numerous demographic realities - aging
Europe, to take one example, as compared with
increasingly youthful United States, and falling
life expectancy in Russia and sub-Saharan Africa.
Such contrasts create significant variations in the
construction of growing old - national, trans-
national, subcultural - producing, as a result,
new questions and perspectives for research in
the field of aging. CHRIS PHILLIPSON

age differentiation
- see age.

age group

- see age.

ageism
- see age.

agency and structure

Beginning in the 1970s, the expression “agency
and structure” has been employed to thematize
the relationship between the enactment of social
practices on the one hand and large-scale and
historically enduring social phenomena on the
other. Language is often used to illustrate several
important issues in agency-structure relations.
On the one hand, language exists as an observable
reality only when actors use language (converse,
read, or write) in specific ways at particular

moments in local settings. On the other hand,
from a structural point of view, a given language
exhibits general patterns (for example, syntax, se-
mantics, grammar) that are never fully realized in
any single conversation or piece of writing, al-
though they are presupposed by all of them. In
the case of language, the problem of agency and
structure focuses on the relationship between the
enactment of linguistic practices on the one hand
and the large-scale structure of language on the
other.

In terms of the agency-structure problem,
agency implies enactment rather than autonomy
or empowerment, which in other contexts the
term sometimes implies. The term structure is
used in several different ways. Language is only
one example of cultural structures, a category
that also comprises culinary cultures, religious
cultures, cultures of dominant and subaltern
groups, and so on. Material structures are relevant
as well. For example, a capitalist market, no matter
how extensive and dynamic it may be, exists only
so long as traders engage in acts of exchange of
material resources. If acts of exchange were to
cease, say following the collapse of the value of
instruments of credit, then even the most massive
and structured market would come to a halt and
ultimately cease to exist. Fields of the distribution
of scarce resources can be framed in terms of the
agency-structure problem as well. For example,
the practice of continuous reinvestment of profits,
about which Max Weber wrote, enables entrepre-
neurs and investors to accumulate large quan-
tities of capital. Skillful reinvestment can
ultimately concentrate large amounts of capital
under the control of a very small group while the
majority of a population is not very prosperous.
But if profits are not skillfully reinvested in prac-
tice, then the structure of inequality may change.
Finally, social networks and other patterns of ar-
ticulated social relationships may be understood
in terms of the agency-structure problem as well.
For example, the networks of weak ties at the
center of Mark Granovetter’s well-known research
may be understood as a set of casual, intermittent
interactions among acquaintances, during which
useful information is discussed and thus transmit-
ted. Each link in the network is an enacted set of
conversational practices, and the form of the
network is produced one link at a time as these
conversations occur.

To appreciate the specificity of the agency-
structure problem, it must be understood in con-
trast to the problem of the relationship between
the individual and the collectivity. This second
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problem, which is one of the oldest and most
intractable dilemmas in social theory, restates in
sociological terms the philosophical conundrum
of free will versus determinism. Are individuals so
constituted and constrained by their structural
circumstances that they have little or no free
will at all, as Emile Durkheim, for example, main-
tained? Or are social structures merely the epi-
phenomenal consequences of what actors do as
they each pursue their personal interests and de-
sires, as can be inferred, for example, from the
writings of Adam Smith (1723-90)? The dilemma
here is that the sociologist is virtually compelled
to assume a reductionist position. Either indivi-
duals are epiphenomenal to structures or struc-
tures are epiphenomenal to individuals. The
agency-structure problem does not compel the
sociologist to reduce one phenomenon to another.
This is because, from an agency-structure point of
view, the individual is no longer a counterpoint to
structure. Instead, the counterpoint to structure is
social praxis, that is, the enactment of forms of
social conduct or behavior. Enacted forms of be-
havior generate (that is, construct or produce) the
realities of social life, whether they be cultural,
economic, distributional, or network patterns.
The same cannot be said of individuals. Individ-
uals may want to act in certain ways in order to
achieve their interests or wants, but they may lack
the competence or resources to do so. In other
words, individuals in a given setting may not be
able to enact certain practices, even if motivated
to do so. Conversely, actors may generate aspects
of social reality (for example, cultural domination
as Pierre Bourdieu suggests) though they are un-
aware they exercise agency in this regard.

How is the agency-structure problem amenable
to non-reductive solutions? To begin, consider not
asingle locally enacted practice, but rather a single
form of practice, which is to say a form of practice
that may be enacted each day by numerous actors
in different settings and may be enacted as well by
successive generations of actors. Now we can
introduce the idea of social reproduction, which
is to say the recurrent reenactment of similar
forms of practice. Of course, no two instances of
enactment are entirely the same: for example,
when conversing, people make grammatical and
syntactical mistakes, or engage in creative word-
play rather than speaking in conventional forms.
Nonetheless, over many instances, people use lan-
guage in broadly similar ways, and this is what it
means to say that forms of linguistic practice are
reproduced. But, as previously mentioned, no
single form of practice can generate a large-scale
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structure such as an entire language or market.
Large-scale structures are generated when many
different forms of practice are reproduced. Since
this reproduction takes place over some duration
of time in a variety of different locales, sociolo-
gists can analyze structures best by abstracting
structural properties of praxis they find to be
associated with one another. Indeed, the same
set of interactions may help to generate a number
of different structures. For example, a capitalist
market is generated in ongoing sequences of com-
mercial practices and economic exchange. But the
same practices generate a network of business
acquaintances. Practices may also result from
the use of a common language or dialect, and so
on. Which of these structures is of interest is an
analytical choice on the part of the sociologist.
We now can see how structured practices (prac-
tices that are reproduced in broadly similar forms)
can sustain large-scale structures, but what part
do these structures play in the enactment of prac-
tices? The issue here turns on social competencies.
Babies and newcomers to a culture or society do
not arrive knowing how to speak a given language
or how to execute a market trade. Individuals gain
agency (the ability to enact given practices) as they
learn how to perform the forms of conduct that
are a matter of routine in a given group. From this
point of view, the structured form of social prac-
tices precedes and shapes how that practice is
performed. Looked at from a broader perspective,
the set of practices that form a language or a
capitalist market or a network of weak ties pre-
cedes any given round of social reproduction. In
the end what we have is what Anthony Giddens
terms in The Constitution of Society (1984) a “duality
of structure.” That is to say, there is an ongoing
reciprocal relationship between structure and
agency. Structural circumstances provide the
means to reproduce social practices, but when
social practices are reproduced they perpetuate
the structure, making it a social reality in a new
historical moment. In very stable social groups,
for example tradition-bound villages, this recipro-
cal relation between structure and agency in
social reproduction may go on for generations.
Reductionism may not be inevitable when social
life is conceived in terms of the connection be-
tween agency and structure, but it is still a poten-
tial pitfall. Symbolic interactionists, for example,
sometimes reduce structures of all kinds to the
practices through which they are produced with-
out regard for the structural properties of prac-
tices that have been reproduced many times over
in the past. Structure, in effect, is reduced to
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enactment. It is symptomatic of this problem
that symbolic interactionism stresses the prospect
of creativity in interaction and other social
processes. In a more balanced view, the structural
conditions of praxis, including all necessary com-
petencies and resources needed to engage in social
conduct, both enable actors to perform actions in
certain ways and thereby also limit actors to per-
forming according to their competencies. How-
ever, creativity and resistance to established ways
of doing things are not thereby ruled out. Indeed,
many practices, especially those found in the
modern era, permit and sometimes require some
degree of innovation. This is vividly illustrated in
the fine arts, where structured practices (for
example, techniques for painting, musical com-
position, dancing, and so forth) are employed to
produce novel works, or, more radically, new artis-
tic genres. Similar possibilities exist in many walks
of life, including, of course, politics, where resis-
tors and rebels may resist oppressive practices to
oppose and replace the powers that be.

It is also possible to reduce agency to structure.
This happens when practices are conceived as so
completely derived from structural conditions
that their social reproduction is inevitable. This
form of reductionism can be observed in the
works of Bourdieu. Bourdieu often investigated
how it happens that groups of actors who are
disadvantaged and subordinated to others some-
how participate in the reproduction of their own
disadvantages and subordination. He conceives
the practices in which they engage (key elements
of their habitus; see habitus and field) as unself-
consciously reproducing a field of inequality. It is
symptomatic of Bourdieu’s structural reduction-
ism that he conceives very few opportunities for
actors to resist or rebel or, for that matter, even to
recognize the ways in which they reproduce the
structural conditions of their own inequality.
While agency only denotes the enactment of prac-
tices in the agency-structure duality, it leaves
open the possibility, given the proper situation,
that actors may seize the moment to devise new
practices that improve the conditions in which
they live.

Giddens’s structuration theory as expressed in
The Constitution of Society (1984) and discussed in Ira
Cohen’s Structuration Theory (1989) is widely regar-
ded as the most thoroughly developed set of socio-
logical concepts that pivots on the relationship
between agency and structure. Giddens’s work
has influenced numerous empirical works, and
new, substantively oriented innovations in struc-
turation theory are currently under development

by the British sociologist, Rob Stones. Giddens’s
structuration theory has also attracted a great
deal of criticism, most extensively from another
British sociologist, Margaret Archer. She argues,
inter alia, that Giddens is guilty of a peculiar form
of reductionism in which structure and praxis are
inextricably linked. She believes that structure
and practices must be distinct objects of socio-
logical analysis. However, in her main criticisms,
in Realist Social Theory (1995), Archer appears to
misconstrue the level of analysis on which Gid-
dens addresses the agency-structure link. Giddens
writes in ontological terms, that is, in terms of
how the duality of structure and agency generates
social life at large. Archer seems to make an epi-
stemological argument in which she calls for sep-
arate sociological analyses on the structural and
praxiological levels. If this is taken into account,
Archer’s position may differ from those of Gid-
dens’s less than may at first appear.

A more difficult problem, for Giddens and
others who theorize in terms of agency and struc-
ture, is what to do about the individual’s wants
and interests that they originally set aside. Gid-
dens and Bourdieu, along with most others who
theorize along these lines, rely on tacit and un-
conscious motives to account for social reproduc-
tion. But it is empirically demonstrable that at
least some segments of social actions are con-
sciously driven by actors’ interests, desires, and
attachments to others. Where do these motives
come from? Are they freely chosen or are desires
and interests socially derived and reproduced?
Here the problem of individual versus collectivity
reemerges. In the future, theorists may feel chal-
lenged to find a way to address the problem of
agency and structure and the problem of individu-
alism and collectivism from an integrated point of
view. IRA COHEN

aging

- see age.

alienation

The process whereby people become estranged
from the world in which they are living, the con-
cept is associated with Karl Marx’s early works,
especially Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts
(1844) and his critique of W. G. F. Hegel and
Ludwig Feuerbach (1804-72). For Hegel, people
created a culture, which then confronted them
as an alien, objectified force. Human activity was
the expression of Spirit, of Geist, whose creations
were not selfitransparent to their creators,
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although they would become so at the end of
history. The work of Feuerbach, a “Young Hegelian”
was also significant. Ludwig Feuerbach (1804-72)
criticized what he called Hegel’s reduction of
Man’s Essence to Self-consciousness, and developed
a critique of religion as “self-alienation.” Rejecting
Hegel’s idealistic philosophy and advocating ma-
terialism, Feuerbach emphasized the individual,
purely “biological” nature of humans, in which
thought was a purely reflective, contemplative
process. But in religion, the human potential for
love, creativity, and power were alienated into the
mythical deities to which such powers were attrib-
uted. In The Essence of Christianity (1843), Feuerbach
claimed that God is the manifestation of human
inner nature; religion is the “solemn unveiling” of
human hidden treasures, the avowal of innermost
thoughts, the open confession of the secrets of
human love. But this image of perfection becomes
the source of rules that are reimposed on people’s
lives as regulations and self-denial.

Both the Hegelian and Feuerbachian use of
alienation were important for Marx. He accepted
much of Feuerbach’s critique, but took issue with
the notion of a human essence projected onto
God. Human self-alienation is not psychological,
but social and historical, and specifically arises
from the system of production. Marx’s use of the
concept was critical and in some ways ironic, in
that he was taking a term that was widely used by
Hegelian philosophers and subjecting it to parody
(a point generally missed in debates about
whether the concept continues to inform Marx’s
later works). Marx insisted that it was human
labor that created culture and history but that
Hegel had substituted a mystical substance -
Mind - for the real subject of history. For Marx it
was practice rather than thought that changes the
material world and practice is a process of object-
ification, whereby the products of labor are mani-
fest in material forms. This process is part of
human “species being,” that is, a potential creativ-
ity essential to being human. This enables people
to affirm themselves by objectifying their indi-
viduality in objects and enabling others to enjoy
the products of their labor. It is thus a social and
affirmative process. However, in conditions of com-
modity production, this becomes distorted — no
longer a free affirmation of life but, on the con-
trary, an alienation of life, since workers must
work in order to live. What could be the basis
of creative human self-expression is reduced in
bourgeois society to the most profound form of
alienation in wage labor. Wage-workers sell their
labor (in Capital this is refined to labor power, the
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capacity to work for a determinate period) to sat-
isfy basic needs for food, shelter, and clothing,
while capitalists own the labor process and dispose
of the products of labor for profit.

In The Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts,
Marx discussed four types of alienation. The first
was alienation from the product, where the means
of production are owned by capitalists who appro-
priate and exchange the products of labor. These
then take on a life of their own, separate from the
needs and wishes of the producers; thus, workers
“build palaces but live in hovels.” Second was
alienation from productive activity, where work
becomes external to the lives of workers, who “feel
freely active” only when eating, drinking, and
procreating - activities that humans share with
animals. Third was alienation from “species-
being”, such that creativity, an essentially human
capacity for objectifying ourselves through work,
is degraded in systems of production that are ex-
ploitative and where work becomes drudgery.
Finally, there was alienation of “man from man”
where community is dislocated, all social relations
are dominated by economics, and hostile classes
are formed. The fundamental injustice of capital-
ism is that it targets for exploitation precisely what
differentiates humans from other animals, namely
our capacity for productive creativity, which will
be fulfilled in a future, emancipated society.

In later works the concept of alienation appears
less often, although similar ideas are found in
Marx’s theory of commodity fetishism. The dom-
ination of commodities in our society is so perva-
sive that it seems to be an inevitable, natural state
of affairs. All our achievements, everything we
produce, appear as commodities. Capitalism is
the first system of generalized commodity produc-
tion, in which the commodity has become a uni-
versal category of society as a whole. Yet the
commodity is “mysterious” in that value and price
appear to be properties arising from the process of
circulation on the market (as relationships be-
tween things rather than people). Commodities
acquire social characteristics because individuals
enter the productive process only as the owners of
commodities. It appears as if the market itself
causes the rise and fall of prices, and pushes
workers into one branch of production or out of
another, independent of human agency. The
impact of society on the individual is mediated
through the social form of things. However, Marx-
ist analysis attempts to show that these apparent
relations between things are really social relations
of production in which value is created through
the exploitation of wage laborers.
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ancient society

Marx’s theory seems to assume a relatively time-
less “human nature,” although this was a concept
he elsewhere rejected. He did, however, assume
that people would be most fulfilled when en-
gaging freely in creative labor, famously depicting
in The German Ideology (1845) non-alienated exist-
ence in a future communist society as one “where
nobody has one exclusive sphere of activity but
each can become accomplished in any branch
he wishes, . .. to hunt in the morning, fish in the
afternoon, rear cattle in the evening, criticise
after dinner, . . . without ever becoming hunter,
fisherman, herdsman or critic.” But this does raise
the question of whether alienation can be elimin-
ated in modern societies characterized by com-
plex divisions of labor and inequalities. In later
works, Marx was more circumspect, suggesting
that the co-ordination and division of labor prob-
ably cannot be eliminated. Similarly, there is the
question of the extent to which social processes
in complex societies can be self-transparent or
whether opacity is inevitable. With the decline
of interest in Marxist theory since the collapse
of Soviet Communism, interest in the concept of
alienation has waned too. LARRY RAY

Althusser, Louis (1918-1990)

Althusser was one of the best-known Communist
Party theoreticians of the twentieth century, who
latterly became associated with Eurocommunism.
Three influential works were For Marx (1965 [trans.
1969]), Lenin and Philosophy (1965), and Reading Cap-
ital (1967 [trans. 1970]). Key concepts associated with
his philosophy are “the problematic” (texts were
understood as effects of an underlying matrix of
concepts that could be revealed through “symptom-
aticreading”), “epistemological break” (between hu-
manism and science), “overdetermination” of a
“conjuncture” in which revolutionary change
might occur, and interpellation. He attempted to
reconcile Marxism with structuralism, an intellec-
tual fashion with which Althusser and his student
Michel Foucault were associated. This theory
stressed the persistence of “deep structures” that
underlie all human cultures, leaving little room for
either historical change or human initiative.
Althusser rejected the positive content of empirical
knowledge entirely. Althusser asserted that Essence
is not to be found in Appearance, but must be
discovered through “theoretical practice,” in which
objects appear not as real-concrete objects but as
abstract-conceptual objects. Althusser further rejec-
ted the concept of contradiction in Karl Marx and
Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, which he saw in
structuralist terms as “over-determination” - where

outcomes have multiple simultaneous causes that
together create a “conjuncture”, the resolution of
which is unpredictable. This is part of a wider rejec-
tion of much of Marx’s work, which had to be read
critically and rigorously to separate the “human-
ism” from scientific theorization of capitalist soci-
ety. “Humanism” in this context referred to beliefin
the selfrealization of the human species through
creative agency.
In 1980 Althusser murdered his wife and was
confined to a psychiatric unit until his death.
LARRY RAY

ancient society

This term has a broader and a more restrictive
denotation, the two of which are analytically dis-
tinct, though deployed so much together and so
much in the same context that they are often
confused. The former is almost as old as Christian
reflection on the Old Testament, but it has its first
official social scientific usage as the nineteenth-
century register of an anthropological and evolu-
tionist distinction between human society from
its primitive beginnings forward to the advent of
industrialism and human society as it had come
to be in the aftermath of industrialization. In just
such a usage, it can serve as the title of the com-
pendious treatment (Ancient Society, 1877) by Henry
Lewis Morgan (1818-81) of material cultural evo-
lution from the foraging band to the alphabetic-
ally literate city-states of pre-Christian Greece and
Rome. The crucial divide that lay for Morgan be-
tween ancient society and its counterpart - the
“modern society” — was the divide between a pre-
industrial and an industrial economy. Karl Marx
and Friedrich Engels were the most notable of
classical social theorists explicitly to engage Mor-
gan’s theorization of the “savage,” “barbaric,” and
“civilized” stages of social evolution, but Spencer,
Weber, and Durkheim could agree that the great
divide between the ancient and the modern was
as Morgan would have it be. The lexical and theor-
etical tradition of a distinction between “ancient
preindustrial” and “modern industrial” society
survives today, but, like the distinction between
the “primitive” and the “modern,” is vulnerable
to Johannes Fabian’s critique of the “denial of
coevalness” in Time and The Other (1983).

In its more restrictive usage, the term is a
philological-historical category. Its exemplary
denotata are precisely the city-states of pre-Chris-
tian Greece and Rome. It is the fulcrum of a debate
dating from the Renaissance over the extent to
which the ancient past is culturally continuous
with the modern present (and, if not continuous,
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the extent to which it is more or less virtuous than
the modern present). Since the later nineteenth
century, social theorists have consistently empha-
sized the discontinuities between the two, if to
incompatible critical ends. Champions of pro-
gress such as Spencer, for example, construe the
gap as that between a form of society whose sur-
vival and growth depend essentially on war and a
higher form whose survival and growth can at last
rest in cooperation and the increasingly universal
pursuit of enlightened selfiinterest. Such occa-
sional Romantics as Weber, in contrast, might
construe the gap instead as that between a form
of society still capable of sustaining a public
sphere unified in its commitment to a common
store of transcendent values and a depleted form
in which the gods themselves are perpetually at
war and Homo economicus reigns in their stead. The
spirit, if not the letter, of Spencer’s position has
more contemporary representatives in both Jiir-
gen Habermas and Niklas Luhmann. Echoes of
the Weberian position continued in the twentieth
century in the anti-populist republicanism of such
political theorists as Hannah Arendt.

JAMES D. FAUBION

Annales School
A movement of French historians founded by
Lucien Febvre (1878-1956) and Marc Bloch
(1886-1944) with their journal, Annales: Economies,
Societies, Civilizations, the school reacted to the
prevailing narrative method of history and its con-
centration on political and diplomatic events -
whose exemplary exponent was Leopold von Ranke
(1795-1886) - by broadening both the content and
the methodological approach of history. This in-
cluded: (1) extending the historian’s purview to
broad areas of human behavior and activity gener-
ally neglected by traditional historians, by drawing
on a variety of other disciplines including soci-
ology, anthropology, psychology, linguistics, and
geography; (2) the use and development of new
methods of historical investigation, including
qualitative and quantitative methodological ap-
proaches in addition to standard archival re-
sources; (3) examining the longue durée or broad
long-term persistence of structures within history.
The Annales approach was in no way unified
and included a number of divergent standpoints
within the group. According to Peter Burke in The
French Historical Revolution (1990), the school can be
divided into three phases covering three succes-
sive generations of historians. The first gener-
ation, which existed from the 1920s to 1945,
included Bloch and Febvre. Heavily influenced by
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Emile Durkheim’s sociology, Bloch examined the
prevalence of the medieval belief that the king
could cure scrofula by touching people afflicted
by this skin disease in The Royal Touch (1924). How-
ever, his most influential work is undoubtedly his
two-volume study Feudal Society (1939-40), which
dealt not only with the juridical and political
dynamics of medieval society, but with its whole
worldview and culture. These books showed
Bloch’s concern with characteristic features of
the Annales movement: collective representa-
tions, the history of mentalities, and long-term
problem-based comparative historical analysis. In
contrast to the influence of sociology on Bloch,
Febvre was heavily influenced by the historical
geographical approach of Paul Vidal de la Blanche
(1845-1918), but he also focused on collective
mentalities. In his major work, The Problem of Un-
belief in the Sixteenth Century: The Religion of Rabelais
(1939), he argued for the impossibility of atheism
in the sixteenth century.

The emphasis on geographical factors continued
in the work of the second generation of writers,
whose most prominent representative, and per-
haps the most influential of all the Annales
scholars, was Fernand Braudel (1902-85). In his
doctoral dissertation, later published as The Medi-
terranean and the Mediterranean World, in the Age of
Philip II (1949), Braudel pursues a “total history” in
which he examined the geography and economic,
social, and political structures of the Mediterra-
nean world, as well as outlining its political, dip-
lomatic, and military history. He stressed the
important effect that geohistorical structural con-
straints had on shaping states and economies, as
well as events and individuals.

Emmanuel Le Roy Ladurie (1929- ), whose most
noted work is Montaillou (1975 [trans. 1979]), and
Jacques Le Goff (1924- ), who has written widely
on the Middle Ages, most acutely in Medieval Civil-
ization 400-1500 (1988), were the most prominent
of the third generation of historians who emerged
after 1968.

The writings of the Annales movement provided
an important intellectual resource for many Mar-
xist historians, as well as having a bearing on the
work of Michel Foucault. Its work continues in
the Fernand Braudel Center at Binghampton,
which was founded in 1976 and whose director is
Immanuel Wallerstein. STEVEN LOYAL

anomie

From the Greek a-nomos, meaning without laws,
mores, and traditions, in sociology, the concept
refers to absence of norms and of the constraints
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these provide. In The Division of Labor in Society (1893
[trans. 1960]) Emile Durkheim describes how the
division of labor fails to produce solidarity or
social cohesion through an absence of proper
regulation of relations or a type of regulation
not in keeping with the development of the div-
ision of labor. He calls this condition the anomic
division of labor. In Suicide (1897 [trans. 1951]),
anomic suicide results from inappropriately low
levels of social regulation. Economic crises, both
depression and excessive growth, are held to be a
source of anomie. Curiously, the regulation of
marriage has contrasting consequences for men
and women, according to Durkheim: unmarried
men are susceptible to anomic suicide, whereas
the regulation of marriage has the reverse effect
on women (married women are more likely to
commit suicide than unmarried ones). For Dur-
kheim, anomie is a feature of social structure
not of individual persons. David Riesman in The
Lonely Crowd (1950), on the other hand, regards
anomie as a psychological feature of individuals.
Robert K. Merton, though, distinguishes in Social
Theory and Social Structure (1968) between the
source and the experience of anomie, acknowledg-
ing the psychological impact of anomie but
denying it has a psychological source. Merton ad-
vances Durkheim’s account in two ways: he sees
the conflict of norms and not merely their ab-
sence as a source of anomie, and he recognizes
the creative potential of anomie as well as its
destructive side. JACK BARBALET

antiglobalization movements
- see globalization.

Archer, Margaret (1943-)

Professor of Sociology at the University of War-
wick and Co-director of the Centre for Critical
Realism, Archer is best known for her contribu-
tions to sociological theory. She was President of
the International Sociological Association (1986-
90). Her early work was on the development of
educational systems in Social Origins of Educational
Systems (1974). She developed the analysis of
human agency through a study in cultural soci-
ology in Culture and Agency: The Place of Culture in
Social Theory (1988), in which she defends the sep-
arate causal importance of culture and social
structure. Her work is closely associated with a
realist epistemology which she has explored in
Realist Social Theory: The Morphogenetic Approach
(1995). She has therefore contributed to the analy-
sis of agency and structure, where she has been
critical of the absence of any causal account of

structure in the work of Anthony Giddens. There
are broadly two versions of the notion of “struc-
ture.” The first, favored by Giddens, treats struc-
ture as generative rules and resources, and
emphasizes the voluntary nature of social action.
The second version defines structure as organized
patterns of social relationships that are causally
efficacious. Archer supports this second interpret-
ation, which incorporates the idea of the causal
priority of structure over agency, but she defends
the importance of the reflexivity of social actors in
Structure, Agency and the Internal Conversation (2003).
She has, with Jonathan Tritter, also brought her
perspective into the debate about rational choice
in Rational Choice Theory (2000).  BRYAN S. TURNER

Arendt, Hannah (1906-1975)

Born in Hanover, Germany, Arendt was, from 1967
until her death, a university professor of the
Graduate School at the New School for Social Re-
search in New York, and editor of Schocken Books
(1946-48). Arendt was one of the leading political
philosophers of her time and a critic of the social
sciences, whose language she found pretentious
and obfuscating. In an important debate with
David Riesman, starting in 1947, she argued that
sociology had failed to explain the unprecedented
rise of totalitarianism. Riesman countered that
Arendt exaggerated the capacities and competen-
cies of totalitarian leaders and their bureaucra-
cies, and that no adequate political theory could
be developed without an adequate sociological
theory of society. This debate was seminal in de-
fining the relationship between the concepts of
the social and the political.

Having completed her thesis on Love and St Au-
gustine (1929 [trans. 1996]) under the supervision
of Karl Jaspers (1883-1969), she escaped from Ger-
many to work with Zionist organizations in
France and eventually settled in the United States,
becoming a citizen in 1951. She became famous
initially for her work on The Origins of Totalitarian-
ism (1951). Although this work is clearly a contri-
bution to political theory, it has important
implications for sociologists, because she argued
that people in modern society are forced out of a
shared public life into a lonely, isolated, and inter-
ior existence. In their isolation, there are pres-
sures towards uniformity that undermine their
autonomy, and as a result they are psychologically
exposed to the totalitarian social forces of a mass
society. The clear distinction between private and
public life in the classical world has been confused
in modern times by the emergence of “the social.”
In contemporary society, people are connected
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together, but these common threads are, paradox-
ically, their private consumer desires. In a mass
society, the social becomes the basis of mass con-
formity and the ethical calling of the political
sinks into mundane petty politics.

Her most influential philosophical work was The
Human Condition (1958) in which she divided
human activities into labor, work, and action.
She argued that human life can only be meaning-
ful if people can engage effectively in the public
sphere. This view of politics and her critique of the
social were further expanded in On Revolution
(1963), Between Past and Future (1961), and Men in
Dark Times (1970). In her report on the trial of
Adolf Eichmann in 1961 in Eichmann in Jerusalem
(1963), she coined the expression “banality of evil”
to describe the impact of bureaucratic norms on
personal responsibility for the Holocaust. Her
essays on personal morality and collective respon-
sibility were edited as Responsibility and Judgement
(2003). BRYAN S. TURNER

Aron, Raymond (1905-1983)

AFrench journalist, political philosopher, and soci-
ologist, Raymond Aron studied at the Ecole Nor-
male Supérieure and spent some time in Cologne
and Berlin. He was Professor in Sociology at the
Sorbonne from 1954 until 1968. In 1970 he was
elected to a Chair at the College de France.
Amongst his many publications are German Soci-
ology (1935 [trans. 1957], Introduction to the Philoso-
phy of History (1938 [trans. 1961]), and two volumes
of Main Currents in Sociological Thought (1960, 1962
[trans. 1965, 1967]). He contributed to the study of
industrial society in Eighteen Lectures on Industrial
Society (1963), and to the sociology of war in Peace
and War; A Theory of International Relations (1961),
The Century of Total War (1951), and Clausewitz; Phil-
osopher of War (1976). He positioned himself in the
French liberal tradition, stretching back to Baron
Charles de Montesquieu and Alexis de Tocqueville.
Aron introduced Max Weber to French sociology
and political science. He was particularly sympa-
thetic towards Weber’s political stance and his
methodology of history. Aron insisted that the
positivist view was inapplicable to the analysis of
social phenomena. He took issue with the ten-
dency of Emile Durkheim and some Marxists to
embrace holism and to explain social processes
by a “prime mover.” For Aron, the search for a
single primary cause, whether it is economic or
cultural, does not do justice to the complexity of
social life. An opponent to Marxism, Aron insisted
that we should never abandon our aim for object-
ivity in the social sciences, even if it can never be
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obtained. He was highly critical of utopianism and
regarded Marxism as a dangerous route to totali-
tarianism. These views made him unpopular
amongst the generation of May, 1968, but he has
since been rehabilitated. Jon Elster and Raymond
Boudon worked under his supervision.

PATRICK BAERT

arts

The field of (the sociology of the arts) deals with
art works, forms, and genres in social, political,
and historical context. It has shifted, over the past
five decades, from a concern with the arts and
society, to a concern with the social shaping of
the arts, to, more recently, a focus on how the
arts may provide conditions for action and organ-
ization in various social milieux. In all of these
projects, notions of the autonomy of the arts, of
absolute artistic worth, and of the isolated genius
creator are replaced by considerations of arts
occupations, organizations, and institutions, by a
focus on material and technical resources, and by
studies of reception and use of the arts.

This empirical focus has distinguished arts soci-
ology since the mid-1970s from earlier theoretical
and philosophical approaches (most notably the
perspective of Theodor Wiesengrund Adorno)
that adopt an evaluative stance in relation to
styles, genres, or epochs within the arts. It is also
different from semiotic readings of art works char-
acteristic of scholarly research on the arts within
literature, and from art and music history, in that
it tends either to evade the question of meaning
or to explore that question through the responses
and actions of artistic consumers. Various surveys
of the field have detailed this shift, such as Vera L.
Zolberg’s Constructing a Sociology of the Arts (1990)
and, more recently, Victoria Alexander’s Sociology
of the Arts (2003).

During the 1980s, arts sociology centered on
three main foci - the production of culture or art
worlds perspective, a focus on taste-as-classifica-
tion, and the study of individual and collective
arts consumption.

Within the first area, Howard Becker’s Art
Worlds (1982), Janet Wolff’s Production of Art
(1981), and Richard A. Peterson’s edited collection
The Production of Culture helped set the agenda.
These works described perspectives for grounding
arts sociology, albeit at different levels, in empir-
ical research and drew it away from earlier models
of arts sociology, most prevalent in the classical
canon (for example, Max Weber’s essay on The
Rational Foundations of Music, 1958, or Pitrim Soro-
kin’s study of Social and Cultural Dynamics, 1937, in
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which he contrasted the vision of ideational with
sensate cultures). These contributions emphasized
abstract parallels between form or structure in art
works and social structures writ large. While the
concept of the art world drew upon Howard Beck-
er’s classic American Sociological Review article “Art
as Collective Action” (1974), and conceptualized
the arts in terms of networks and conventions,
the approach associated with the term produc-
tion of culture brings into relief institutional
arrangements and contextual factors that shape
individual art works, styles, and patterns of
distribution/reception.

The focus on the connection between taste in
and for the arts and social status has been most
closely associated with the work of Pierre Bour-
dieu, such as Distinction (1979 [trans. 1984]). In
Bourdieu’s vision, the arts function as signs of
social location and, owing to the various codes of
artistic appropriation associated with arts con-
sumption, as boundary tools. This perspective
has been developed through various studies of
arts patronage and cultural entrepreneurship, for
example by William Weber (Music and the Middle
Class, 1974) and Paul DiMaggio (“Cultural Entre-
preneurship in Nineteenth-Century Boston,” 1982,
in Media, Culture and Society), and criticized through
comparative and empirical studies of geographical
regions outside France, most notably in the
United States, where high socioeconomic status
has been associated with broad cultural and artis-
tic consumption (the “omnivore” concept) as op-
posed to a concern for exclusive distinction, as in
Richard A. Peterson and Albert Simkus’s work on
taste and social status (“How Musical Tastes
Mark Occupational Status,” 1992, in Cultivating
Differences).

Beginning in the late 1970s with, most notably,
work by members or associates of the Birmingham
Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies, focus
on the arts was used as a means for understanding
the social mechanisms of group membership and
identity formation. Here was one of the first expli-
cit attempts to focus on the links between the arts,
the meanings that the arts hold for their recipi-
ents (here conceived as consumers), and social
formation. Equally significantly, the focus on artis-
tic works or products dispensed with the high/
popular distinction in favor of eclectic, user-driven
classification systems, via, for example, the con-
cept of articulation first developed by Stuart Hall.
This perspective, illustrated in work by Paul
Willis and Simon Frith, and by Dick Hebdige’s
Subculture and the Meaning of Style (1979), bound
together anthropological attention to collective

representation, identity formation, and arts soci-
ology, whether focused on fashion, decoration, or
music consumption, in ways that have bequeathed
important methodological tools to more recent
work in arts sociology.

In the early 1990s, the call for a “return to
meaning” in arts sociology began, taking various
forms, from a concern with cultural structures,
cognition, repertoires, and new institutionalism,
to a focus on situated contentions of artistic
meaning and value.

More recently, work in sociology of the arts,
once somewhat marginal to the discipline of soci-
ology as a whole, has been linked to a range of
areas. In the work of Tia DeNora (After Adorno,
2003) and Antoine Hennion (“Taste as Perform-
ance,” 2001, in Theory, Culture and Society), music
has been explored as an exemplar for various
forms of identification work, from selfidentity to
emotional work. It has also been explored by Ron
Eyerman and Andrew Jamieson (Music and Social
Movements, 1998) as a social movement activity.
Depictions of the body in the plastic arts have
been examined in connection with gender politics
and sculpture, in particular high-profile public
works, and have been considered in relation to
the formation and stabilization of collective
memory and from the perspective of “technolo-
gies of memory” (Robin Wagner-Pacifici, “Memor-
ies in the Making,” 1996, in Qualitative Sociology).
New work, at the interstices of sociology and
social psychology, is emerging on aesthetic agency
and environmental aesthetics, in organizational
contexts and in the public sphere; and studies of
arts production and arts distribution technologies
have been linked to the historical and situated
formation of subjectivity. Boundaries between
“arts sociology,” other sociologies, and work in
cultural geography, community music therapy,
social psychology, philosophy, and work in the
arts and performing arts are continuing to blur,
in ways that decant the once specialist concern
with the arts into the realm of everyday life and
social institutions and bring to the fore a concern
with the aesthetic dimension in areas seemingly
far removed from the arts, traditionally conceived.

TIA DENORA

Asian-American studies

From their historical roots as one of the smallest
and most geographically concentrated racial
groups, massive international migration since
the passage of the Immigration Act of 1965 has
made Asian Americans the fastest-growing seg-
ment of the United States population. According
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to the US Census (2000), from 1960 to 2000 the
population of Asian Americans grew from fewer
than 1 million to over 10 million, raising their
share of the US population from less than 1 percent
to over 4 percent. While Chinese, Japanese, and
Filipinos made up the overwhelming share of the
Asian-American population before the 1960s,
the Asian-American population today is character-
ized by tremendous ethnic diversity, resulting
from massive migration from nearly all parts of
Asia. The ethnic diversity of Asian Americans has
been matched by their class diversity. While labor-
ers dominated the earliest waves of Asian immi-
gration before the 1920s, contemporary Asian
immigration has been characterized by significant
class diversity, including large numbers of highly
trained and educated professionals as well as un-
skilled workers, political refugees, and undocu-
mented immigrants who face severe economic
disadvantage and social marginalization. For the
Asian-American poor and the working class, the
prevailing “model minority” image that depicts
all Asian-Americans as economically successful
and highly educated functions to mask their
plight.

In addition to these social characteristics, Asian
Americans, as a racial term, represents one of the
most important and instructive lessons on Ameri-
can race relations and racial categorization. On
the one hand, as Michael Omi and Howard Winant
show in Racial Formations in the United States (1994),
the term Asian American highlights the dominant
role of the state in the creation of racial categor-
ies. Most notably, through successive federal legis-
lations and court decisions, the term Asian
American found its most politically powerful
meaning as an externally imposed legal category
to deny Asians from South and East Asia the right
to become citizens under the Naturalization Act
of 1790 that originally limited naturalized citizen-
ship only to “free whites.” The denial of natural-
ized citizenship was joined through various state
laws to exclude Asian Americans from ownership
ofland, to subject them to anti-miscegenation laws,
and to justify exclusion from immigration. This
de jure discrimination did not end until the civil
rights movement of the 1960s. On the other hand,
the term Asian American has served to organiz
internally the political activities and social life of
this group in powerful ways. In electoral politics,
as Yen Le Espiritu demonstrates in Asian American
Panethnicity (1992), the Asian-American banner
creates a much more potent political presence
than can be achieved through ethnic-specific
organizing. In this sense, Asian American has
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become a category of empowerment. In addition
to strategic deployment in politics, Asian Ameri-
can is increasingly becoming an important term
for explaining a wide range of social behaviors and
cultural formations, ranging from residential and
marriage patterns to literary and cultural produc-
tions that shape collective action and personal
identity. Perhaps the most important sociological
lesson of Asian American is to show that all racial
categories are socially constructed and their sig-
nificance and meaning are constantly undergoing
change and transformation. EDWARD PARK

Asiatic mode of production
- see Karl Marx.

assimilation
Originally developed by the Chicago School, as-
similation refers to the process by which outsiders
(especially migrants) give up their distinctive cul-
ture and adopt the cultural norms of the host
society. This was typically thought to occur among
second-generation migrants. There is no single
model of assimilation but the concept was closely
related to the “melting pot” metaphor used by
Robert Park in relation to the United States, an
anticipated result of which was a diminution of
ethnic and racial divisions. Although often
regarded as a “one-way” process, assimilation actu-
ally attempted to understand how heterogeneous
societies develop though the reciprocal cultural
interpenetration and adaptation of many different
groups. The end result would then be a society in
which a uniform cultural identity (for example
“the American”) would reflect the merging of di-
verse cultural and religious ingredients. Modern
forms of organization, including urbanization,
the market, mass culture, and universal educa-
tion, were driving assimilation. Later theories in
the 1960s developed more nuanced models.
Gunnar Myrdal emphasized the contrast between
American ideals of equality and the practice
of racial discrimination, which he hoped would
be overcome through the democratic political
process. Milton Gordon developed a model of
seven types of assimilation (cultural, structural,
marital, identificational, attitudinal, behavioral,
and civic) that need not always coincide. More
recently the theory has been criticized on many
grounds. These include failing to address struc-
tural racism, a deterministic and unilinear evolu-
tionary logic, the persistence of religious and
ethnic differences in modern societies, and exist-
ence of globalized transnational communities.
LARRY RAY
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associative democracy

The relationship between voluntary associations
and democracy is one of the most enduring issues
in social theory. While modernity is often defined
as the process which eliminates all intermediate
associations and affiliations between the individ-
ual and state or society, the actual unfolding of
modernization has been much more complicated
than this image implies. Rather, voluntary associ-
ations were the fundamental elements of the vi-
tality of democratic life without which modern
democratic states could not function. That this is
the case is the starting point of theories of “asso-
ciative democracy,” especially as put forward by
Paul Q. Hirst in Associative Democracy: New Forms of
Economic and Social Governance (1994) and Can Sec-
ondary Associations Enhance Democratic Governance?
(1995). Hirst argued that an associative democracy
model would address the recurring dilemmas of
social democratic models that rely on the state,
which create forms of dependency and pluralist
democratic models that rely on voluntary initia-
tives, which create individualism. That such theor-
ies were put forward clearly indicates that those
social theorists in the nineteenth century, notably
Emile Durkheim in The Division of Labor in Society
(1894 [trans. 1984]), who had foreseen the in-
creased polarization of democratic life between
the individual and the state, were indeed presci-
ent. Throughout the twentieth century, the rise of
the social welfare state and then its rapid re-
trenchment and withdrawal have illustrated these
intractable dilemmas of the right measure of
balance between individual and social responsibil-
ity. Those who argued for associative forms of
democracy highlighted the importance of volun-
tary associations and social groups in democratic
life, fostering both individual and social respon-
sibility. Others have argued more generally that,
without fostering an associative culture, demo-
cratic states would become increasingly domin-
ated by politics as professional expertise and the
society as professional administration. The possi-
bilities of associative democracy remain one of
the most vital and lively questions of social and
political theory. ENGIN ISIN

attitude

This concept has a long, if sometimes controver-
sial, history in sociological research. An attitude is
generally defined as a learned disposition or belief
that allows us to predict behavior. If, for example,
we discover that an individual holds a positive
attitude (learned disposition or belief) towards a
presidential candidate we should, all other things

being equal, be entitled to predict s/he will vote
(behavior) for that candidate. Research based on
assessments of people’s attitudes is sometimes
held in higher scientific esteem than other types
of survey research on the grounds that well-estab-
lished attitude scales are said to have a higher
level of validity and reliability than other types
of survey research instruments. Attitudes are usu-
ally understood to occur on several different
measurement continua, including those moving
from highly favorable to highly unfavorable;
stronger to weaker levels of intensity; and higher
to lower levels of resolution or stability. Hence, we
may hold a highly favorable attitude towards a
presidential candidate, more or less intensely. If
our attitude is less intense we may be less likely to
act on it than if it is more intense. Likewise we
may hold a highly favorable attitude towards a
presidential candidate, more or less resolutely.
This means that our attitude might be both highly
favorable and highly intense but also highly sub-
ject to change based on new evidence. Attitudes
that are held with high levels of intensity and
high levels of stability are said to be those that
offer the best grounds for predicting behavior.
DARIN WEINBERG

attitude scales
- see scales.

audience

While earlier forms of cultural studies focused on
textual analysis and the production of culture,
beginning in the 1960s a variety of individuals
associated with the Birmingham Centre for Con-
temporary Cultural Studies began paying close
attention to audience use of media, and the con-
cept of audience studies became a key part of
Cultural studies. The Birmingham group argued
for an active audience that was able to dissect
critically and make use of media material, argu-
ing against the media manipulation perspective.
Rooted in a classic article by Stuart Hall entitled
“Encoding/Decoding” (1980), British Cultural stud-
ies began studying how different groups read
television news and magazines, engaged in con-
sumption, and made use of a broad range of media.
In Everyday Television: Nationwide (1978), Charlotte
Brunsdon and David Morley studied how different
audiences consumed TV news; Ien Ang (Watching
Dallas, 1985) and Tamar Liebes and Elihu Katz
(A World Connected, 1990) investigated how varying
audiences in the Netherlands, Israel, and else-
where consumed and made use of the US TV series
Dallas; and John Fiske (Understanding Popular
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Culture, 1989; Power Plays, Power Works, 1993) wrote
a series of books celebrating the active audience
and consumer in a wide range of domains.

Some critics believed that audience studies
went too far in valorizing an active audience and
called for mediation between theories like those
of the Frankfurt School that posited that the
media were all-powerful instruments of manipu-
lation, and theories like those of Fiske that empha-
sized the autonomy of audiences and their power
of resistance. Since the mid-1980s, there has
been a proliferation of how different audiences
in various parts of the world use media according
to their gender, race and ethnicity, social class,
and ideology. In addition, media industries have
always been interested in audience studies, and
so the audience has entered the center of a wide
range of communication, cultural, and social
theories in the contemporary moment.

DOUGLAS KELLNER

audience research
- see audience.

Austro-Marxism

The term Austro-Marxism was coined before
World War I to describe a group of young Marxist
theorists in Vienna - the most prominent being
Max Adler, Otto Bauer, Rudolf Hilferding, and Karl
Renner. They expounded a form of Marxism that
was rigorous yet undogmatic and that (unlike the
revisionism of the German Social Democratic
Party) remained revolutionary. Most had been in-
volved in the Austrian socialist student movement
and remained politically active in the Austrian
Social Democratic Party. Their influence declined
after the annexation of Austria to Nazi Germany
in 1934, although neglect of their ideas underesti-
mates their significance for Marxist theory. Aus-
tro-Marxists were interested in the development
of Marxism as an empirical social science and
were influenced by other intellectual currents in
Vienna at the time, notably logical positivism and
neo-Kantianism. The specific ideas of the Austro-
Marxists are illustrated by the four major studies
undertaken by Adler on the philosophy of science,
Bauer on nationality and nationalism, Hilferding
on finance capitalism, and Renner on social func-
tions of law (see law and society). Much of Adler’s
work was devoted to the clarification of the theor-
etical foundations of Marxism and to its re-presen-
tation as an empirical social science. He drew on
both neo-Kantian and positivist philosophies to
claim that the Marxist concept of “socialized
humanity” was a conceptual a priori that made
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the investigation of causal regularity possible.
Adler’s view of Marxism as a sociological theory
was broadly shared by other Austro-Marxists and
in turn influenced the development of sociology
in Austria up to 1934. Over three decades Austro-
Marxists analyzed the profound changes in capit-
alism the most significant of which is character-
ized by Hilferding as Finance Capital (1910). This
work was concerned with problems of circulation
and capitalist production and addressed the
theory of money, growth of joint-stock companies,
monopoly capital, economic crises, and imperial-
ism. Hilferding argued that there had been a struc-
tural change in capitalism with the separation
of ownership from control in the joint-stock
company. This enabled small numbers of people
to acquire control over a large number of com-
panies in which a central role was played by the
credit system and banks (“finance capital”). But
technological progress makes ever-larger quan-
tities of capital necessary, so the volume of fixed
assets increases, the rate of profit falls and compe-
tition is curtailed through the formation of cartels
and monopolies. This in turn changes the role of
the state, which increasingly engages in conscious
rational organization of society. The aim of social-
ist politics is, then, not the abolition of the state
but the seizing of state power in order to bring
this rationalization and direction of social life to
fruition. However, a further aspect of this closer
relationship between state and cartels is the
emergence of imperialist politics, involving a
struggle over world markets and raw materials.
In this context, socialism will not arise from any
inevitable breakdown of capitalism but through
the political organization of working-class polit-
ical parties creating a rational economic system.
These ideas are reflected in Renner’s theory of the
relative autonomy of law and Bauer’s theory of
nationalism as the ideology of imperialism.
LARRY RAY

authoritarian personality

World War II was followed by the rapid develop-
ment of social scientific analyses of prejudice and
racism. One of the most influential but controver-
sial of these was The Authoritarian Personality (1950),
the result of research undertaken by Theodor
Adorno, Else Frenkel-Brunswick, Daniel Levinson,
and R. Nevitt Sanford as part of the Berkeley
Public Opinion Study and for the Institute of
Social Research, also known as the Frankfurt
School. The Authoritarian Personality used two psy-
chodynamic tests, the A (authoritarianism) and F
(fascism) scales, and was based on interviews with
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émigré Germans in the postwar United States. It
examined the connection between deep-rooted
personality traits and prejudice, and analyzed
the formation of the “potentially fascistic individ-
ual.” This authoritarian personality type displayed
characteristics of “authoritarian submission” -
disliked giving orders but had an uncritical atti-
tude towards idealized moral authorities of the in-
group; “authoritarian aggression” - a tendency to
seek out and condemn people who violate con-
ventional attitudes; anti-intraception - opposition
to imagination and creativity; superstition and
stereotyping - would believe in superstition
and think in rigid categories; power and tough-
ness - identification with powerful figures; cyni-
cism - generalized hostility and belief in
conspiracies; projectivity — projecting onto stig-
matized groups unconscious emotional impulses;
and preoccupation with sex and concern with
“goings-on.” This personality type will become
anxious and insecure when events upset their
previously existing worldview. The personality
type was associated particularly with (what the
authors saw as) the highly sexually repressed
lower middle class, a group that felt threatened
by both large corporations and socialism and was
predisposed to support authoritarian politics.
LARRY RAY

authoritarianism

The term authoritarianism indicates a political
regime in which government is distinguished by
high-level state power without legitimate, routine
intervention by the populace governed, for
example through binding procedures and prac-
tices of popular consent-formation, public opin-
ion, free speech, and government accountability.
Citizens’ appeal against the decisions of the ruler
is discouraged and, eventually, repressed by coer-
cive means. A wide array of nation-state societies
have historically been governed by such regimes.
Although authoritarian rule is usually deployed as
a shorthand for oppressive measures, it can also
(but not wholly without coercion at some point)
feature as paternalistic benevolence. Authoritar-
ian rulers hold themselves responsible (but not
accountable) for the ruled subjects’ well-being
and may enforce strict conformity “for the subjects’
own good.”

In the political sociology of Max Weber, the
term also occurs in the characterization of
the transition between authority systems in the
West. Traditional differs from modern (that is ra-
tional-legal) authority in that, by character, law in
the authoritarian regime is particularistic, both

formal and substantive inequality before the
law exist, and the ultimate purpose of law as
coherent body is not well elaborated. According
to Weber’s differentiation of ideal-typical regime-
type activity, non-authoritarian regimes are char-
acterized by adjudication (highly rationalized law)
rather than administration. They emphasize
rights, including social rights, and political au-
thority is impersonal and impartial, with sover-
eigns serving citizens to maintain and develop
their rights.

In comparative-historical method and macro-
sociology, the authoritarian regime-type is com-
monly differentiated from totalitarian and
democratic systems. Whereas there is wide con-
sensus over the general distinction between demo-
cratic regimes on one hand and authoritarian and
totalitarian on the other, there is much disagree-
ment over the difference between authoritarian
and totalitarian regimes in history. There are two
camps, one arguing that totalitarianism is a more
extreme form of authoritarianism, and a second
arguing a categorical difference between the two.
The regime-type distinction became particularly
important in a practical sense to international
relations during and following the Cold War
period, because it allowed governments to argue
it would be ethically unproblematic for them to
interact with authoritarian nations charged with
human-rights violations, because these nation-
states would be capable of political reform and
therefore should not be isolated - unlike totalitar-
ian ones. Authoritarian and totalitarian regimes
are usually compared with regard to their degree
of subordination of their political subjects’ lives.
The full control of the citizenry and the enforce-
ment by terror under both fascism and Stalinism
are two well-documented examples of totalitarian
regimes in the twentieth century. One outstand-
ing analysis of the parallels of these two regimes
was delivered by Hannah Arendt in The Origins of
Totalitarianism (1951), in which she emphasized
that totalitarian ideologies are marked by the pur-
poseful, radical liquidation of any freedom,
thereby denying any space for action and thought,
as well as aiming at changing human nature.
Another defining criterion is the extent to which
regimes are revolutionary or conservative -
authoritarian regimes are argued to be the latter,
while totalitarian regimes are said to transform
the basic structure of society. ANN VOGEL

authority
The concept of authority has a long and rich his-
tory within western political philosophy, where it
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has been often coupled and contrasted with lib-
erty and other significant concepts. It has not had
the same resonance within sociology, where it
often appears in the same context as the power
concept. The relationship between the two con-
cepts, however, is construed in rather different
ways.

Sometimes authority is categorically contrasted
with power. For instance, Robert Nisbet, in his
influential work The Sociological Tradition (1967),
has argued that, with the advent of modernity,
the power phenomenon has displaced authority.
This displacement has happened in a particularly
dramatic manner in the course of the second
of the “twin revolutions” - the industrial one
with its main site in England, and the political
one breaking through in France. Much in the
sociological tradition, he suggests, constitutes a
critical reflection on the power phenomenon, and
compares it unfavorably with “authority.” The
latter was a very significant aspect of pre-modern
European society, where it was enmeshed in, and
structured, magnified, justified, and bounded by,
such forces as religion, the family, law, and trad-
ition. Power, instead, de-coupled itself from these
phenomena, and sought to control and modify
society through sheer, factual force, first and
most signally exhibited in all its brutality in the
“terror” phase of the French Revolution.

The nostalgia for the premodern order which
Nisbet considers intrinsic to the whole socio-
logical tradition expressed itself also in its rever-
ence for authority. This is much in evidence in the
response of Edmund Burke (1729-97) to the revo-
lutionary events themselves, in the proto-soci-
ology of French Restoration thinkers, and later in
Alexis de Tocqueville’s worried reflections on the
penchant of democratic societies for a new form
of despotism. Among later social theorists, Nisbet
emphasized Emile Durkheim’s hankering for au-
thority, especially in the form of laws and other
public arrangements which would restrain the
ruthless greed of the over-individualized, atom-
ized members of modern society.

In these conceptualizations, authority is charac-
terized by the sense that it speaks from above
individuals, with a voice at the same time forbid-
ding and benevolent, whose commands evoke re-
spect and create in their addressees a sense of
obligation. But if here authority is contrasted
with power, other sociological renderings of the
concept juxtapose it to power. For instance, in
the context of recurrent arguments about the re-
spective conceptual provinces of power, force, co-
ercion, influence, manipulation, and authority,
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the latter is sometimes seen as exemplified by
the phenomenon banally characterized as
“doctor’s orders.” Here, authority typically seeks
to induce subjects to actions they would not
engage in on their own, but does so because it is
grounded on another subject’s superior know-
ledge of the circumstances and expresses its con-
cern with the interests of the former subjects. The
benevolence component of the first understand-
ing is strongly stressed. To simplify these complex
conceptual relations, we might say that a further
use of “authority” subordinates it conceptually to
“power.”

This variant needs closer reflection, because it
has lent itself to much elaboration by social theor-
ists. Let us begin with Max Weber’s concept of
power (Macht) which sees power present, within a
social relationship, if and to the extent that one
party to it is in a position to realize its own inte-
rests, even against the (actual or virtual) oppos-
ition of the other party. Weber himself remarks
on certain liabilities of this understanding of
power, such as the fact that it can be applied to
relations of no great significance, and that within
a given relation “power” so understood may easily
shift from one party to the other, and then vice
versa, as the issues vary. Given this difficulty, it
is preferable, in sociological discourse, to make
use chiefly of a concept narrower than power,
characterizing situations where power asymmet-
ries are particularly marked, and affect and
structure larger and relatively durable contexts
of interaction. This may happen, in particular,
when power is “legitimate.”

For legitimate power, Weber proposes the con-
cept Herrschaft. This term means literally “lord-
ship,” but it has seemed appropriate, to the
English translators of Weber, to employ a diffe-
rent expression. One of the alternative translations
proposed, besides “rule,” “rulership,” and “domin-
ation,” is “authority.” In this capacity, that is in its
conceptualization as “legitimate power,” author-
ity has acquired much currency in English socio-
logical discourse. It was put forward in 1947 as the
translation of Herrschaft by Talcott Parsons and A.
M. Henderson in The Theory of Social and Economic
Organization, their edition in English of the first
part of Weber’s Economy and Society (1922 [trans.
1968|), which for about two decades held sway
in the English-speaking world. Furthermore, even
the later, complete, and much better edition of
Economy and Society by Guenther Roth and Claus
Wittich (1968), while making some use of an alter-
native version of Herrschaft (domination) con-
tinued to use “authority” in rendering Weber’s
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final statement of his typology of Herrschaft —
widely recognized as one of his most significant
contributions to sociology and political science.
What follows refers chiefly to that typology.

First, what does “legitimacy” mean? According
to Weber, it constitutes a significant qualification
of a relationship where commands are routinely
issued which evoke obedience. They can do so,
however, on rather different grounds: because
the addressees of commands are totally accus-
tomed to automatic, unreflected submission; as a
result of those addressees’ calculation of the re-
spective probabilities and effects of obedience
versus non-obedience; finally, because the address-
ees sense that, as moral beings, they owe obedience
to those commands, that these ought to be obeyed
because they have been duly issued by people
entitled to issue them.

In this last case, commands can be said to be
legitimate. This entails that they are more willingly
andreliably obeyed, that sanctions (see norm[s]) for
disobedience are less likely to be called for, that
the whole relationship - while remaining, at
bottom, a relationship of power - is rendered
more stable, durable, wide-ranging, and effective.

These advantages of authority, that is of power
endowed with legitimacy, have long been recog-
nized - for instance, in a statement from Jean-
Jacques Rousseau (1712-78) in his Social Contract
(1762): “the strongest person is never sufficiently
strong to be always master unless he converts his
strength into right, and obedience into duty.”
Weber imparts an original twist to this generaliza-
tion. If a power relationship turns into one of
authority insofar as it is grounded on an argu-
ment, however implicit, to the effect that those
in power are entitled to issue commands, and
those receiving commands are duty-bound to
obey, then one may differentiate the various types
of authority by referring to the contents of that
implicit argument.

Weber then argues that, at a high level of ab-
straction, where the whole range of historical
reality can be encompassed conceptually by few
ideal-typical constructs, that argument has always
had one or the other of three contents, each
characterizing a distinctive kind of authority.

Traditional authority. This rests on reverence for
the past, on the assumption that what has always
been the case is sacred and deserves to persist.
Thus, what makes a command rightful is the
extent to which it echoes previous, time-hallowed
commands; the rightful power holder is the de-
scendant of a former power holder (typically, a
patriarch); the appropriate sentiment towards

him of those subject to his power is that of filial
devotion; and so on.

Charismatic authority. Here, the commands are
issued by a person to whom transcendent forces
have imparted a “gift of grace,” enabling that
person to perform extraordinary feats that bear
witness to the power of those forces and benefit
those who follow the person in question. These
feats may be victories obtained through unpreced-
ented military action and leading to wide-ranging
conquest and much booty; or the proclamation of
new beliefs and values, opening up novel under-
standings of the meaning of existence and
avenues to after-worldly salvation. Accordingly,
those commands are intrinsically innovative,
break with tradition instead of reasserting it,
and are to be obeyed because they express the
unchallengeable will of the person in question.

Legal authority. Here, single commands consti-
tute correct instantiations of rules of lesser or
greater generality, valid in turn because they
have been formed and enacted according to cer-
tain procedural rules. These establish which indi-
viduals are entitled to issue which commands in
which circumstances, and thus constrain the
impact of the personal interests of those individ-
uals on the content of the commands. In turn,
obedience does not express the personal subjec-
tion of those practicing it to those issuing the
commands, but constitutes, however implicitly,
the dutiful observance of an entire system of rules
which justifies and orients those commands.

What Weber thus typifies are at bottom cultural
realities, sets of understandings, and justificati-
ons which can be, and sometimes actually are,
advanced in the context of discourses. On this
account, his typology has sometimes been inter-
preted idealistically, as if in Weber’s mind the
nature of its legitimacy determined all significant
features of an authority relation.

This is not an acceptable interpretation. As we
have seen, the reference to legitimacy serves to
differentiate conceptually a phenomenon which
presents aspects of a very material nature, in
particular those relating to the exercise or the
threat of violence as the ultimate sanction of
commands, or the arrangements made to provide
those in command with material resources. Fur-
thermore, legitimacy itself often emerges, in one
configuration or another, only over time, as a by-
product of those or other material aspects of the
authority relationship. Figuratively, one might
say that authority develops as naked power,
over time, clothes itself in legitimacy — a develop-
ment that in turn has considerable consequences
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for the nature and the effects of those very
aspects.

For instance, the extraction from the economy
of resources to be made available to those in a
position of power, can be facilitated by the emer-
gence and the consolidation of a feeling, within
the collectivity, that the commands through
which such extraction is carried out appeal to
the dutiful submission of subordinates to their
legitimate superiors. Furthermore, the extraction
process will vary in its forms, tempo, intensity,
predictability, according to the nature of the legit-
imacy vested in those superiors. Those features of
it will in turn have distinctive effects on other
aspects, both of the authority relation and of
social life in general.

In fact, Weber’s typology of authority, while
privileging the varying nature of the legitimacy
as a way of partitioning conceptually that phe-
nomenon, subsumes under the resulting parti-
tions a whole range of further components, such
as the arrangements for the judicial settlement of
disputes and punishment of crime, the typical
ways in which those in authority present and rep-
resent themselves and those subject to their com-
mands, and above all the arrangements made for
administration.

In other terms, some of the most significant
concepts produced by Weber’s thinking about pol-
itics, such as those of patriarchalism, patrimonial-
ism, feudalism, administration by notables, or
bureaucracy, are framed within his typology of
authority, and are among his most important leg-
acies. They convey the expressly sociological
nature of that thinking, for in his judgment other
approaches to the concept of authority, particu-
larly philosophical and juridical ones, had not
paid sufficient attention to the day-to-day aspect
of authority, such as administration itself. It
seemed very important, to him, to create typolo-
gies of the ways in which administrators are re-
cruited, trained, instructed, deployed, monitored,
controlled, or rewarded, as well as the “strategies
of independence” vis-a-vis the rest of the polity
which these very arrangements made possible for
the administrators themselves. In this manner
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Weber’s treatment of authority and its variants
opens itself to a consideration of the dynamics of
the whole authority phenomenon.

GIANFRANCO POGGI

automation

This concept indicates machinery-driven processes
of production in which human intervention is
intentionally minimized to ensure predictable
and standardized outcomes. Automation can
refer to linkages between different machine
devices (robot machine tools) to produce a con-
tinuous intervention-free flow of production, to
automatic control over production, or to the full
computerization of production.

Historically, automation has been associated
with assembly-line production and Taylorism but
it is not exclusive to the economies of scale and
mass production connected to Fordism (see post-
Fordism). The post-Fordist era of capitalism is char-
acterized by a refinement of automated processes
in the area of assembly-line and off-line assembly
production. Automation can be part of the inte-
gration, via the computerization of the total pro-
duction chain, that also reaches into areas of
distribution. As a result of the historical develop-
ment of the automobile industry, and later of a
broad range of consumer goods industries, auto-
mation is mainly associated with manufacturing,
but in the service sector of the economy it can also
be observed in the form of technologies and
ideologies that are deployed to minimize human
intervention.

Automation is a key phenomenon in industrial
sociology because it not only affects relations be-
tween workers and their production tools, and
thus the intrinsic meaning of human work, but
also influences social relations in work organiza-
tions and thus participation in the production
process. Automation has been an empirical refe-
rent in sociological theory with respect to such
prominent themes as alienation, deskilling, and
the labor process. ANN VOGEL

autopoiesis
- see Niklas Luhmann.



Bales, Robert Freed (1916-2004)

An important figure in the growth of the study
of group dynamics, Bales received his PhD from
Harvard University, becoming Harvard Professor
of Social Relations (1945-86). He spent the entirety
of his academic career at that institution.

During the 1950s and 1960s when the study of
small groups was at its height, Bales was a major
figure in exploring the dynamics of group life. His
1950 book, Interaction Process Analysis: A Method for
the Study of Small Groups, is considered a classic
work, particularly in its development of a twelve-
category coding scheme for direct observation and
coding of verbal statements and nonverbal acts in
both natural and laboratory groups. This method
permitted social psychologists to explore system-
atically behavior in collective settings.

Bales was a close associate of the Harvard social
theorist Talcott Parsons, and was one of the con-
tributors to Parsons’s project for the development
of a general theory of social action. Consistent
with the interests of many of his Harvard col-
leagues, Bales maintained a lively involvement in
psychoanalysis, a theory that affected both his
research and his teaching.

Later in Bales’s career, he extended the
model of interaction process analysis into a three-
dimensional coding system, eventually termed
SYMLOG (SYstem for the Multiple Level Observa-
tion of Groups). Towards the end of his career, Bales
became more involved in consulting, applying
his models of group life to social problems,
and eventually created a consulting group for his
SYMLOG system.

Bales may have been particularly well known
for the self-analytic group course that he ran at
Harvard for over a quarter-century, which became
a model for similar courses throughout the United
States. In these courses, students were trained
to analyze their own group communication,
while simultaneously learning theories of group
dynamics. These groups also served as a training
tool for graduate students under Bales’s direction.

GARY ALAN FINE AND KENT SANDSTROM

Barthes, Roland (1915-1980)

Widely hailed as one of the most important
French intellectuals of the postwar years, Roland
Barthes’s semiological approach to the study of
society sought to demonstrate how cultural pro-
duction reproduces itself through the signs it
creates (see cultural reproduction). We live in a
world pulsating with signs; and each sign in the
system of cultural production has meaning,
according to Barthes, only by virtue of its differ-
ence from other signs. In elaborating this semio-
logical vision of society, Barthes drew from an
eclectic range of theorists, including Ferdinand
de Saussure, Roman Jakobson, Emile Benveniste,
Mikhail Bakhtin, and Jacques Lacan. His entire
theoretical edifice (less a coherent system than a
kind of ongoing conceptual crossreferencing)
sought to decode the signs our society generates.

Barthes made two principal contributions to
sociological categories of analysis. First, in Writing
Degree Zero (1953), he inverted Saussure’s claim
that linguistics is part of the broader discipline
of semiotics, through demonstrating that the
field of signs is, in fact, part of the more general
domain of linguistics; the language of signs, says
Barthes, always overflows with meaning, exhausts
itself. Second, in Mythologies (1957), he demon-
strated how cultural production is always veiled
by its signifiers, through penetrating readings of,
for instance, wrestling, the Tour de France, as well
as a celebrated cover of Paris-Match.

Among his other works are Elements of Semiology
(1965), The Fashion System (1967), Roland Barthes by
Roland Barthes (1977), Empire of Signs (1983), and The
Pleasure of the Text (1990). ANTHONY ELLIOTT

base/superstructure
- see ideology.

Baudrillard, Jean (1929-)

Currently Professor of the Philosophy of Culture
and Media, European Graduate School, Saas-Fée,
Switzerland, Baudrillard taught at the University
of Nanterre, Paris, between 1966 and 1987. He is
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Bauman, Zygmunt (1925-)

de Beauvoir, Simone (1908-19806)

closely associated with postmodernism. He moved
from an early political involvement with Marxism
and the situationists to focus on symbolic forms of
exchange in The Object System (1968). His work on
simulation argued that consumer culture is dom-
inated by hyperreality and the cultural elevation
of irony and fatality in The Mirror of Production
(1973), Simulacra and Simulation (1994), and America
(1989). The notion of intrinsic value that was the
inspiration of radicalism was portrayed as defunct
and the conventional distinction between reality
and illusion was compromised. He held that there
are no historical agents capable of transforming
history. Consumption and sign value were por-
trayed as replacing production and use value.
Baudrillard’s fascination with the United States
reflected his assessment of it as the most fully
developed consumer culture in the world in
America.

Reception of his work was assisted by globaliza-
tion, the internet, and deregulation. Each pro-
vided metaphors for the virtual universe that
Baudrillard’s theoretical work postulated. His
theory of simulation renewed the specter of Ad-
Mass world produced by mass society theory in
the 1950s and 1960s. But it dehumanized the
notions of control and manipulation by proposing
that no social formation is capable of authorita-
tive engagement with simulation.

His work was important for exposing the dogma
of many fossilized positions in social theory be-
tween the 1970s and 1990s. However, his epigram-
matic style and provocative theses are subject to
the law of diminishing returns. Analytically, his
thought is best seen as a colorful contribution to
the renewal of the sociology of fate. CHRIS ROJEK

Bauman, Zygmunt (1925-)

Born in Poland and educated in the Soviet Union,
Bauman held academic posts in various countries
(including Poland, Israel, and Australia) before
taking up the chair of sociology at the University
of Leeds — where he is now Emeritus Professor. A
leader of the cultural turn in sociology as far back
as the 1970s, his first book in English, Between Class
and Elite (1972), took the British labor movement as
its field of investigation. In following years, in
books such as Culture as Praxis (1973), Socialism:
The Active Utopia (1976), and Memories of Class
(1982), he established himself as an erudite
analyst of the connections between social class
and culture. His master work, Modernity and the
Holocaust (1989), is a dark, dramatic study of
Enlightenment reason and its possible deathly con-
sequences. Auschwitz, in Bauman’s view, was a
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result of the “civilizing” mission of modernity;
the Final Solution was not a dysfunction of
Enlightenment rationality but its shocking
product.

Various intellectual spinoffs followed, includ-
ing Modernity and Ambivalence (1991), Life in Frag-
ments (1995), Liquid Modernity (2000), and Wasted
Lives (2004). In these books, Bauman moved from
a concern with the historical fortunes of the Jews
in conditions of modernity to an analysis of the
complex ways in which postmodern culture in-
creasingly cultivates us all as outsiders, others,
or strangers. As a result of this provocative
critique, Bauman’s sociology on the traumas of
contemporary life has become renowned.

ANTHONY ELLIOTT

de Beauvoir, Simone (1908-1986)
Born in Paris, the elder of two daughters of bour-
geois parents, de Beauvoir’s intellectual abilities
were apparent from an early age; the loss of her
family’s secure economic status allowed her to
follow a career as a secondary-school teacher of
philosophy. This radical departure from bourgeois
convention was accompanied by de Beauvoir’s long
partnership with Jean-Paul Sartre, documented in
the four volumes of de Beauvoir’s autobiography
(Memoirs of a Dutiful Daughter, 1958; The Prime of Life,
1960; Force of Circumstance, 1963; and All Said and
Done, 1972). De Beauvoir worked with Sartre on
the articulation of the philosophical movement
which was to become known as existentialism;
de Beauvoir, in her essays Pyrrhus and Cineas
(1944) and The Ethics of Ambiguity (1948), discussed
the implications for individuals of existential
tenets. The same theme informed de Beauvoir’s
first published novel (She Came to Stay, 1943).
These works, in which philosophical ideas are
illustrated through literature, were overshadowed
by the publication, in 1949, of The Second Sex, the
work for which de Beauvoir became world-famous.
The study developed out of de Beauvoir’s previous
preoccupations, in particular the status of the
other in human relationships. For de Beauvoir,
women are the other in all aspects of social life;
men are the norm of human existence and women
are judged in terms of how they are not men. The
most famous dictum of The Second Sex is “women
are made and not born.” This comment opened
numerous theoretical possibilities for the study of
gender differences, from ideas about sexual so-
cialization to the thesis of Judith Butler about
the “performance” of gender. But this specifically
feminist interest in de Beauvoir’s work was to
emerge some years after the initial publication
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of The Second Sex; it was second-wave feminism
that encouraged a rethinking of de Beauvoir’s
work. Throughout the decades following the
publication of The Second Sex, de Beauvoir con-
tinued to publish novels (the best-known of which,
The Mandarins, won the Prix Goncourt in 1955),
volumes of autobiography, and a lengthy study
of old age.

From the end of World War II, de Beauvoir had
taken a prominent part in left-wing politics in
France and was a vehement critic of French policy
in Algeria and that of the United States in Viet-
nam. In the last two decades of her life, as a
younger generation of readers discovered her
work, she became closely associated with feminist
campaigns (especially around issues of reproduct-
ive rights) but consistently rejected the position of
other French feminists on the essential difference
of male and female thinking and language. Al-
though the concept of the binary difference of
male and female was central to de Beauvoir’s
work, she remained consistent in the view that
the process of the accumulation of knowledge
was not gendered. Nevertheless, a recurrent
theme in her work is that of loss, a theme she
elaborated in her account of the death of her
mother (A Very Easy Death) and the short stories
published under the collective title A Woman Des-
troyed. De Beauvoir increasingly identified with
feminism in the last years of her life, and she
retains iconic stature as a person who chose, en-
tirely self-consciously, to devote herself to
intellectual life and, in so doing, helped to shape
our understanding, and the politics, of gender
difference. MARY EVANS

Beck, Ulrich (1944-)

Professor of Sociology at the University of Munich,
Beck is famous for developing the notion of risk
society and reflexive modernization in his Risk
Society. Towards a New Modernity (1986 [trans.
1992]). His argument is that late modernity in-
creases uncertainty, hazard, and risk. The result
is a new type of society involving reflection, expert
opinion, knowledge systems, and internal cri-
tique. Beck has criticized mainstream sociology
for retaining an implicitly utopian or at least
optimistic view of modernization without exam-
ining its unintended, negative consequences. In
his Ecological Politics in an Age of Risk (1995), he
applied this approach to the problems of environ-
mental pollution and green politics. In his more
recent work, he has more closely associated his
analysis of risk to theories of globalization in The
Reinvention of Politics. Rethinking Modernity in the Age

of Global Social Order (1997) and World Risk Society
(1999). Although Beck is now specifically identi-
fied with the debate about risk and environmental
politics, his theory of individualization examines
the breakdown and fragmentation of the institu-
tions that were integral to industrial capitalism,
such as the family and love, in The Normal Chaos
of Love (Beck and Elisabeth Beck-Gernsheim, 1990
[trans. 1995]). Individualization should not be
confused with neo-liberal individualism but with
the “disembedding” of individuals from social
structures. Individual identities are no longer de-
fined by the secure structures of social class,
social status, family, and neighborhood. This per-
spective is applied to a variety of social phenom-
ena in Beck and Beck-Gernsheim, Individualization
(2002). In his most recent work, he has considered
the possibility of cosmopolitanism in relation to
globalization. BRYAN S. TURNER

Becker, Howard S. (1928-)

Becker’s work has spanned symbolic interaction-
ism, deviance, sociology of the arts, occupations,
education, medical work, and the techniques of
writing. Perhaps most popularly known for his
work on deviance in Outsiders (1963), Becker’s
studies were conducted at the University of Chi-
cago where, taught by Everett Hughes (1897-
1983), he was part of the second generation of
the Chicago School. Taking inspiration from
Georg Simmel, as well as Robert E. Park and
Hughes, Becker’s perspective treats social life as
the result of the work people do. This focus deals
with learning, cooperation, and convention.

In his article “On Becoming a Marijuana User”
(1953, American Journal of Sociology), Becker pushed
this approach into the study of embodied percep-
tion, emphasizing the role that learning plays
in structuring the psychosomatic experience of
a drug’s effects and perceived value. His 1982
work, Art Worlds, tapped his own experience as a
jazz pianist and applied the focus on collective
action to the making and valuing of artistic prod-
ucts, proposing artworks and their reputations as
the outcome of networks of personnel, conven-
tions, organizational patterns of distribution,
funding and consumption, materials and tech-
nologies. In emphasizing this middle level of
social organization — networks — Art Worlds inaug-
urated a new mode of inquiry in arts sociology
and simultaneously provided a model for how to
investigate creative work in other areas such as
science. In these respects Becker’s work has affin-
ities with Bruno Latour’s work on science, such as
Science in Action (1987). TIA DENORA
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Bell, Daniel (1919-)

behaviorism

An explanation of behavior, this perspective goes
back at least to René Descartes (1596-1650),
for whom animals were machines responding
automatically to pleasurable or painful stimuli.
Similarly, David Hartley (1705-57) noted, in Obser-
vations on Man (1749), that “the fingers of young
children bend upon almost every impression made
upon the palm of the hand, this performing the act
of grasping, in the original automatic manner.” In
the modern era, behaviorism is classically associ-
ated with Ivan Pavlov’s (1849-1936) dogs salivating
at the sound of a bell. They are responding, ma-
chine-like, to a stimulus associated with food.

This view of behaviorism has been challenged.
Burrhus Frederic Skinner (1904-90), the psycholo-
gist most associated with behaviorism, argued that
the study of observed behavior needed to penetrate
beyond mere reflexes. A person is a “locus,” a point
at which biological and environmental conditions
combine to produce a behavioral effect. Factors
within the organism (including, most importantly,
learning processes) combine with environmental
stimuli to generate behavior.

George Herbert Mead (1863-1931) is usually
considered the prime social behaviorist. He
insisted on recognizing social interactions and
the distinctive mental and linguistic capacities of
humans. Language and gestures within a social
group intervene between stimulus and response,
interaction making human identity.

Behaviorism has therefore moved beyond a
simple stimulus-response model to include lear-
ning behaviors, interaction, and internal behav-
ioral propensities. It remains, however, an
example of empiricism, resisting theories seen as
speculative and insufficiently based on evidence.
For these reasons, it resists theories of the self (for
example, those of Sigmund Freud) which argue for
underlying, but not directly experienced, struc-
tures to human nature. Similarly, behaviorism
underplays the influence of social structure and
power on individual behavior. PETER DICKENS

Bell, Daniel (1919-)

Bell’s extensive body of work has made a major
contribution to many areas of sociological in-
quiry, including social change and modernity,
the evolution of capitalism, and the dynamics
and conflicts within western culture. Born in
New York, he is a graduate of City College, and
became a prominent Harvard academic and social
commentator. He is probably best known as a
theorist of postindustrial society, and as someone

34

who anticipated many contemporary economic
and cultural trends associated with postmodern-
ism. His best-known works are The End of Ideology
(1960), The Coming of Post-Industrial Society (1973),
and The Cultural Contradictions of Capitalism (1976).

The End of Ideology advanced the notion that a
historical epoch dominated by grand ideological
conflict had come to an end as a result of the
successes of western democratic politics and capi-
talism. This reflected an epoch of optimistic confi-
dence that seemingly intractable conflicts that
had dominated the nineteenth and much of the
twentieth century could and had been overcome.
Neither Karl Marx’s prognosis of endemic class
conflict (see social class) nor Max Weber’s discus-
sion of the iron cage of rationalized bureaucratic
domination had come about.

Criticized for complacency and exclusion of
Third World perspectives, Bell responded to the
social changes and upheavals of the late 1960s
and early 1970s with two more critical contribu-
tions to sociological analysis. In The Coming of
Post-Industrial Society, subtitled A Venture in Social
Forecasting, he diagnosed a shift from an industri-
ally based to an information-driven, service-
oriented postindustrial society. This elevated the
role of knowledge and knowledge-holders as new
and dominant elements within structures of
power and social stratification. Professionals
rather than entrepreneurs occupied the key pos-
itions in the new social order. This argument
marked an early and influential statement of
what became known as new class theory. Bell did
not invent the idea of postindustrial society,
which had been around throughout the twentieth
century; rather he gave this concept a greater
focus and analytical rigor. Similarly, his emphasis
on knowledge and social structure, while drawing
on earlier thinkers like C.-H. Saint-Simon and
Weber, was less speculative and better grounded
in empirical complexities than that of his
predecessors.

The newly emerging postindustrial structure,
investigated further by Bell in The Cultural Contra-
dictions of Capitalism, pursued the theme of the
evolving social structure and cultural formations
of western nations. A key idea here was that of a
profound cultural cleavage between the realms of
production and consumption. While the former
depended on the work ethic and deferred gratifi-
cation, the latter elevated hedonism and personal
fulfillment as the overriding values. This argu-
ment disputed the contention, associated with
Talcott Parsons, that western social systems could
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be integrated around a relatively stable set of
normative frameworks. For Bell, by contrast, the
moral foundations of capitalism would remain
shaky and uncertain. In this way, Bell anticipated
certain postmodern arguments against the unitary
nature of social order. ROBERT HOLTON

bell curve
- see intelligence.

Bellah, Robert N. (1927-)

Elliott Professor of Sociology Emeritus at the Uni-
versity of California, Berkeley, and born in Los
Angeles, Bellah attended undergraduate and
graduate school at Harvard University, receiving
his PhD in Sociology in 1955. He taught at Harvard
in 1957-67, moving thereafter to his position at
Berkeley.

Bellah’s work has centered on the sociology
of religion and cultural sociology. His earliest
book, Tokugawa Religion (1955), explored Japanese
religion in a comparative framework. In Beyond
Belief (1970), he wrote on a variety of religious
traditions, viewing religion not as an objective
set of timeless truths, but as an attempt to find
meaning in the modern world. In The Broken Coven-
ant (1975), a very controversial work, Bellah
discussed the idea of civic religion in the United
States. He argued that abstract but shared
religious values give American ideas such as
the republic and liberty a sacred dimension.
Critics accused him of collapsing the distinction
between religion and politics, a criticism rejected
by Bellah.

Bellah has continued his concern with the
moral life of Americans in his recent works, Habits
of the Heart (1985) and The Good Society (1991), both
written with Richard Madsen, William Sullivan,
Ann Swidler, and Steven Tipton. Bellah finds that
American democratic institutions are threatened
by a powerful and widespread belief that self-
interest and self-expression are the essence of free-
dom. He thinks that Americans have difficulty
grasping the interdependency of the contem-
porary world and the complexity of many of their
basic values, including the meaning of success,
freedom, and justice. Bellah states that many
Americans have trouble conceptualizing and ac-
ting on these issues because they assume that
individuals are isolated from their social and
cultural contexts. For Bellah, this is a fiction.
Most Americans are profoundly involved in social
relationships that entail community and caring,
yet they lack a language that articulates the
richness of their commitments to one another.

Bellah states that Americans lack such insight
into their communal obligations and experience
because they have privileged their individualistic
cultural beliefs over other aspects of their cultural
life and traditions. Yet these communal themes
run deep in American history. He labels these
communal traditions republicanism - which ad-
vocates a society based on political equality and
participatory self-government - and the biblical
tradition — which posits a good society as a com-
munity in which a genuinely ethical and spiritual
life can be lived. Bellah calls for a resurrection and
rethinking of the biblical and republican trad-
itions, which he sees manifested in Americans’
desire for meaningful work, their wish to make a
difference in the world, and their devotion to
family and friends which often overshadows their
commitments to work. For Bellah, these traditions
represent an ideal of a community of participatory
individuals who have strong ethical bonds with
one another. American institutions, from work to
government, must change so that people do not
view them as hindrances to self-development. Indi-
viduals must be able to grasp the interconnection
of personal and public welfare, so that they can
actively participate in shaping their lives.

KENNETH H. TUCKER

Bendix, Reinhard (1916-1991)

A German-born sociologist who emigrated to the
United States in 1938, Bendix taught at the Uni-
versity of Chicago from 1943 to 1946, and then,
following a short stint at Colorado, at Berkeley.

Bendix’s work on political theory and historical
and comparative sociology fused theoretical depth
with expansive empirical detail. He wrote three
major historical-comparative books: Work and Au-
thority in Industry (1956), which examined the role
of bureaucracy; Nation Building and Citizenship
(1964), which followed T. H. Marshall’s arguments
concerning working-class incorporation into
modern society; and Kings and People (1978), which
expanded on Weber’s famous distinction between
feudal and patrimonial authority. He was, how-
ever, most well known for his penetrating intellec-
tual biography of Max Weber (1960), which
provided an alternative reading to the then dom-
inant Parsonian interpretation of the German
thinker.

In Social Science and the Distrust of Reason (1951)
and later works such as the two-volume Embattled
Reason (1988-9) and From Berlin to Berkeley (1986), he
advocated responsible partisanship which bal-
anced scientific scholarship with humanistic
ideals. He also edited two influential books with
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Berger, Peter L. (1929-)

Seymour M. Lipset: Class, Status and Power (1953)
and Social Mobility in Industrial Society (1959).
STEVEN LOYAL

Benjamin, Walter (1892-1940)
Although not a sociologist and initially recognized
more as literary critic and philosopher, the
German theorist Walter Benjamin has had a signi-
ficant impact upon aspects of sociology in recent
decades. Perhaps most widespread has been the
debate upon and extension of his reflections on
“the work of art in the age of its mechanical repro-
ducibility.” In his essay of that title (1969; 2002)
[1936] and elsewhere, Benjamin argued that,
whereas the traditional work of art possessed aura-
tic qualities, the result of its uniqueness and au-
thenticity, mechanical reproduction of images and
art works removed their auratic qualities and po-
tentially opened up democratic possibilities. Benja-
min’s interest in the technologies of image and art
work reproduction led him to explore the media of
film, photography, radio, and new modes of oper-
ating with existing media such as modern drama
and the press. This interest in images accords
with his assertion that an important feature of
modernity is the huge proliferation of images.
More recently, the translation of his massive,
unfinished prehistory of modernity, the Arcades
Project (1999), on which he worked for over a
decade collecting images, descriptions and evi-
dence, has been influential. This project focused
in a radical manner upon Paris as capital of the
nineteenth century and was intended as an excav-
ation of modernity that would be crucially rele-
vant to our contemporary experience. Defining
modernity as a world dominated by illusion and
fantasy (“phantasmagorias”), and especially the
illusion of the “new,” Benjamin maintained that
the origins of modernity lay embedded in the
nineteenth century. Their excavation was to be
approached methodologically through attention
to the fragments, the refuse of the past in our
present, through the construction of dialectical
images that would force the past into our present,
through a critique of the dream-world of histori-
cism, and through awakening from the illusions
of modernity. The investigation of the origins of
modernity were to be undertaken by the partly
metaphorical figures of the archaeologist | critical
allegorist, the collector/ragpicker, and the flaneur|
detective. The new reading of the city as text
revealed the transformations in experience of
modernity through a rich construction of the
city, commencing with its arcades, and moving
through to its streets, the bourgeois interior, the
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masses, the phenomenal life of the commodity,
and the transformations in perception of things.
DAVID FRISBY

Berger, Peter L. (1929-)
Born in Vienna, Berger moved to the United States
after World War II and is currently a professor at
Boston University. Berger’s contribution to soci-
ology is prolific and extensive but he is most re-
nowned for his writings on religion and
secularization, and for the phenomenological
understanding of social life articulated in The
Social Construction of Reality (1966), coauthored
with Thomas Luckmann. In this highly influential
book, Berger emphasized what today might seem
an obvious point - that society is a product of
human design - but which in the 1960s, a time
when sociologists primarily emphasized the deter-
mining power of large-scale impersonal social
structures (for example, capitalism) and processes
(for example, modernization), was highly innova-
tive. Berger’s focus on everyday life and the prag-
matic constraints of living in the “here and now”
was quite radical. It made scholars and students
alike pay attention to the small but potent ways in
which ordinary people get on with, make sense of,
organize, and find meaning in the everyday reality
that confronts them. Berger’s emphasis on the
thoroughly social foundation of institutions, and
the possibility that institutional and social change
emerges when the taken-for-granted institutional
routines no longer make sense in a particular
social context, opened up an emancipatory view
of human (social) agency, but one, clearly, that
recognized that humans as social beings - the
products too of society — are always in interaction
with socially institutionalized ways of organizing
collective life, for example, language. The dialectic
by which humans engage the objective, socially
created external world, and in turn internalize
and act on that external reality provides a highly
dynamic model of the interactive power of insti-
tutional structures and individual consciousness
and meaning in the construction of social life.
One of Berger’s core interests has been how the
religious domain, itself the product of human
design rather than divine blueprint, allows indi-
viduals to impose order on the chaos of everyday
reality. Religion provides like-minded individuals
who interact together within a symbolic universe
of shared beliefs, symbols, and meanings with an
overarching Sacred Canopy (1967), which facilitates
the plausibility of their sense-making and thus
enhances their social integration. But, as Berger
noted, in modern society - with its rationally
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biologism

differentiated institutional spheres and cultural
processes - religion is but one of many competing
universes of meaning; science and art, for
example, are other (often conflicting) sources of
shared meaning in society. Within the religious
sphere, moreover, Berger argued, the plurality
of denominations and choices available reduces
the plausibility or the certainty of any one
individual’s beliefs (or choices).

Berger was a leading proponent of seculariza-
tion, seeing it as an inevitable and global pheno-
menon of modernization and the necessary loss of
domination of religious institutions and symbols
over social institutions, culture, and individual
consciousness. Although he acknowledged that
secularization did not proceed uniformly across
all societies or across all sectors of society, he
nonetheless argued that any continuing symbolic
power of churches would necessarily rest on
churches becoming more secularized themselves.
In recent years, however, Berger has revised his
earlier thesis in Christian Century (1997), stating
that most of the world today is not secular but
very religious. Berger’s Invitation to Sociology (1963)
remains an influential and accessible introduc-
tion to sociology. MICHELE DILLON

Bernstein, Basil (1924-2000)

Within the British tradition of empirical sociology,
Bernstein was unusual in being open to the philo-
sophical currents in “continental” thought. His
early reading of Ernst Cassirer (1874-1945), Benja-
min Whorf (1877-1957), Lev Vygotsky (1896-1934),
and Alexander Luria (1902-77), and his knowledge
of the work of Emile Durkheim, caused him to
become primarily concerned with how cultural
and linguistic frames of thinking mold our experi-
ence of the world. Before and after studying at the
London School of Economics after World War II,
Bernstein had experience of working and teaching
in socially deprived parts of east London. His com-
bination of theoretical interest with concrete ex-
perience of non-traditional or non-academic
contexts fostered the research which he under-
took and inspired at the Sociological Research
Unit at the Institute of Education of the University
of London from 1963 until his death. During this
period he was responsible for the production of a
series of studies under the general title of Class,
Codes and Control (1971, 1973, 1975). Both the first
and the third volumes of this series reprinted his
seminal article entitled: “On the Classification
and Framing of Educational Knowledge.” Bern-
stein was responsible for drawing attention to
the correlation between class difference and the

capacity of people to draw upon “restricted” or
“extended” linguistic codes. He was necessarily
interested in pedagogical practices, and it is
significant that his research provided a basis
for examining sociologically the function of
schooling, at a time when thinking about educa-
tion was still dominated in the United Kingdom by
philosophers, and when opposition to schooling
was expressed in the de-schooling movement.
DEREK ROBBINS

bias

Bias refers to those aspects of the social research
process that may skew the findings in some way.
The main identified sources of bias concern the
researcher or informant, the measurement instru-
ments or methods, and the sampling procedures.
Biased measures fail to do a good job of measuring
the things they are purported to measure and
therefore lack validity. Biased samples are not
representative of the relevant population or set
of cases they are meant to reflect.

The issue of whether or not one can eliminate
bias is contested. Some argue that to eliminate all
sources of bias is to purge research of human life.
From this viewpoint, the task of the researcher is
not to eliminate bias but to be reflexive about
potential distortions of accounts. Others disagree
and stress that it is the researcher’s duty to make
every effort to eliminate or minimize distortion in
the research process.

The dispute arises because the meaning of bias
is ambiguous. The notion that bias is a systematic
deviation from a true score is problematic because
concepts such as “truth” or “objectivity” sit uneas-
ily with the study of the social world, where
“truths” differ across time and place. It is less
problematic to define bias as systematic errors
that distort the research process. The main safe-
guard against such systematic distortions is that
others in the community of scholars will chal-
lenge biased research. For example, feminist
scholars have played an invaluable role in challen-
ging pervasive sexism in sociological concepts and
measures. JACKIE SCOTT

biological reductionism
- see biologism.

biologism

In its strongest form, this perspective suggests
that the social position of social classes or ethnic
groups (see ethnicity) largely stems from genetic-
ally inherited levels of intelligence. Similarly, the
high levels of child-care or domestic work
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biotechnology

conducted by women are an expression of their
innate caring capacities. As with social Darwinism,
such arguments clearly suggest that power and
inequality are mainly a product of an inherent
human nature. Criminality too is sometimes
seen as a product of biological inheritance.

Biologism, in its crudest forms, is a thinly veiled
ideology in which white males have exercised
power over women, nonwhites, and others. Such
pseudoscience is clearly unacceptable. On the
other hand, blank rejection of the natural sciences
by sociologists runs the risk of throwing out the
biological baby with the bathwater. Humans, like
all animals, remain a natural datum. Their bio-
logical structures and potentials must be related,
however loosely and distantly, to their behaviors,
social positions, and identities. Biological and
psychic mechanisms are certainly overlaid with,
or “overdetermined” by, social relations, but this
cannot mean that biological mechanisms can
never offer explanatory purchase. Social institu-
tions and social structures may be realizing or
suppressing biologically based structures and cap-
acities in complex and varied ways which are not
well understood.

Sociologists are therefore right to criticize ex-
treme forms of biologism. But they must also
guard against charges of “sociologism,” a denial
of biological or psychic bases to human behavior
and/or crude assumptions about the plasticity of
the human body and human nature. Neither soci-
ology nor biology can offer total explanations, and
dogmatic charges of “biologism” could result in
the premature closure of transdisciplinary analy-
sis. Despite a legacy of suspicion, sociology must
remain open to contributions from the natural
sciences. PETER DICKENS

biopolitics

A general term referring to the way biology inter-
sects with politics, commerce, the law, and mora-
lity; more specifically, the term refers to the
contentious politics and conflicts concerned with
nature and the environment. Environmentalism
and animal rights are two social movements
whose cognitive and political praxis can be char-
acterized as forms of biopolitics.

The term has a more specified meaning in what
is called the “transhumanist movement.” The
phrase was first coined by James Hughes, an
American professor, to refer to a pro-technological
outlook which takes the Luddites as its polar op-
posite. As a form of biopolitics, transhumanism is
a movement towards a posthuman or cyborg soci-
ety. Leading social theorists associated with the
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concept are Michel Foucault, Donna Haraway,
and Peter Singer. RON EYERMAN

biotechnology

This term is used to describe a process through
which biological materials are modified. Specific-
ally, it refers to the use or development of
techniques employing living organisms, such as
cells and bacteria, in industrial or commercial
processes.

The field of biotechnology not only integrates a
number of disciplines, drawing on molecular
biology, biochemistry, cell biology, microbiology,
genetics, immunology, and bioinformatics, it also
employs a range of different techniques and tech-
nologies including, among others, DNA sequen-
cing, the polymerase chain reaction, and micro-
and macro-injection. Although interventions such
as the selective breeding of plants and animals
and the use of yeast to make bread have been
taking place for centuries, the term biotechnology
is associated with more recent developments, such
as the late twentieth-century breakthroughs in mo-
lecular biology, genetic engineering, and the cur-
rent convergence of science and technology aided
by bioinformatics.

The birth of modern biotechnology is generally
dated to the early 1970s when American scientists
developed recombinant DNA techniques. This is a
method for transferring genes from one organism
to another unrelated organism. Since then, a
number of other technologies have been developed
leading to innovations such as genetically modi-
fied foods, stem cell research, and gene therapy.

A new industry sector has been built up around
biotechnology. This sector is playing a critical role
in knowledge transfer, where knowledge from
universities is transferred into commercial appli-
cations, and contributing to the emerging, global
knowledge-based economy. Biotechnology com-
panies tend to be recent start-ups established by
researchers from universities or research insti-
tutes, funded by venture capitalists, and having
extensive networks of research alliances and col-
laborators. They are usually built up around a
single idea backed up by patents, with few, if any,
products on the market. Biotech firms often initi-
ate drug development, selling their products to
large pharmaceutical companies which continue
with the process of bringing the drug to market.
In drug development, biotech firms commonly
rely on continual investments from venture capit-
alists and bankers for an eight- to ten-year period
before the products are realized or larger pharma-
ceutical companies acquire the firm.
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Since the first biotech firms were established in
the late 1970s, the industry has expanded rapidly.
The subsequent successful production of cloned
genes for producing proteins that enabled the
production of new pharmaceutical drugs and agri-
cultural applications prompted massive govern-
mental investments in the United States, Europe,
and emerging markets around the world.

As with recent developments in genetics, bio-
technology has been heralded by scientists, policy-
makers, and the business world as having the
potential to bring about new and revolutionary
changes for both society and the global economy.
A system of intellectual property rights, and
global regimes to protect them, has been deployed
in relation to biotech discoveries. A number of
sociologists have drawn attention to both the
ever-increasing blurring of boundaries between
the private and public sectors, and the propensity
for biotechnological development to be subject to
excessive hyperbole. Notions of a biotechnology
revolution underpinned by scientific, governmen-
tal, and regional policy initiatives designed to
bring about the twin objectives of wealth and
health creation have generated widespread ex-
pectations about the rapid impact of biotechnol-
ogy. Sociologists highlight the ways in which
promoters of new technologies build expectations
through the creation and citation of technological
visions. Social scientists Paul Nightingale and
Paul Martin demonstrate in their article “The
Myth of the Biotech Revolution” (2004, Trends in
Biotechnology), that, counter to expectations of a
revolutionary model of innovation, biotechnology
innovation is instead following a historically
well-established process of slow and incremental
change. These commentators note that most re-
search fields can be seen to move through various
cycles of hype and disappointment, expressing
tensions between generative visions on the one
hand and the material “messiness” of innovation
on the other.

While governments worldwide are pursuing
ambitious and competitive programs to foster
bioscience-based industries, the prominence of
biotechnological processes and innovation has
prompted sociologists to grapple with the associ-
ated myriad social, political, and ethical issues.
Issues such as the impact of biotechnologies on
individuals and society, the altering of boundaries
between nature and culture, and questions about
human nature have all captured sociologists’ at-
tention. Risk in the form of the consequences of
genetic engineering or genetic modification of
human and other living organisms has also been

a subject of substantial debate for scholars. The
concept of a risk society, as argued by Ulrich Beck,
has been drawn on by some sociologists analyzing
such risks.

There is also concern that genetic engineering of
humans in the form of gene therapy, where faulty
genes are either repaired or replaced, might alter
the germline cells (those cells that have genetic
material that may be passed on via reproduction
to a child) and irreversibly change the genetic
make-up of future generations. In The Future of
Human Nature (2001), Jirgen Habermas, for
example, argues that genetic engineering, along
with other forms of genetic enhancements, should
be forbidden, as such alterations undermine what
it is to be human. Other scholars have argued that
decisions about whether or not to pursue such
developments should be premised on democratic-
ally accountable mechanisms. Others again have
been more optimistic about the potential biotech-
nology provides to move beyond a nature/culture
opposition and develop life-enhancing reconfig-
urations that provide the means to overcome
our biological, neurological, and psychological
limitations.

Controversies over genetically modified foods,
cloning, and stem cell research have become
major flashpoints in the political and public
arenas. Sociologists, particularly those specializ-
ing in science and technology studies, have drawn
attention to the contested and uncertain nature
of science. Public opposition to genetically modi-
fied foods has furthered debates on public under-
standing of science, the role of democracy, and
the necessity for governance and regulation.
While policymakers and scientists frequently sug-
gest such opposition is based on a public deficit of
scientific knowledge, social scientists refute this.
For example, Brian Wynne in his article “Public
Uptake of Science: A Case for Institutional Reflex-
ivity” (1993, Public Understanding of Science), claims
that the public understands only too well the
provisional nature of scientific knowledge and
are aware that problems can emerge in the future
that are in the present unknown. More recently,
in response to a perceived breakdown in the pub-
lic’s trust in science, attempts have been made by
science-funding agencies, policymakers, and gov-
ernmental bodies to adopt public engagement
strategies. These strategies are often presented as
part of a more inclusive democratic process of
government and entail such activities as setting
up citizens’ juries and carrying out surveys and
public consultation exercises. Such work is often
undertaken by sociologists and other social
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scientists. Some scholars suggest that this is evi-
dence of the emergence of new forms of biological
or scientific citizenship and represents a more
participatory or deliberative form of democracy.
Others are more skeptical and claim that such
exercises are designed to stave off the kind of
public opposition that has thwarted the deploy-
ment of genetically modified foodstuffs in Europe
and other western countries. OONAGH CORRIGAN

Birmingham Centre for Contemporary
Cultural Studies

Opened in 1964, the Centre for Contemporary
Cultural Studies (CCCS) was founded at the Uni-
versity of Birmingham by Richard Hoggart. Stuart
Hall was recruited as Hoggart’s partner to manage
the day-to-day affairs of the Centre. His contribu-
tion rapidly made the climate of work in the
Centre more theoretical and political. CCCS was
an anti-elitist, postgraduate teaching and research
institution. Initially, it was organized intellec-
tually around a tripartite division between liter-
ary, historical-philosophical, and sociological
research. However, the historical-philosophical
and sociological elements soon took precedence,
especially after 1970 when Hoggart left to take up
a post in UNESCO.

Under Hall’'s leadership, work gravitated to-
wards the central issue of the articulation of
power. This was chiefly examined at the cultural
level by the attempt to fuse native traditions of
“culturalism” with continental “structuralism.”
Culturalism was a version of cultural materialism
committed to examining “the whole way of life”
of a social class. In contrast to elitist approaches,
it emphasized the “ordinary” character of culture.
Politically, it was a variant of left-wing humanism.
During the Birmingham heyday, while their work
differed in many important particulars, the chief
representatives of this tradition were recognized
as Raymond Williams, Edward Thompson, and
Richard Hoggart. Hall’s reservations about cultur-
alism centered on its tendency to privilege agency
over structure, its neglect of questions of reflexiv-
ity, its under-developed interest in the positioning
of agency, and its general anti-theoreticism. The
most ambitious and defining project in Birming-
ham lay in the attempt to graft continental struc-
turalism, embodied above all in the work of
Antonio Gramsci, Louis Althusser, and Karl Marx,
on to the native tradition of culturalism. Structur-
alism was held to offer theoretical determinacy,
an emphasis on totality, and a recurring interest
in the articulation of ideology through praxis.
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This project was developed along several fronts.
Arguably, the work on British state formation, the
formation of ideology, schooling as cultural resist-
ance, policing and the drift to the law and order
society, encoding and decoding in mass communi-
cations, and the politics of hegemony was of most
enduring influence.

In 1979 Hall left to become Professor of Soci-
ology at the Open University. Although the Centre
continued, it never regained the public profile or
intellectual prominence that it achieved under
his leadership. Despite maintaining a sound
record of student recruitment, it was closed by
the University in 2002, allegedly in response to
a disappointing performance in the national Re-
search Assessment Exercise.

The principal achievements of the Centre are
threefold. At the theoretical level, it synthesized
a rich range of native and continental traditions
to examine cultural articulations of power. In
doing so, it broke decisively with elitist perspec-
tives on culture and related the question of articu-
lation to divisions of class, gender, and race and
ethnicity. The sophisticated use of culture to eluci-
date praxis was seminal in the emergence of cul-
tural studies.

At the political level, it twinned culture with
politics. Hall’'s model of intellectual labor was
borrowed from Gramsci’s concept of the organic
intellectual, that is, an individual who set out to
operate as a switch-point between cutting-edge
ideas and political activism. Following Althusser,
the state was identified as the pre-eminent insti-
tution of normative coercion. The analysis of the
historical role of the British state in managing
dissent and the consistent analytic relation of
the state’s “war of maneuver” to ordinary cultural
forms and practice was compelling and mold-
breaking. This work was crucial in developing
the model of authoritarian populism that Hall
developed in the 1980s to explain working-class
support for Thatcherism.

At the pedagogic level, the emphasis on collab-
orative research between staff and postgraduates,
and the selfimage of developing the curriculum
of Cultural studies, provided a compelling non-
hierarchical, dialogic model of teaching and re-
search. The Centre was one of the major training
grounds for the study of culture in the twentieth
century and has some claim to be regarded as
pivotal in the development of Cultural studies
and the cultural turn in sociology. Among its
alumni are Charlotte Brundson, Paul Gilroy, Law-
rence Grossberg, Dick Hebdige, Gregor McLennan,
Angela McRobbie, David Morley, and Paul Willis.
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The major figures in the Birmingham diaspora
retain a powerful global influence in protecting
and enhancing the heritage and perspectives de-
veloped in the 1960s and 1970s.

The weaknesses of the Birmingham tradition
inversely reflect its achievements. Conceived as a
series of projects located at the periphery of the
academy and elite culture, the work of the Centre
gradually migrated to the core. It set agendas of
discourse and research rather than critically re-
sponding to them. This exposed underlying faults
in the project.

First, in opening up the subjects of culture and
articulation to serious academic enquiry, the
Centre progressively surrendered a tenable polit-
ical focus. Tensions with feminist students in the
late 1970s raised awkward questions about the
limitations of reflexivity and persistence of ideol-
ogy in the Centre’s ordinary activities. The reac-
tion was to be more responsive to feminist and
psychoanalytic traditions. This invited criticism
that the Centre was over-willing to embrace
intellectual fashion and added to the confusion
about the practical political objectives of the Bir-
mingham project.

Second, the engagement with popular culture
became so entwined with questions of theoretical
relevance that the analysis became forbiddingly
abstract. Key concepts, such as articulation, con-
juncture, enunciation, hegemony, and ideology,
were often used inconsistently and with different
inflections. The Centre’s work became vulnerable
to the charge of conceptual slippage and intellec-
tual incoherence. These criticisms were intensi-
fied by Hall’s work after the 1980s, in which the
notion of unity in difference became prominent.
Many commentators have found this to be elusive
and obscure.

Third, the balance of cultural articulation was
heavily skewed to the roles of the state and social
divisions of class, race, and gender. The Centre
evinced a remarkable failure to investigate the
culture of the corporation, and its analysis of
the mass media never extended beyond encoding,
decoding, and media amplification. Although
Hall and his associates accurately predicted the
rise of the New Right in Britain, they failed to
anticipate the significance of globalization for
critical analysis. CHRIS ROJEK

black economy
- see informal economy.

black studies
- see African-American Studies.

Blau, Peter M. (1918-2002)

A prolific sociological theorist and researcher,
Blau made important contributions to exchange
theory, and to the study of complex organizations
and social stratification. Born in Vienna, he nar-
rowly escaped Nazi Europe on the last civilian
boat to leave France, arriving penniless in New
York in 1939. Blau studied for a doctorate at Col-
umbia University with Robert Merton. He was pro-
fessor at the University of Chicago from 1953 to
1970, then at Columbia University from 1970 to
1988. He held numerous distinguished visiting
positions and was President of the American
Sociological Association in 1974.

Blau’s Dynamics of Bureaucracy (1955) developed
Merton’s approach to functionalism, showing how
innovation occurred in the enactment of rules of
formal organizations. This was followed by a
major work in the comparative theory of organiza-
tions, coauthored with Richard Scott, Formal Or-
ganizations (1963). With functionalism under
criticism for its neglect of concrete individual
actors, Blau turned to the micro-foundations of
structural analyses in Exchange and Power in Social
Life (1964). He acknowledged the criticism that
exchange theory was frequently narrowly utili-
tarian, elaborating normative principles of reci-
procity and justice alongside rationality and
marginal utility in order to understand both con-
flict and integration within social relationships.
Together with Otis Dudley Duncan, he produced a
landmark study of stratification, American Occupa-
tional Structure (1967). This combined a sophi-
sticated theoretical model of social status
attainment with innovative techniques of data
analysis to study trends in social mobility; it is a
classic of American empirical sociology. He con-
tinued to work on micro-macro theory in the later
part of his career, publishing Structural Contexts of
Opportunities (1994), in which he reformulated ex-
change theory to allow emergent properties of
social structures that constrained opportunities.

JOHN HOLMWOOD

Blumer, Herbert (1900-1987)

Though Blumer was theoretically a symbolic inter-
actionist, his major writings were in the areas of
race relations (see race and ethnicity), labor and
management conflict, urbanization, and popular
culture, represented in his Selected Works (2000),
which were appropriately subtitled A Public Philoso-
phy for Mass Society. Empirically, he remained
true to the Chicago style of ethnographic study
(see Chicago School): his forte was the detailed
empirical observation of the ways in which
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whatever subjects were under scrutiny went about
sustaining and negotiating meaning. For Blumer,
people act on the basis of the meanings that they
impute to situations, which they build up over
time by the use of language in social interaction
with others. In this way, they develop a sense both
of their self and the other, often through the
process of seeing themselves as the other might -
taking the role of the other. Just as social inter-
action is processual, the sense of the self that one
has is also built and changed processually: there is
no inherent identity - only that which the self
makes up in interactions with others. Blumer did
not see the meaning of any act as inherent in
the act itself but as socially constructed by the
responses that such acts elicit and the flow of
interaction in anticipation of future acts. Thus,
while meaning may attach to quite tangible
phenomena, such as a building or a river, or
to something quite intangible, such as justice or
discrimination, what that meaning is constituted
as being is always an effect of the meanings that
society sustains, contests, and frames over time.
STEWART CLEGG

body

From the 1980s, there has been growing interest in
the sociology of the body as illustrated by B. Turner
in The Body and Society (1984), M. Featherstone,
M. Hepworth, and B. Turner in The Body. Social
Process and Cultural Theory (1991), and C. Shilling
in The Body and Social Theory (1993). Over a longer
period, there was an erratic interest in the body
among sociologists such as Erving Goffman in
Stigma (1964), and Norbert Elias in The Civilizing
Process (1939 [trans. 1978]) in which Elias explored
the regulation of bodily practices. However, con-
temporary interest appears to be driven by signifi-
cant changes in society relating to consumption,
cultural representations, medical science, and
health. Scientific and technological advances, par-
ticularly the new reproductive technologies (see
reproduction), cloning techniques, and stem-cell
research have given the human body a problem-
atic legal and social status. The social world is
being transformed by genetic and medical tech-
nologies that reconstruct social, especially kin-
ship, relationships, and create the possibility of
genetically modified bodies and “designer babies.”
In particular, assisted reproduction is changing
the generative connections between parents and
children, and reconstructing the family as an in-
stitution of reproduction. In addition, aging (see
age), disease, and death and dying no longer
appear to be immutable facts about the human
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condition, but contingent possibilities that are
constantly transformed by medical sciences. The
development of regenerative medicine and the
use of stem cell research to offset the negative
side-effects of aging and chronic disease hold out
the utopian promise of living forever, or at least
extending life expectancy considerably.

The emergence of the body as a research topic in
the humanities and social sciences is a response to
these technological and scientific changes, and to
the diverse social movements that are associated
with them, such as gay and lesbian movements,
environmentalism, and anti-globalism on the one
side, and religious fundamentalism, pro-life move-
ments, and conservative cultural politics on the
other. More importantly, the human body, or
more specifically its genetic code, is now a key
factor in economic growth in a wide range of
biotech industries. In a paradoxical manner, the
pathology of the human body is itself a productive
factor in the new economy. Disease is no longer
simply a constraint on the productivity of labor,
but an actual factor of production. The body is
increasingly a code or system of information
from which economic profits can be extracted
through patents, rather than merely a natural
organism. In his Our Posthuman Future, Francis
Fukuyama (2002) has claimed that the biotechnol-
ogy revolution will transform the nature of
politics by changing human life.

Different philosophical and sociological trad-
itions have shaped contemporary approaches to
the body. Firstly, the body is often discussed as a
cultural representation of social organization. For
example, the head is often used as a metaphor
of government, and the word “corporation” to
describe the modern company has its origins in
such bodily metaphors. In this sociological trad-
ition, research on the body is concerned to under-
stand how the body enters into political discourse
as a representation of power, and how power is
exercised over the body. This approach to the body
is associated with Michel Foucault, whose work on
the discipline of the body in Discipline and Punish.
The Birth of the Prison (1975 [trans. 1977]) gave rise
to research on the government of the body in
schools, prisons, and factories. This approach to
the body was therefore concerned with questions
of representation and regulation in which diet, for
example, is a method used in Turner’s Regulating
Bodies (1992). The Foucauldian perspective is not
concerned with understanding our experiences of
embodiment; it is not concerned with grasping
the lived experience of the body in terms of a
phenomenology of the body. The starting point
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for the study of the “lived body” has been the
research of the French philosopher Maurice
Merleau-Ponty in Phenomenology of Perception (1945
[trans. 1982]), which examined how the perception
of reality always occurs from the particular loca-
tion of our body. Merleau-Ponty showed how our
cognition of the world is always an embodied
perception. In short, phenomenology was a cri-
tique of the dualism of the mind and body, in
which the body is passive and inert. Research in-
spired by this idea of the lived body has been
important in showing the intimate connections
between body, experience and identity.

In addition, there is an influential anthropo-
logical tradition, which examines the body as a
symbolic system. The dominant figure in this trad-
ition is the British anthropologist Mary Douglas,
whose Purity and Danger: An Analysis of Concepts of
Pollution and Taboo (1966) shaped subsequent resea-
rch. Douglas showed how notions of pollution
were associated with uncertainty and danger.
The body provides human society with metaphors
of social stability and order by defining areas of
ambiguity. In this sense, we use the body as a
method of thinking about society. In anthropol-
ogy, there is another tradition, however, that has
examined how human beings are embodied and
how they acquire a variety of cultural practices
that are necessary for walking, sitting, dancing,
and so forth. The study of embodiment has been
the concern of anthropologists who have been
influenced, in particular, by the work of Marcel
Mauss, who invented the concept of “body tech-
niques” in the Journal de Psychologie Normale et
Pathologique (1935). This anthropological legacy en-
courages us to think about the body as a multi-
tude of performances. These anthropological
assumptions have been developed in contempor-
ary sociology by Pierre Bourdieu in terms of the
concepts of hexis and habitus, by which our dis-
positions and tastes are organized. For example,
within the everyday habitus of social classes,
Bourdieu showed in Distinction: A Social Critique of
the Judgement of Taste (1979 [trans. 1984]) that the
body is invested with symbolic capital (see social
capital) whereby the body is an expression of the
hierarchies of social power. The body is cultivated
within the particular habitus of social classes, and
it thus expresses the aesthetic preferences of dif-
ferent class positions. This form of distinction is
illustrated by the different types of sport which
are supported by different social classes, and
which require different types of embodiment. Ob-
viously bodies that are developed for rugby may be
inappropriate for tennis, and these bodies express

the taste (the organization of preferences in a
habitus) of different social strata.

This development of interest in the body has
also involved a recovery of philosophical anthro-
pology, especially the work of Arnold Gehlen
(1904-76). In Man: His Nature and Place in the World,
Gehlen (1940 [trans. 1988]) argued that human
beings are “not yet finished animals.” By this
notion, he meant that human beings are biologic-
ally poorly equipped to cope with the world into
which they are involuntarily born. They have no
finite or specific instinctual equipment for a given
environment, and therefore require a long period
of socialization in order to adapt themselves to
their social world. Human incompleteness pro-
vides an anthropological explanation for the
human origins of social institutions. Gehlen’s
work has been important in the development
of contemporary sociology, especially in, for
example, Peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann’s
The Social Construction of Reality: A Treatise in the
Sociology of Knowledge (1966).

The contemporary sociology of the body has been
further influenced by twentieth-century feminism.
Simone de Beauvoir’s The Second Sex (1949 [trans.
1972]) was indirectly a major contribution to the
study of the body, and in particular to the patri-
archal regulation of the female body. She argued
that women are not born, but become women
through social and psychological processes that
construct them as essentially female. Her research
on human aging in Old Age (1970 [trans. 1977]) drew
attention to the social invisibility and powerless-
ness of older women. Her work inaugurated a trad-
ition of research on the social production of
differences in gender and sexuality. Feminist theor-
ies of the body have been associated with social
constructionism, which posits that the differences
between male and female (bodies), that we take for
granted as if they were facts of nature, are socially
produced. Germaine Greer’s The Female Eunuch
(1971), Kate Millett’s Sexual Politics (1971), and Ann
Oakley’s Sex, Gender and Society (1972) were import-
ant in demonstrating the difference between
biologically determined sex and the social con-
struction of gender roles and sexual identities.
The underlying theory of gender inequalities was
the idea of patriarchy, and much empirical re-
search in sociology has subsequently explored
how the social and political subordination of
women is expressed somatically in psychological
depression and physical illness. Much of the cre-
ative work in this field went into research on anor-
exia nervosa, obesity, and eating disorders, such as
Susan Bordo’s Unbearable Weight: Feminism, Western
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Culture and the Body (1993). The popular literature
on this issue was influenced by Susan Orbach’s Fat
is a Feminist Issue (1984). More recently, there has
been increasing interest in the question of men’s
bodies and masculinity, for example in R. W. Con-
nell’s Masculinities (1995).

Critics argue that one paradoxical consequence
of this feminist legacy has been that the emphasis
on the social construction of women’s bodies has
led to the absence of any concern with the lived
body and embodiment. For example, Judith
Butler, drawing on the work of the Marxist phil-
osopher Louis Althusser, has argued in Bodies That
Matter (1993) that, in a social world dominated by
heterosexuality, bodies that matter are ones that
materialize in terms of this regulatory norm.
She argues that we must pay attention then to
the dominant discourses that interpellate
men and women into hierarchical positions in
society. In this approach, the body becomes
merely an element in the rhetorical construction
of gender relations in which the lived experience
of embodiment in daily practices is neglected.

The basic notion that the “naturalness” of the
human body is a social product has been applied
to an increasingly large array of topics. For
example, the sociological analysis of the body
has played a major role in the development of
the “social model” in disability studies in order
to make a distinction between disability and impair-
ment in W. Seymour, Remaking the Body (1998) and
C. Barnes, G. Mercer, and T. Shakespeare, Exploring
Disability (1999). The sociological focus on the body
has also begun to transform the sociology of aging,
in, for example, C. A. Faircloth, Aging Bodies: Images
and Everyday Experience (2003). The sociology of the
body has also influenced dance studies, theories of
popular culture, and the study of sport, where
ethnographic studies have produced a rich collec-
tion of empirical studies of the body in society in,
for example, H. Thomas and ]J. Ahmed, Cultural
Bodies: Ethnography and Theory (2004).

By treating the body as a representation, dis-
course, or text, it becomes difficult to develop an
adequate sociology of performance. For example,
where dance studies have been influenced by
postmodernism and by the French philosopher
Gilles Deleuze (1925-95), there is little interest in
the ethnographic study of movement and per-
formance, despite Deleuze’s emphasis on move-
ment and event. From the perspective of
postmodern theory, bodily practice and action
become irrelevant to the understanding of the
body as cultural sign. For example, if sociologists
wanted to study ballet as performance rather than
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as representation, they would need to pay atten-
tion to the performing body. Richard Shusterman
in Performing Live (2000), drawing on the work of
Bourdieu and developing a pragmatist aesthetics
(see pragmatism and aesthetics) has argued that
an aesthetic understanding of performance such
as hip hop cannot neglect the embodied features
of artistic activity. The need for an understanding
of embodiment and lived experience is crucial in
understanding performing arts, but also for the
study of the body in sport. While choreography is
in one sense the text of the dance, performance
takes place outside the strict directions of the
choreographic work, and has an immediacy, which
cannot be captured by the idea of the body as text.
Itis important to re-capture the intellectual contri-
bution of the phenomenology of human embodi-
ment in order to avoid the reduction of bodies
to cultural texts. The social differences between
men and women are consequences of culture,
but understanding two people doing the tango
requires some attention to bodily performances.
We might conclude therefore that there are two
dominant but separate traditions in the anthro-
pology and sociological study of the body. There is
either the cultural decoding of the body as a
system of meaning that has a definite structure
existing separately from the intentions and con-
ceptions of social actors, or there is the phenom-
enological study of embodiment that attempts to
understand human practices, and is concerned to
understand the body in relation to the life-course
(of birth, maturation, reproduction, and death).
Bourdieu’s theory of practice offers a possible so-
lution to this persistent tension between meaning
and experience, or between representation and
practice. Bourdieu’s notions of habitus and prac-
tice in Outline of a Theory of Practice (1972 [trans.
1977]) and Logic of Practice (1980 [trans. 1990]) pro-
vide robust research strategies for looking simul-
taneously at how social status differences are
inscribed on the body and how we experience
the world through our bodies that are ranked in
terms of their cultural capital. The analytical rec-
onciliation of these traditions can be assisted by
distinguishing between, first, the idea of the body
as representation, and, second, embodiment as
practice and experience. BRYAN S. TURNER

Bogardus scale
- see scales.

Boudon, Raymond (1934-)
A professor at the University of Paris, with Fran-
¢ois Bourricaud, Boudon edited the Critical
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Dictionary of Sociology (1982 [trans. 1989]), and
made important contributions to rational choice
theory in The Logic of Social Action (1979 [trans.
1981]) and (with Tom Burns) The Logic of Sociological
Explanation (1974). He worked with Paul Lazarsfeld
and they edited a collection of essays on the em-
pirical problem of causal mechanisms in socio-
logical explanations in L'analyse empirique de la
causalité (1966). One of his key interests is the
exploration of The Unintended Consequences of Action
(1977 [trans. 1982]). He has written extensively on
the classical tradition in sociology (with Mohamed
Cherkaoui) in The Classical Tradition in Sociology
(1997). He has also examined inequality, social
mobility, and educational opportunity in Math-
ematical Structures of Social Mobility (1973) and Edu-
cation, Opportunity and Social Inequality (1974). He
has consistently addressed the question of social
change, for example in Theories of Social Change
(1984 [trans. 1986]). He has been a critic of cultural
relativism in The Origin of Values (2000) and The
Poverty of Relativism (2005). His study of Alexis de
Tocqueville has appeared as Tocqueville for Today
(2006). BRYAN S. TURNER

Bourdieu, Pierre (1930-2002)

Bourdieu’s work was always concerned with the
relationship between the ordinary behavior of
people in everyday life and the discourses con-
structed by social scientists to explain that behav-
ior. Bourdieu made important contributions to
the philosophy of the social sciences, but he
insisted that these were meant to be practically
useful rather than abstract. Methodologically, he
argued for a dialectic between theory and prac-
tice, claiming that, too often, social theory was
divorced from social enquiry and, equally, that
too much empirical research proceeded as if
it were possible to operate a-theoretically. The
titles of some of his texts are indicative of this
orientation: The Craft of Sociology with J.-C. Passeron
and ].-C. Chamboredon (1968 [trans. 1991]), Outline
of a Theory of Practice (1972 [trans. 1977]), The Logic of
Practice (1980 [trans. 1990]), and Practical Reason. On
the Theory of Action (1994 [trans. 1998]).

Born in southwestern France, Bourdieu studied
in 1950-4 at the Ecole Normale Supérieure, Paris.
His early social trajectory embodied a tension be-
tween the indigenous cultural influences of his
family (what he was to call habitus) and the cul-
ture which he needed to acquire (what he was to
call cultural capital, allied to social capital) in
order to communicate successfully in the field
of Parisian intellectual exchange. As a student,
he was influenced by phenomenology, historians

and philosophers of science, and Maurice Merleau-
Ponty. He served as a conscript in the French Army
in Algeria in the early years of the Algerian War of
Independence (1956-8) before gaining a post as an
assistant at the University of Algiers. He wrote
three books in which he presented the findings
of research carried out in Algeria. These showed
evidence of the influence of Claude Lévi-Strauss
but, on returning to France in 1961, he became
secretary to the research group that had been
established by Raymond Aron. He ceased to pre-
sent himself as a social anthropologist and
became initiated as a “sociologist” in the 1960s,
but he always retained the sense that scientific
explanation, offered in whichever discourses, ran
the risk of being conceptually colonialist in a way
which was analogous with the French presence in
North Africa. During the 1960s, he carried out
research in relation to education and university
life. Working with J.-C. Passeron, this led to the
publication of The Inheritors (1964 [trans. 1979]) and
Reproduction in Education, Society and Culture (1970
[trans. 1977]). In the same decade, he also carried
out research on cultural production and recep-
tion, leading to the publication of Photography: A
Middle-Brow Art (1965 [trans. 1990]) and The Love of
Art: European Art Museums and their Public (1966
[trans. 1990]). As a result of the translations into
English of his educational research, he was at first
primarily associated with the sociology of educa-
tion, but the analyses of photography and art
museums were the prelude to work on aesthetics
and taste which was most clearly presented in his
Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste
(1979 [trans. 1986)).

It was in the early 1970s that Bourdieu began to
define his intellectual position most clearly. He
revisited his Algerian fieldwork and reinterpreted
it in Outline of a Theory of Practice (1972 [trans. 1977)).
The original French text offered a critique of the
structuralism of his earliest articles, whilst the
English “translation” modified the original in
order to point towards the benefits of poststruc-
turalism. Bourdieu outlined a working epistemol-
ogy by suggesting that there should be three
forms of theoretical knowledge. The primary
form corresponds with the knowledge of their
situations held unreflectingly by social agents. It
could be said to be pre-logical or pre-predicative
knowledge. This category is explicable in terms of
the ontology of Martin Heidegger (1889-1976), as
well as of the phenomenology of Edmund Husserl
(1859-1938). It is the kind of taken-for-granted
knowledge which ethnomethodology endeavored
to elicit. Following the historical epistemology of
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British Marxist historians

Gaston Bachelard (1884-1962), Bourdieu argued
that scientific knowledge has to be deliberately
differentiated from such primary knowledge. If
primary knowledge is subjective, scientific know-
ledge is a form of constructed objectivism. It
operates in accordance with rules of explanation
which are socially and historically contingent. So
that contingent explanations should not be taken
to be absolutely true, Bourdieu contended that
there had to be a second “epistemological break,”
whereby the conditions of production of objectiv-
ist structuralism should be subjected to a second-
level sociological analysis. This was the origin of
Bourdieu’s commitment to “reflexive sociology,”
outlined in An Invitation to Reflexive Sociology
(1992 [trans. 1992]). For Bourdieu, poststructural-
ism was not anti-structuralism. Poststructur-
alism was able to derive benefit systematically
from the insights of both ethnomethodology and
structuralism.

Bourdieu did not advocate an armchair reflexiv-
ity. By encouraging everyone to reflect on their
own situations and to analyze the provenance of
the conceptual framework within which they
undertook that reflection, Bourdieu believed that
he was encouraging a form of “socio-analytic en-
counter” which would enable people to become
equal, participating members of social democ-
racies. After publishing his Homo Academicus (1984
[trans. 1988]) in which he analyzed the social con-
ditions of production of the field of Parisian
higher education and of his own work within
that field, Bourdieu began to deploy his accumu-
lated “cultural capital” within the political
sphere. Responding tacitly to the work of Louis
Althusser, Bourdieu analyzed sociologically the
construction of a “state apparatus” in his The State
Nobility (1989 [trans. 1996]) so as to encourage, in
contrast, the emergence of new sources of polit-
ical power, located in social movements. From the
mid-1990s until his death, Bourdieu was an influ-
ential public figure in France, and his disposition
to favor the cause of the underprivileged gained
for him a following in an international political
context as well as in the field of international
social science. His socio-analytical method and
his political engagement were both demonstrated
in the project which he directed that was pub-
lished as The Weight of the World: Social Suffering in
Contemporary Society (1993 [trans. 1999]). To these
last years belong engaged texts such as Acts of
Resistance (1998 [trans. 1998]), but it was his last
course of lectures as professor at the College de
France, Science de la science et réflexivité (2003), which
best represents the balance of his intellectual and
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social project. His work has been influential across
a variety of sociological subjects, irrespective of
the canonical status of areas of research enquiry.
His Pascalian Meditations (1997 [trans. 2000]), for
example, contributed importantly to the sociology
of the body. DEREK ROBBINS

British Marxist historians

This label refers to a diverse cohort of Marxist
writers who, from the 1930s onwards, individually
and collectively contributed to the development
of social history and historical materialism. There
are a number of disparate members within the
group, working in a number of distinct fields of
historical inquiry - ancient, medieval, and from
the sixteenth to the nineteenth century. The core
of the group includes: Maurice Dobb, whose
Studies in the Development of Capitalism (1946) began
a protracted debate on the transition from feudal-
ism to capitalism; Rodney Hilton, whose analysis
of feudalism in The Decline of Serfdom in Medieval
England (1969) focused on the English experience
of the peasantry; Christopher Hill, who, in The
World Turned Upside Down (1972), examined the
English Revolution and the ideas which arose
from it; E. P. Thompson, whose The Making of the
English Working Class (1963) outlines the historical
importance of working-class agency (see social
class), experience, and the processual nature of
class; and Eric Hobsbawm, who, in a monumental
four-volume study, the Age of Revolution (1962), the
Age of Industry (1968), the Age of Capital (1975), and
the Age of Empire (2000), provided an expansive
survey of social and political changes throughout
the world. Other, more peripheral figures within
the category include John Saville, V. G. Kiernan,
Geoffrey Ste. de Croix, George Rudé, and Perry
Anderson.

Many of these thinkers developed their political
commitments during the rise of fascism and after
the onset of World War II. Their related intellec-
tual perspective arose in response to Whig and
non-Marxist interpretations, including those of
Max Weber, R. H. Tawney, and Werner Sombart,
as well as against Soviet-sanctioned readings of
Marxism. With reference to the latter, they main-
tained an ambiguous and tense relationship with
the British Communist Party, especially after the
Soviet invasion of Hungary in 1956.

Despite their internal differences, as a collective
entity their work, as Harvey Kaye in The British
Marxist Historians (1984) shows, shares a number
of characteristics. First, there is a rejection of eco-
nomic and technological determinism: all these
scholars, though to different degrees, have seen
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the Marxist explanatory use of the theory of base/
superstructure (see ideology) as highly restrictive
and problematic. Instead, they argued for the im-
portant and irreducible role that culture, ideas,
and beliefs played in shaping the historical process
without, however, relapsing into idealism. Second,
a number of them were concerned with the transi-
tion from feudalism to capitalism. Third, drawing
on a tradition of people’s history, they consistently
emphasized the actions, struggles, and point of
view of the lower classes; that is, they wrote from
a “history-from-below” perspective. Finally, they
reasserted the importance of class struggle, exp-
erience, and consciousness as crucial factors in
understanding the historical process.

Both individually and collectively, their work
has had an important influence on the interpret-
ation of historical materialism, of the political
implications of history, and how history is taught
and understood. It also had a bearing on the de-
velopment of cultural studies. A number of the
group’s theoretical and empirical contributions
to history are contained in the journal Past &
Present, which they founded. STEVEN LOYAL

burden of dependency

- see age.

bureaucracy

While bureaucracy as a practice stretches back
into antiquity (especially the Confucian bureau-
cracy of the Han dynasty), and while Max Weber
in Economy and Society (1922 [trans. 1978]) explored
its traditional origins (see tradition), the modern
rational-legal conception of bureaucracy emerged
in France in the eighteenth century. Indeed, the
word is French in origin: it compounds the French
word for an office — a bureau — with the Greek word
for rule. In the nineteenth century, Germany pro-
vided the clearest examples of its success. Weber
realized that the modern German state’s success
had been possible only because of the develop-
ment of a disciplined bureaucracy and standing
army - inventions that became the envy of
Europe. In the military, nothing exhibited bureau-
cratic discipline better than goose-stepping, which
the Prussians invented in the seventeenth
century. The body language of goose-stepping
transmitted a clear set of messages. For the gen-
erals, it demonstrated the absolute obedience
of their recruits to orders, no matter how painful
or ludicrous these might be. For civilians, the
message was that men drilled as a collective
machine would ruthlessly crush insubordination
and eliminate individualism. Not surprisingly,

nineteenth-century German industrial organiza-
tions incorporated some of the forms of rule
whose success was everywhere around them.
While the workers did not goose-step into the
factory, they were drilled in obedience to rules.

Bureaucratic organization depended, above all
else, on the application of what Weber termed
“rational” means for the achievement of specific
ends. Techniques would be most rational where
they were designed purely from the point of view
of fitness for purpose. Weber’s conception of ra-
tionality was not purely instrumental: relating a
set of means as mechanisms to achieve a given
end was only one version of rationality, albeit
one which Weber believed would become domin-
ant in the twentieth century.

Weber defined bureaucracy in terms of fifteen
major characteristics: (1) power belongs to an
office and not the officeholder; (2) authority is
specified by the rules of the organization; (3) or-
ganizational action is impersonal, involving the
execution of official policies; (4) disciplinary
systems of knowledge frame organizational
action; (5) rules are formally codified; (6) prece-
dent and abstract rule serve as standards for or-
ganizational action; (7) there is a tendency
towards specialization; (8) a sharp boundary be-
tween bureaucratic and particularistic action de-
fines the limits of legitimacy; (9) the functional
separation of tasks is accompanied by a formal
authority structure; (10) powers are precisely dele-
gated in a hierarchy; (11) the delegation of powers
is expressed in terms of duties, rights, obligations,
and responsibilities, specified in contracts; (12)
qualities required for organizational positions
are increasingly measured in terms of formal cre-
dentials; (13) there is a career structure with pro-
motion by either seniority or merit; (14) different
positions in the hierarchy are differentially paid
and otherwise stratified; and, finally, (15) commu-
nication, coordination, and control are central-
ized in the organization.

Weber identified authority, based on rational-
legal precepts, as the heart of bureaucratic organ-
izations. Members of an organization will obey its
rules as general principles that can be applied to
particular cases, and that apply to those exerci-
sing authority as much as to others. People will
obey not the person but the officeholder. Members
of the organization should “bracket” the personal
characteristics of the officeholder and respond
purely to the demands of office. Weber’s view
of bureaucracy in From Max Weber was that
“Precision, speed and unambiguity, knowledge
of the files, continuity, discretion, unity, strict
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subordination, reduction of friction, and of mater-
ial and personal cost . .. are raised to the optimum
point in the strictly bureaucratic administration”
(1948).

Weber saw modern bureaucratic organizations
as resting on a number of “rational” foundations.
These include the existence of a “formally free”
labor force; the appropriation and concentration
of the physical means of production as disposable
private property; the representation of share
rights in organizations and property ownership;
and the rationalization of various institutional
areas such as the market, technology, and the
law. The outcome of processes of rationalization
will be the production of a new type of person: the
specialist or technical expert. Such experts will
master reality by means of increasingly precise
and abstract concepts. Statistics, for example,
began in the nineteenth century as a form of
expert codified knowledge of everyday life and
death, which could inform public policy. The stat-
istician became a paradigm of the new kind of
expert, dealing with everyday things but in a way
that was far removed from everyday understand-
ings. Weber sometimes referred to the results of
this process as disenchantment, meaning the
process whereby all forms of magical, mystical,
traditional explanation are stripped from the
world, open and amenable to the calculations of
technical reason.

Bureaucracy is an organizational form consisting
of differentiated knowledge and many different
forms of expertise, with their rules and disciplines
arranged not only hierarchically in regard to each
other, but also in parallel. If you moved through
one track, in theory, you need not know anything
about how things were done in the other tracks.
Whether the bureaucracy was a public- or private-
sector organization would be largely immaterial.
Private ownership might enable you to control the
revenue stream but day-to-day control would, how-
ever, be maintained through the intermediation of

48

experts. And expertise is always fragmented. This
enables the bureaucracy to be captured by expert
administrators, however democratic its mandate
might be, as Roberto Michels argued in Political
Parties in his famous “iron law of oligarchy” (1911
[trans. 1962]). STEWART CLEGG

bureaucratization
- see bureaucracy.

Burgess, Ernest W. (1886-1966)

A member of the Chicago School of sociology,
urban sociologist, and sponsor of community
action programs, Burgess was born in Tilbury,
Ontario, Canada. He received his PhD from the
University of Chicago in 1913, where the Depart-
ment of Sociology under Albion Small had pion-
eered the idea of social research in pursuit of
reform. He returned to the department in 1916,
where he spent the rest of his academic career,
becoming its chair in 1946. He was elected presi-
dent of the American Sociological Society (the
forerunner of the American Sociological
Association) in 1934.

Cautious and meticulous, he came under the
influence of the charismatic Robert Park, with
whom he wrote An Introduction to the Science of
Society (1921).

His early research focused on the urban ecology
of Chicago. Together with Park, he developed the
concentric zone theory of spatial organization in
The City (1925). They pioneered research into race
and ethnicity, supporting a large number of doc-
toral students in this area. Burgess’s research
interests included the spatial distribution of
social problems and led to his involvement with
a number of community programs, especially
those concerned with the family and young
people. His papers have been collected in Donald
Bogue (ed.), Basic Writings of E. W. Burgess (1974).

JOHN HOLMWOOD



Canguilhem, Georges (1904-1995)

He is known mainly as the intellectual éminence
grise lurking behind some of the most influential
post-World War II French social theorists, notably
Michel Foucault and Pierre Bourdieu. Although he
was an influential teacher and thinker, he pub-
lished few major texts and, to date, these are not
readily accessible in English translation. Born in
southwest France, he was taught in Paris by the
philosopher Emile Cartier (1868-1951), otherwise
known as Alain, before entering the Ecole Normale
Supérieure in the same year, 1924, as Raymond
Aron, Jean-Paul Sartre (1905-80), and Paul Nizan
(1905-40). He wrote a postgraduate thesis on
Auguste Comte under the supervision of Célestin
Bouglé (1870-1940) and taught philosophy at
Toulouse from 1936 to 1940 while commencing
medical studies. He was active in the Resistance
in the Auvergne during the Vichy regime and
resumed teaching at Strasbourg in 1944. He sub-
mitted his doctoral dissertation in medicine in
1943. This was published in 1950, and republished
many times after 1966 as On the Normal and the
Pathological — famously, in 1978, with an introduc-
tion by Foucault (whose dissertation on madness
and unreason had been examined by Canguilhem
in 1960). He succeeded Gaston Bachelard (1884-
1962) as Professor of Philosophy at the Sorbonne
in 1955 and retired in 1971. He specialized in the
history and philosophy of science, with particular
reference to the life sciences, publishing Ideology
and Rationality in the History of the Life Sciences (1977
[trans. 1988]). He made important contributions to
epistemology and his discussions of health and
disease relate as pertinently to the societal as to
the individual condition. DEREK ROBBINS

capitalism

The study of capitalism represents a classical topic
in sociology. Both Karl Marx and Max Weber were,
for example, deeply interested in capitalism and
made it their main focus of research. During
much of the twentieth century, on the other
hand, sociologists have tended to take capitalism
for granted, often neglecting to discuss it in their

analyses of society. Exceptions exist, and there
are also some signs that capitalism is currently
enjoying a comeback as a central topic in soci-
ology. We are, for example, witnessing an increas-
ing number of studies on the theme of “varieties
of capitalism.”

This revival of the study of capitalism will be
reviewed later on in this entry. First, however,
the question “What is capitalism?” needs to be
addressed. There will also be a presentation of
what the classics have to say about capitalism
(Marx, Weber, and Joseph Alois Schumpeter).
Their works are still unsurpassed, and they also
constitute the foundation for much of the cur-
rent discussion.

In order for human beings and societies to sur-
vive, the economy has to be organized in a special
manner, of which capitalism is only one. There
has to be production; what is produced has to be
distributed; and what has been distributed has to
be consumed. There exist different ways of organ-
izing these three processes of production, dis-
tribution, and consumption. According to a well-
known argument, the key distinction when it
comes to economic organization is between
“housekeeping” (Haushalten) and “profit-making”
(Erwerben). As Weber argued in his General Economic
History (1922 [trans. 1978]), you either produce
for consumption or for profit. Marx in Capital
(1867 [trans. 1996]) referred to the same dis-
tinction when he spoke of “use value” versus “ex-
change value,” and so did Aristotle when he
contrasted oekonomia (household management) to
chrematistika (money making).

Karl Polanyi in Trade and Market in the Early
Empires (1957) further elaborated the distinction
between housekeeping and profit-making when
he introduced his well-known typology of the
three different ways in which an economy can
acquire unity and stability: reciprocity, redistri-
bution, and exchange. Each of these three terms,
Polanyi explains, expresses a form of social
action, but also answers to an institution. For
exchange, the equivalent institution is the
market; for redistribution, it may be the state
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A. The economic process in general

Production Distribution ——»

Consumption

B. The economic process where redistribution (Polanyi) is predominant

Redistribution

Production >

Consumption

C. The economic process where reciprocity (Polanyi) is predominant

Production Reciprocity | —p

Consumption

D. The economic process where exchange (Polanyi) is predominant

Production Exchange

Consumption

Profit

Figure 1 Ways of organizing economic process, including capitalism

or a political ruler; and for reciprocity, the tribe,
the kin group, or the family.

While exchange and the market answer to the
category of profit-making, it should be noted that
Polanyi’s real innovation was to introduce two
categories for housekeeping: reciprocity, and re-
distribution. Based on this idea by Polanyi, we see
that the process of the economy can actually be
organized in primarily three different ways. First
of all, we have the kind of economies where redis-
tribution is central; and where what is produced is
distributed via, for example, the state, before it is
consumed. Second, there are economies where
reciprocity constitutes the social mechanism
through which production is distributed for
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consumption. Here we may think of the way that
the economy of a modern family is organized.
Last - and this is where we come to capitalism -
there is the situation which is characterized by the
fact that what is being produced is distributed via
the market. Here, however, all does not go to
consumption; and what drives the process just as
much as consumption, is the search for profit (see
Fig. 1).

Capitalism, in brief, can be defined as an econo-
my which is organized in such a way that what is
being produced for consumption is distributed via
exchange in the market and where some portion
of what is being produced also goes to profit. The
more of the economy that gets drawn into this
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type of organization, the more the economic
system can be characterized as capitalistic. There
also has to be a constant reinvestment of the
profit into production, for the capitalist process
to become permanent.

From this model, we also understand why it is
valuable not only to study middle-range pheno-
mena in sociology, as mainstream sociology tends
to do today, but also to look at the macro level. In
a capitalist economy, the three processes of pro-
duction, distribution, and consumption are all
closely linked to one another. What is being pro-
duced has to be sold, which means that produc-
tion and consumption are deeply influenced by
the market. Consumption and production, to
phrase it differently, cannot be studied in isol-
ation from the profit motive and its organization.

We may also take a concept such as production
and further subdivide it into, say, factors of pro-
duction (land, labor, capital, technology, organiza-
tion). If we do this, we soon see how these are all
oriented to the market and the necessity to pro-
duce profit. Labor, for example, needs to be social-
ized and educated in order to survive on the labor
market. Technology cannot simply be developed
according to the criteria of what is the most effi-
cient, but has to be produced in such a way that it
can be sold on the market, and so on.

While such important institutions in modern
society as law (see law and society), politics, and
culture are not included in the model of capital-
ism that has just been presented, it can be sug-
gested that each of them will either speed up, slow
down, or block the process of accumulation in the
capitalist economy. One may, for example, argue
that certain types of legislation (say bankruptcy
law, corporate law, and contractual law) are im-
portant for an advanced capitalist system to exist.
The same is true for certain types of political insti-
tutions, such as the rational state. That a country’s
general culture can be important for its develop-
ment was something that Charles-Louis Montes-
quieu and Alexis de Tocqueville had already
commented on.

Polanyi’s categories of reciprocity, redistribu-
tion, and exchange also allow us to capture the
phenomenon that all real economies consist of a
mixture of different sectors. A modern capitalist
economy, for example, usually has a considerable
state sector that operates via redistribution (pen-
sions, subsidies, welfare, and so on). Households
are often organized according to the principle of
reciprocity (even if we also know that this reci-
procity is closely influenced by stratification (see
social stratification) according to gender and age).

We may therefore speak of three main economic
sectors in modern capitalist society: the market
economy, the state economy, and the household economy.
Some countries also have a developed non-profit
economy (foundations, private universities, volun-
tary associations, and so on). This sector operates
according to a mixture of Polanyi’s three types of
distribution.

While sociologists hold that the notion of a
single inventor is something of a myth and that
all discoveries tend to be “multiple discoveries,” it
is nonetheless possible to single out Marx as the
one who invented the theory of capitalism. In
Capital and related writings, Marx was also
the first to theorize capitalism in analytical terms
as a distinct system of its own. This system is
socioeconomic as well as dynamic in nature.

What characterizes capitalism as a distinct
socioeconomic system, according to Marx, is that
money is used as capital and not simply as money.
In the latter case, we have the situation where
an individual sells a commodity (C) in order to
buy some other commodity with the money (M).
This process Marx writes as C-M-C. The capitalist,
in contrast, uses money to produce commodities
that are sold for profit; and here we have instead
M-C-M1 (where M1 equals M plus some fraction
of M).

According to Marx, it is crucial to understand
how money can become something more than
itself (M1), and instead of ascribing this process
to the successful selling of some commodity on
the market (as economists tend to do), Marx sug-
gests that there exists one very special commodity
that has the capacity to produce more value than it
costs. This is human labor, and the extra value
that it creates Marx terms surplus value. Marx’s
theory of surplus value consequently stands at the
very center of his theory of capitalism as well as
his theory of exploitation. To Marx, in other
words, what happens in production (where sur-
plus value is created) is more important than
what happens in the market (where surplus value
is just given a monetary form). The market, Marx
specifies, is indeed central to capitalism - but its
key role in capitalist society is primarily one of
mystification since it is precisely the fact that com-
modities are bought and sold on the market, at
what seems to be their “right” price, that makes it so
hard for those who are exploited in capitalism to
understand that labor is always underpaid in
capitalism.

While Marx presented an analytical model of
the capitalist process and, on the basis of this
model, theorized how the economy would develop
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in the future, he also pioneered a deeply historical
and empirical study of capitalism. Few readers of
Capital will fail to have noticed this, and one may
cite Marx’s powerful descriptions of life in the
factories or the process of enclosures that set off
capitalism in England.

Capitalism, as Marx sees it, is not restricted to
some special area or sphere of society, as econo-
mists see it today, but constitutes its very founda-
tion. The economy, as a result, influences not only
what goes on in the workplace but also a host of
other phenomena, such as law, politics, literature,
philosophy, the household, and the relations be-
tween the sexes. There is, in brief, no separate
economic sector, according to Marx.

It may finally be mentioned that Marx also criti-
cizes past and present economists for their view of
capitalism. They often do not mention the exist-
ence of classes (see social class), and, if they do,
they do not see exploitation. Most importantly,
however, according to Marx, economists simply
take capitalism for granted and think that cat
egories such as “capital,” “labor,” “profit,” and so
on are universal and given, once and for all. They
fail, in brief, to understand that capitalism is a
deeply historical phenomenon. And as a result,
they produce ideology rather than a scientific
theory about capitalism.

There exist many critiques of Marx’s theory of
capitalism and little needs to be added to these. It
is, for example, clear that capitalism does not
operate according to “Natural Laws” which “work
with iron necessity towards inevitable results,” to
cite the preface to Capital. There is much contro-
versy over what is alive and dead in Marx’s analy-
sis, for example, in Jon Elster’s An Introduction to
Karl Marx (1986). It deserves nonetheless to be
emphasized, when one discusses Marx’s view of
capitalism, that Marx has relatively little to say
about corporations and other key capitalist insti-
tutions, such as the market, the stock exchange,
and so on. For Marx, capitalism was grounded in
production, and since production typically takes
place inside the modern factory, this is also where
it primarily should be studied.

Weber was deeply influenced by Marx and his
analysis of capitalism. Like Marx, Weber, for
example, saw capitalism as the defining feature
of contemporary society and also as an ominous
force for humanity. While Weber was well aware
of capitalism’s capacity to advance the material
aspects of civilization, he also - like Marx - felt
that there was something deeply non-ethical
and inhuman about the system. The reader may
recall Weber’s famous metaphor of “the iron cage”
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(stalwarts Ghettoes), which has taken on a life of its
own in contemporary social science. Weber him-
self, however, used this metaphor to indicate that
life in modern capitalist society is unbearably
harsh. One reason for this has to do with the
unrelenting demand that everybody works all
the time; there is also the fact that life in modern
capitalist society lacks a deeper meaning.

But even if there exist parallels between the
views of Marx and Weber on capitalism, they
also differ on several important points. One may
single out five such points of profound difference.
First of all, while Marx saw capitalism as cen-
tered around production, Weber saw it as centered
around the market. Second, while Marx argued
that there only exists one type of capitalism,
Weber disagreed and suggested that there are sev-
eral such types. Third, Marx and Weber differed in
the way that they conceptualized the role that
law, politics, and culture play in modern capital-
ism. Fourth, Weber’s theory of the origin of capit-
alism differed from that of Marx. And finally,
Weber introduced the concept of meaning into
the analysis of capitalism - a concept that does
not exist in Marx.

That Weber saw capitalism as centered on the
market, as opposed to production, comes out very
clearly in his general view of capitalism. From
Weber’s The Agrarian Sociology of Ancient Civilizations
(1909 [trans. 1976]), one may cite what is probably
the most succinct definition of capitalism that
can be found in his work: “where we find that
property is an object of trade and is utilized by
individuals for profit-making enterprise in a
market economy, there we have capitalism.”

Second, while Marx argued that there was no
capitalism in Antiquity and that capitalism could
only be found in the West, Weber sharply dis-
agreed. As opposed to Marx, Weber in Economy and
Society (1921-2 [trans. 1978]) suggested that there
are three major types of capitalism: political capi-
talism, rational capitalism, and traditional-commercial
capitalism. Political capitalism can be found where
profitmaking is directly dependent on politics,
say where merchants operate under the direct
protection of an imperialist power or where busi-
ness contracts can only be secured through the
mediation of state officials. Political capitalism,
according to Weber, existed in Antiquity, in the
West, and elsewhere, and can also be found in
modern society. Rational capitalism, in contrast,
is a uniquely western product, and first came into
full being from the time of the Reformation and
onwards. It is characterized by a strongly method-
ical approach to all economic matters and by the
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use of institutions such as the modern firm,
rational technology, and capital accounting.
Traditional-commercial capitalism can be found
in all societies, far back in history as well as
today, and it consists of small trade in goods and
currencies.

Third, while Marx conceptualized the role
of law, politics, and culture in capitalism as all
being influenced by economic forces in a de-
cisive manner, Weber had a different approach.
In principle, the causality can go both ways. He
also argued that, as society develops, so do its
various spheres - such as the economic sphere,
the political sphere, the religious sphere, and so
on. Each of these spheres has its own internal
dynamic and autonomy vis-a-vis society as a whole
(Eigengesetzlichkeit). How clashes between spheres
will be solved is an empirical question and cannot
be predicted in advance. Basically, however, polit-
ics and law need to be predictable and reliable
for rational capitalism to thrive.

Fourth, Weber and Marx differed on the his-
torical origin of western capitalism. Both saw capi-
talism as the result of a long evolutionary history
and not as the result of one critical event or factor
(for Marx on this point, see Capital; for Weber,
General Economic History). Still, while Marx singled
out the enclosures in England as extra important
in this development, Weber did the same with the
creation of “the spirit of capitalism” during the
Reformation and onwards. Whether Weber was
correct or not in his thesis that certain Protestant
ideas (especially the notion of work as a vocation),
helped to jumpstart modern capitalism is still a
much-debated question as Gordon Marshall dem-
onstrates in his In Search of the Spirit of Capitalism
(1982).

The last point on which Marx’s and Weber’s
analyses of capitalism differ importantly from
one another has to do with the concept of mean-
ing (Sinn). While Marx was very interested in
understanding the relationship between capital-
ism and culture, he nonetheless never addressed
the issue of the meaning that the actor attaches to
his or her actions. By explicitly including this
aspect, Weber can be said to have opened up the
analysis of capitalism in many directions that
remained closed to Marx.

Schumpeter was deeply influenced by the works
of Marx and Weber, including their analyses of
capitalism. While he admired both authors, he
also regarded Capital, as well as The Protestant Ethic
and the Spirit of Capitalism (1905 [trans. 2002]), as
having serious flaws. He was not impressed by
Weber’s argument that a qualitative change had

somehow taken place in the mentality of western
capitalists at the time of the Reformation, and he
disapproved of most of the economics that Marx
had used in his argument. Schumpeter in his
Essays (1961) saw capitalism as gradually evolving
from Antiquity or “early capitalism” to contem-
porary times or “the modern phase,” that is,
“1898 and today,” traversing in the process “mer-
cantile capitalism,” from the sixteenth century till
the end of the eighteenth century, and “intact
capitalism,” during the nineteenth century. He
emphasized continuity, and he saw no reason to
refer to primitive accumulation or Luther’s ideas
about Beruf (vocation).

Schumpeter nonetheless deeply admired Marx’s
idea that the economy is not something that only
responds to influences from the outside, as in con-
ventional equilibrium analysis. He also tried to
construct his own theory of capitalism on this
insight by Marx, although he picked a different
central actor: the entrepreneur rather than the
capitalist. The entrepreneur, Schumpeter argues,
can be defined as an economic actor who, by
piecing together a new combination of already
existing factors, creates innovations and economic
change. Stimulated by the huge profit that an
entrepreneur makes, a number of imitators will
appear, till there is no more room for making a
profit, and the economy starts to slide downwards.
The business cycles that always accompany capital-
ism are, according to Schumpeter, basically caused
by the entrepreneur and the wave of imitators that
follows in his or her footsteps.

Something must also be said about Capitalism,
Socialism and Democracy (1942) when it comes to
Schumpeter’s analysis of capitalism. He here
comments on a period of the history of capitalism
when Marx and Weber were not alive, namely the
interwar period. Like Weber, however, Schump-
eter singles out the giant corporations with their
huge bureaucracies as the key actors — and also as
being deeply problematic. Indeed, Schumpeter
was so fearful of these giant corporations that he
saw them as a major reason why capitalism was
bound to go under and be replaced by socialism.
Like Marx, Schumpeter was convinced that capit-
alism one day would disappear, but in contrast to
Marx he thought that this would be caused by
its success and not by its failure. Many factors
were involved in this process, including the qual-
ity of the capitalists. With the success of capital-
ism, he argued, capitalists would eventually turn
complacent and lose their desire to counter the
attacks of socialists and intellectuals - and
this failure to respond would slowly undo “the
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capitalist civilization,” including its otherwise
well-functioning economic system.

Socialists more or less monopolized the use of
the term capitalism from around 1900 - when
Werner Sombart (1863-1941) popularized it in
Der moderne Kapitalismus (1903) - till something
like the 1970s. From this point on, however, it
has been as much embraced by economists, lib-
erals, and the right wing as by social democrats
and the left wing. The theory of capitalism that
can be found among economists today is also no
longer restricted to theories of how prices are set
through the interplay of demand and supply; it
also includes reflections on the institutions that
give structure to capitalism, including the state.

To discuss the various models of capitalism that
can be found among twentieth-century econo-
mists would demand a longer essay than this,
and the reader is referred to the works of people
from J. M. Keynes to Milton Friedman (1912- ), and
John Kenneth Galbraith (1908-2006). A few words
must nonetheless be said about the economists’
creation of what may be termed the neo-liberal
theory of capitalism, since it is this way of looking
at capitalism that has come to dominate the
current discourse on this subject.

The neo-liberal theory of capitalism has deep
roots in the nineteenth century and was given an
early and theoretically sophisticated expression
in the works of Austrian economists Ludwig von
Mises (1881-1973) and Friedrich von Hayek (1899-
1992). These two thinkers insisted on the decen-
tralized, spontaneous nature of capitalism and
that the state must stay out of the economy - for
example, Friedrich von Hayek, Individualism and
Economic Order (1948), and Ludwig von Mises, The
Anti-Capitalistic Mentality (1956). Prices carry
enough information for the entrepreneur to
know what to do; and while legal and political
institutions are necessary for the market to work
properly, they must under no circumstances be
allowed to interfere with its workings or to coun-
ter its results through welfare measures. The
market will produce liberty and wealth if it is
left alone; and this is what matters.

Since the 1980s, when Margaret Thatcher and
Ronald Reagan came to power, this vision of
neoliberal capitalism has become the official eco-
nomic ideology of the West, and it is still as strong,
if not stronger. As applied to the situation of the
economy in developing countries, neoliberalism is
known as “the Washington consensus” and has
come to expression in official statements by the
International Monetary Fund, the US president,
and so on.
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Other academics besides liberal economists
have produced important scholarship on capita-
lism during the post-World War II period. Leaving
aside Andrew Shonfield’s pioneering Modern Capi-
talism (1965) in order to continue with the theme
of the neo-liberal vision, a mention should be
made of the idea of disorganized capitalism which
emerged in the 1980s. It is here argued that the
attempt to organize capitalism at the top (via
cartels, monopolies, and the like) and at the
bottom (via trade unions, cooperatives, and so
on) is about to come to an end - for example in
Scott Lash and John Urry, The End of Organized
Capitalism (1987). The result of this process will
be strife and disorganization, and will work out
differently depending on the country in question.

During the 1990s a novel approach to the study
of capitalism emerged, which also is opposed to
neoliberalism. This is the school of varieties of
capitalism, which is close in spirit to the French
regulation school (see regulation theory) and
the so-called economics of conventions. All of
these approaches work in the tradition of political
economy and draw on a mixture of heterodox
economics and political science. Their focus is on
capitalism in individual countries, and compari-
sons are often made between various countries,
as well as between groups of countries. A central
task that the varieties-of-capitalism approach
has set for itself is to show that non-liberal and
heavily regulated economies work just as well as
neoliberal and de-regulated economies. Sweden
and Germany, for example, have capitalist econ-
omies that are as efficient as, say, the United King-
dom and the United States (see, for example, Colin
Crouch and Wolfgang Streeck, Political Economy of
Modern Capitalism, (1997) or Peter Hall and David
Soskice, Varieties of Capitalism, (2001). In analyzing
the way that capitalism is organized in different
countries, much emphasis in this type of litera-
ture is also laid on the mode of governance. And in
doing so, many more actors are usually taken
into account than in conventional economics, in-
cluding chambers of commerce and other busi-
ness associations. Much attention is finally also
paid to different types of regulations, from legal
systems to the many rules that are produced in
modern society.

An attempt has also recently been made to draw
on the tradition of economic sociology in analyz-
ing capitalism (for example Victor Nee and Rich-
ard Swedberg, The Economic Sociology of Capitalism,
2005). This approach is heavily indebted to Weber
and Schumpeter and primarily attempts to out-
line the social structure of the various economic
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institutions that are at the core of capitalism,
from firms and markets to entrepreneurship
more generally. Proponents of this approach are
closer to New Institutional Economics than to the
tradition of political economy. They also center
their analyses around the notion of interest, and
view institutions as embodying interests or as
channeling interests rather than as a set of rules -
for example, in Richard Swedberg, The Concept of
Interest (2005).

It may finally be noted that, according to Marx,
capitalism is always revolutionizing itself in its
attempts to seek new profits. This means that the
analysts of capitalism are looking at a target that
is moving very rapidly, something that tends to
cast them in the unhappy role of the famous owl
of Minerva, always arriving too late. Nonetheless,
since capitalism is at the center of modern society,
and since it constitutes “the most fateful force in
our modern life” (Weber), it is absolutely crucial
that it also remains at the center of social science.

RICHARD SWEDBERG

capitalist mode of production
- see Karl Marx.

carceral society
- see Michel Foucault.

care

The social implications of care have been high-
lighted by sociologists whose work has empha-
sized the often unseen work that is performed
(largely in the household). The study of care has
been responsible for the “denaturalization” of
those responsibilities (looking after children, the
ill, the infirm, and the elderly) which were once, if
not assumed to fall to, then at least assigned to,
women. A generation of sociologists (including
Hilary Graham, Miriam David, Clare Ungerson,
and Hilary Land) asked questions about who cared
for those not able to function as independent and
autonomous adults and found that the answer
was largely, although not exclusively, women. As
a result of these studies, “caring work” has been
recognized in much of Europe as work that merits
economic payment.

There is another sense, however, in which the
extension of the understanding of the term work
has enlarged our perception of care. It lies in
the development of what has become known
as the “ethic of care.” In 1982, Carol Gilligan
(1936- ) argued, in A Different Voice, that women
approached moral choices in terms of the implica-
tions of their actions for others. Gilligan - and

other later writers — have defined this attitude as
that of an ethic of care which prioritizes the needs
of others, rather than abstract and ideal moral
systems, in making moral and ethical choices.
The recognition of the giving of care has also
created the social recognition of “carers,” those
millions of people (largely female) whose lives
are ruled by the dependence of others. For aging
societies, the issue of care and carers has become
central to welfare policies, since for many people
the traditional expectations surrounding care
have become unacceptable, not least in the as-
sumption that caring for others will always be
willingly, and voluntarily, accepted. MARY EVANS

career
In commonsense usage, this is the progression of
an individual through an occupation via a series
of predefined institutional gateways which secure
standing in the community, increasing levels of
seniority within the occupation, and increasing
levels of pay. The hierarchal structure of a univer-
sity career provides a good example: from tutor, to
lecturer, senior lecturer, associate professor, and,
finally, professor. Max Weber argued in The Protest-
ant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism (1905 [trans.
2002]) that the development of the career as a
calling or vocation was a secular solution to the
problem of salvation in Protestantism, providing a
secular form of salvation through service to the
community. Sociologists, particularly those in the
symbolic interactionist tradition, have focused on
the temporal sequencing of a career and particu-
larly the problems that arise for organizations
when individuals become blocked in their career
aspirations. More broadly then, the concept of
career can be applied to any ongoing sequences
of changes of social status over time. Thus, the
sequencing of the events that go to make a family
can be conceptualized as a career. While careers
are usually taken to be positive life experiences, as
in a career in the professions, they can also be
negatively evaluated. Erving Goffman drew atten-
tion to the negatively evaluated “moral career” of
the mentally ill patient, who through a series of
degradation ceremonies - the loss of an autono-
mous adult identity, the replacement of street
clothing with institutional garments, and bound-
aries around their ability to interact with others -
experienced a stigmatizing career. In criminology,
there is also the notion of a “criminal career” in
which an offender passes through a series of
stages towards full-time criminal activities.
Contemporary sociologists have focused on the
changing nature of work in postindustrial society,
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which makes the possibility of a life-long career
increasingly unlikely as work becomes more frag-
mented and discontinuous, because companies
downsize and outsource functions previously
undertaken by long-term employees: such as, for
example, IBM outsourcing its computing func-
tions to India. Under the impact of neoliberalism
in the state sector, the idea of a career in the
public or civil service is also on the wane as
the state out-sources many of its functions to
the private market. Richard Sennett has, in The
Corrosion of Character (1998) and Respect (2003),
claimed that, with the decline of career in the
modern economy, there is a corresponding trans-
formation of personality, namely an erosion of
character. KEVIN WHITE

case study

The term case study refers both to methodological
strategy and subject of study. Social scientists use
the case-study approach as a methodological strat-
egy when they wish to provide rich descriptions
and analyses of a single case, or a small number of
cases. This approach allows researchers to develop
a detailed view of processes, interactions, and
meaning systems in a way they would find diffi-
cult if they were examining dozens or hundreds
of cases. A case-study research project is limited
in its capacity to support universalizing socio-
logical generalizations but its advantage is that
it can reveal more meaningful data about a
case. Case-study data can yield specific insights
that form the bases for hypothesis testing (see
hypothetico-deductive method) in studies that
use large datasets. Many researchers in this trad-
ition use the comparative method, wherein close
examination of two or three targeted cases allows
them to isolate the causes and consequences of
particular case features and dynamics. Qualitative
field researchers, and historical, comparative, and
quantitative methodologists all use the case study
approach.

A case-study project might take as its subject
work organizations, social movements, commu-
nities, political regimes, schools, and myriad
other case types. The particular population from
which a researcher draws his or her case follows
from the theoretical and substantive goal. For
example, if a sociologist wishes to know whether
and why social inequality persists in organizations
that are committed to democratic, progressive
social change, she or he might study worker-
owned cooperatives or feminist, peace, and other
social movement organizations. VICKI SMITH
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Castells, Manuel (1942-)

A Spanish-born sociologist, Castells has roots in
urban sociology and the sociology of social move-
ments, which are examined in his The Urban
Question (1977), City, Class and Power (1978), and
The City and the Grassroots (1983). Between 1967
and 1979 he taught at the University of Paris,
first on the Nanterre campus and, after 1970, at
the Ecole des Etudes en Sciences Sociales. In 1979
he was appointed Professor of Sociology and Pro-
fessor of City and Regional Planning at the Uni-
versity of California, Berkeley. In 2001 he became
a research professor at the Universitat Oberta de
Catalunya, Barcelona. In 2003 he joined the Uni-
versity of Southern California, Anneberg School
of Communication as Professor of Communica-
tion and Technology. Castells’s work climaxed
with a number of cross-cultural studies on the
information age and global (see globalization)
network society that Anthony Giddens compared
in significance to Max Weber’s Economy and Soci-
ety. These were The Rise of Network Society (1996),
The Power of Identity (1997), and The End of the
Millennium (2000). A more telling comparison
might have been with Karl Marx’s Capital (1867).
For Castells operates in the neo-Marxist tradition
to explore the theme of the perpetual revolutions
under capitalism, technology, production, power,
and experience. He ultimately links the purpose
of sociology to the goal of human liberation.
Employing powerful comparative and historical
methods of analysis (see comparative method), he
demonstrates how a new type of production has
emerged in the West (based around information),
with a new type of society (network society) and a
new form of identity politics (critical pluralist/
virtual).

Castells demonstrates how “replaceable gen-
eric labor” has been repositioned through the
casualization of employment, with considerable
discontinuity in careers and personal crises, ill-
nesses, drug/alcohol addiction, loss of assets, and
negation of distinction. He posits three fateful
cleavages in network society: (1) skills-based div-
isions between information and communication
workers and deskilled labor; (2) obsolescent citizens,
divided between laborers who are defined as
surplus to the requirements of the system and
what might be called the “stakeholders” in civil
society; and (3) intensified alienated labor, divid-
ed from stakeholders. His work constitutes a
magisterial account of the many-sided restructur-
ing of capitalism in the twenty-first century.

CHRIS ROJEK
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causal explanation
- see explanation.

causal inference
- see explanation.

causal modeling
- see modeling.

causality

In sociology, disputes over the notion of “causal-
ity” reflect deep divisions in the discipline. With
the success of eighteenth-century Newtonian
science - and the postulation that there are laws
of nature which can be discovered through empir-
ical research - came the ideal of a science of
society with its own laws. This was the inspiration
for Auguste Comte to propose a wholly secular
explanation of social life, through what he called
the positive method (hence positivism) that re-
stricted explanation to observable facts. Combined
with the development of evolutionism - of the
idea of the development of complex social forms
from preceding primitive ones, and the idea of
social structure (developing out of the analysis
of the state in the work of Thomas Hobbes
[1588-1679], John Locke [1632-1704], and Jean-
Jacques Rousseau [1712-78|) — the scene was set
for postulating the lawful progression of societal
types based on empirically observable facts. Emile
Durkheim defined the subject of sociology as the
study of social facts. These are objective, existing
independently of any individual’s consciousness
of them, are external to the individual, and coerce
the individual to behave in specific ways. As
Durkheim puts it, social facts such as the family,
the legal system, or marriage, for example, “will
be felt to be real, living active forces, which be-
cause of the way they determine the individual,
prove their independence of him” (Suicide, 1897
[trans. 1951]). Thus in Durkheim’s approach
society is a causal factor in determining how indi-
viduals act. Durkheim’s approach, which claims
that the social sciences are pursuing general
knowledge of society, is, nomothetic, in seeking
to produce causal-explanatory knowledge. How-
ever, the position that there are causal relation-
ships in social life was hotly disputed in
the Methodenstreit - the debate over whether
the methods of the natural sciences were useful
in the social sciences - in German history at
the end of the nineteenth century. Wilhelm
Dilthey (1833-1911) and Wilhelm Windelband
(1848-1915) both argued that because the subject
matter of the social sciences was the conscious

subject — unlike the inert nature studied in the
natural sciences — the social sciences had to de-
velop their own unique methods of study in which
the goal was interpretation and understanding
rather than explanation and prediction. Further-
more, the social sciences are idiographic, because
they could only ever provide knowledge of the
specific situation. To achieve this, the social sci-
ence researcher had to be able to understand
empathically the subjective meanings attributed
by social agents to their actions. This method was
called Verstehen, or interpretive sociology. How-
ever, it was also a form of intuitionism, and
according to Max Weber we could never be secure
in our knowledge of whether we had got our sub-
ject’s position “right.” He proposed to resolve
the antimony between the objective search for
the laws of society and the subjectively driven
origins of social action in the individual actor.

As Weber put it in Economy and Society (1922
[trans. 1968]), “sociology is a science concerning
itself with the interpretive understanding of
social action and thereby with a causal explan-
ation of its course and consequences.” He (in
Roscher and Knies: The Logical Problems of Historical
Economics, 1903-6 [trans. 1975]) defines causality
in the same way as David Hume (1711-76): “the
idea of an effect, the idea of a dynamic bond . . .
between phenomena qualitatively different from
each other . . . [and] the idea of subordination to
rules.” Like Hume he rejects empirical correlation
as evidence of causal relationships. A causal claim
is that an event x, coming first, will cause an out-
come y on every occasion. According to Hume, in
his famous critique of causality, a causal link
cannot be demonstrated between x and y. Rather,
the most that can be said is that x and y are a
succession of occurrences which, because they
always follow each other, we come to expect to
be together. However, in Hume’s argument, we
cannot prove that they cause each other. Unlike
Hume, Weber argues that a form of causal explan-
ation is achievable in the social sciences, that is, to
establish the elective affinity between events. This
causal explanation is to be produced not by em-
pathy (as in Dilthey) but through understanding
why it is that an actor gives meaning to what they
do in the context of a culturally specific situation.
Thus, in his account of the Protestant Ethic and the
Spirit of Capitalism (1905 [trans. 2002]), Weber does
not seek to “enter” the mind of his subjects, but,
through constructing an ideal type of how some-
one faced with the metaphysical impact of Prot-
estantism would make sense of their situation and
act, provides a causal account of their attempts to
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establish for themselves that they were saved (to
save wealth as a sign of salvation) and an explan-
ation of the empirical correlation with the
development of capitalism (the accumulation of
capital) in Protestant countries.

Later debates in the social sciences about causa-
lity have been rendered under the rubric of the
agency and structure debate, that is the relation-
ship between intentional action and social struc-
tures. In the works of Roy Bhaskar, A Realist Theory
of Science (1975), Rom Harré and E. Madden, Causal
Powers (1975), and Anthony Giddens, The Constitu-
tion of Society (1984), the task is to examine how
enduring social structures, which predate the in-
dividual, and in which s/he has no choice but to
participate, can at the same time be transformed
in social practices.

While these debates have had echoes in
American sociology, particularly in the Euro-
pean-originated works of Alfred Schutz and his
development of phenomenological sociology, in
general it has been dominated by a simple inte-
gration of Durkheimian ontology (social facts
exist and have the force to make individuals
act in specific ways) with a naive positivistic
empiricism (that these social facts are demon-
strated by probabilistic statistics and evidenced
in correlations). KEVIN WHITE

cause
- see causality.

census
The process of collecting demographic, social, and
economic data from all members of a population,
censuses are distinct from surveys, which are
focused on data from a subset, or sample, of a
population. Censuses have a long history, and
were first used in ancient Rome. In their modern
form, censuses are used to justify the allocation of
resources by the state. Thus, the ways in which
censuses categorize and count ethnic and other
minority groups, including transient and indigent
populations, has become a matter of some con-
cern and debate - as these may have a direct
bearing on the resources available to members of
these groups. This controversy has been the cata-
lyst for the introduction of sampling methods in
order to achieve a more accurate census of the
true numbers of such systematically under-
counted groups.

Samples of anonymized records (SARs) are
samples of de-identified individuallevel data
extracted from censuses. SARs are distinct from
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commonly available census outputs in that they
have not been aggregated into pre-determined
tables. In fact, SARs more closely resemble survey
data, in that they contain a separate record for
each individual. The very large sample sizes of
SARs distinguish them from most surveys, as
SARs allow for the analysis of data by sub-groups
and by regional areas.

As microdata sets, SARs permit multivariate
statistical analysis at the individual level. SARs
may be used in the investigation of a broad
range of social issues including the composition
of households, ethnicity, health, education, and
employment. MARK RAPLEY AND SUSAN HANSEN

charisma

For Max Weber charisma is first a matter of
authority and its legitimacy. A charismatic leader
is not, as he explains in Economy and Society (1921
[trans. 1968]), merely forceful and strong but one
whose authority is based on supporters’ “devo-
tion to the exceptional sanctity, heroism or ex-
emplary character of an individual person, and
on the normative patterns or order revealed or
ordained by him.” This Weber contrasts with ra-
tional and also traditional grounds of authority,
in which obedience is respectively owed to the
impersonal order and to the person occupying a
traditionally sanctioned position. Charismatic
authority, then, unlike rational and traditional
authority, is particularly vulnerable to attack: a
challenge to the incumbent of charismatic au-
thority necessarily brings the legitimacy of the
authority of the social order into doubt. This
situation does not arise with either rational or
traditional authority.

An additional element of charismatic authority
contributes further to its instability. What is de-
cisive for the validity of charisma, according to
Weber, is recognition from those subject to it
that the charismatic individual possesses excep-
tional powers or qualities. Such extraordinary
powers can be revealed to followers or disciples
only by their demonstrable exercise. Thus, in the
necessarily emotional relationship between au-
thority incumbent and followers, it is necessary
that the leader constantly prove that his divine,
magical, or heroic powers have not deserted him.
The charismatic leader is thus compelled con-
stantly to reaffirm the legitimacy of his authority
in order that he may continue to hold it. One
consequence of this noted by Weber is the incom-
patibility of charismatic authority and continuous
economic activity devoted to regular income and
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economizing. Plunder and extortion, Weber says,
are typical means of provision under charismatic
rule.

Because it is based on the personal qualities of
the individual incumbent, charismatic authority
is contrary to routine and offers no solutions to
the problem of succession or the movement from
one leader to another. Within charismatic com-
munities that persist there is therefore a tendency
towards routinization of charisma. Weber treats
routinization in terms of the development of both
succession mechanisms and means to appropriate
or select charismatic staff. Mechanisms of succes-
sion include: (1) search for a new leader possessing
certain qualities; (2) revelation by oracle or
priestly technique; (3) designation by prior charis-
matic leader or by his administrative staff; (4)
hereditary; and (5) ritual transmission of charisma
from one person to another. The transformation
of the charismatic mission into an office, by rou-
tinizing charismatic staff, is also achieved
through a number of possibilities associated with
different bases of selection and remuneration.

Elements of charismatic authority may be
found with other forms of rule. Weber mentions
plebiscitary presidential regimes and cabinet gov-
ernment as two instances in which charisma and
legal rational authority may coexist.

Edward Shils in The Constitution of Society (1982)
developed a non-Weberian account of charisma.
Charismatic properties of central institutions sat-
isfy a need for order, and roles that are associated
with such institutions enjoy derivative charisma,
leading to relations of deference, even in egalita-
rian societies. JACK BARBALET

Chicago School of Sociology

The Chicago School of Sociology was a body of
social research associated with a group of profes-
sors and their students affiliated with the Soci-
ology Department of the University of Chicago.
The School emerged around 1915, and lasted until
about 1935. Its most prominent members in-
cluded Robert Park and W. I. Thomas, alongside
such figures as Ernest Burgess and Ellsworth
Faris. In the later period of the School, the sociolo-
gists Herbert Blumer and Louis Wirth continued
its research tradition. The School was the first
group of sociologists to practice a systematic re-
search agenda in the United States. It influenced
the development of the symbolic interactionist
tradition, and the emphasis on social psychology,
qualitative research, participant observation,
and ethnography associated with this theoretical
orientation.

The Chicago School focused on a wide variety of
social processes, such as social organization and
disorganization, urban sociology, social change,
immigration, deviance, race relations, and social
movements. It often analyzed these processes in
the context of the city of Chicago, developing a
lasting influence in urban sociology through such
concepts as ecology and succession. Its researchers
helped establish the importance of empirical in-
vestigation into social issues through analyzing
documents and conducting interviews, as well as
engaging in firsthand observation of various
groups. Two of its most important studies include
The City (1925), a selection of essays by Park, Bur-
gess, and R. D. McKenzie, and The Polish Peasant in
Europe and America (1918-20), a five-volume work
by Thomas and Florian Znaniecki. Other works
include Nel Anderson’s The Hobo (1923), Wirth’s
The Ghetto (1928), Harvey Zorbaugh’s The Gold Coast
and the Slum (1929), E. Franklin Frazier’s The Negro
Family in Chicago (1931), and Paul Cressy’s The Taxi-
Dance Hall (1932). Park and Burgess also wrote an
introductory text, Introduction to the Science of Soci-
ology (1921), which helped popularize the School’s
approach.

The Chicago School linked thought and action,
positing that ideas and attitudes are tied to the
social and historical conditions in which they
arise and are situated. The School’s focus on social
issues such as crime and deviance was tied to the
reformist impulse of many of its researchers, who
were concerned with solving social problems in
the pre-World War I Progressive era in the United
States. Its reformist orientation was strengthened
by the ties to journalism of one of its members,
Robert Park. Yet the Chicago School advocated an
objective and scientific study of society, and its
members attempted to implement a disinterested
sociology.

The Chicago School supported the use of the
ethnographic methods of anthropologists, argu-
ing that the same methods could be employed to
investigate social processes within the United
States as were used to study non-western cul-
tures. But the School was much more diverse
than this characterization. Its researchers did
assume that individuals could not be studied in
isolation from one another and were influenced
by the groups that encompassed them, and that
social change developed through the interaction
of individuals and groups with one another. Yet
many of the School’s scholars, such as William
Ogburn, embraced versions of quantitative analy-
sis, such as survey research. Researchers did not
engage in mindless empiricism, however. They
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always approached their data with a theoretical
interest in mind.

The Chicago School emphasized that the social
and historical context in which one lived dramati-
cally influenced social processes. But individuals
were not passive products of their environment.
Social structure and individual agency could not
be separated from one another. People could
change the social structures in which they lived,
but these economic, social, and cultural conditions
influenced their attitudes and actions. Indeed, the
actions of individuals often had unintended conse-
quences. Social structure and geographic location
accounted for much of social behavior. Researchers
often wrote of natural, relatively predictable
processes of history and geography, shaped by the
similar social location and traditions that groups
shared, and the arrangement of commercial
establishments and residential housing in a par-
ticular area. Such concerns led to the study of
social organization and disorganization, the
latter considered to be the main cause of social
problems.

Much of their work focused on Chicago. In Park,
Burgess, and McKenzie’s The City, Park encouraged
his students to engage the denizens of the city,
“become acquainted with people,” to “nose
around” those groups that they were interested
in studying. For Park, one could only be impartial
by understanding the point of view, the subjective
experience, of other people. Thus, the social life of
the city could be understood through intense
fieldwork in particular neighborhoods. The study
of urban life should investigate a city’s culture,
occupational structure, and physical organiza-
tion. The social profile of the city was conditioned
by structural factors such as its economic and
geographical conditions, including its location
on transportation and trade routes. The socio-
logical imagination must combine these two di-
mensions, the structural and the subjective, into a
coherent study.

For Park, integrated city neighborhoods pro-
gressively broke down as secondary, impersonal
relationships increasingly based on the market
and law (see law and society) replaced the pri-
mary relationships of family and ethnicity. Cities
created more contacts for individuals, and offered
them an array of different lifestyles, but these
contacts tended to be transitory. The city also
allowed deviant individuals, from the genius to
the criminal, to flourish in its heterogeneous
environment.

Burgess took a somewhat different approach to
the study of urban life. He too saw cities as
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characterized by heterogeneous, diverse occupa-
tions, employing a large percentage of young and
middle-aged individuals, and occupied by a high
percentage of foreign-born immigrants. Burgess
focused on processes of growth and expansion in
the cities, viewing them as natural adaptations to
new types of social organization. He analyzed
urban expansion through his theory of concentric
zones. An inner industrial zone was surrounded
by zones consisting of the ghetto, working-men’s
homes, and at the outmost region more suburban
residential areas. Each inner zone expands as it
invades an outer zone, a process Burgess labeled
succession. This expansion involves simultaneous
processes of decentralization and concentration
of people and industries. Burgess also utilized
the notion of urban ecology to study the social
life of cities. Drawn from biology, the concept of
ecology emphasizes the interdependence of urban
life, and how an individual relates to his or
her environment. Processes of competition and
accommodation influence the development of
the urban milieu, as a community expands or de-
clines as economic development waxes or wanes.
The differentiation and segmentation of urban
populations accompany such social changes.

Park and Burgess contended that the American
city could not be understood apart from immigra-
tion. The major work on immigration produced by
this School, and the study that contributed most
prominently to its research reputation, was
Thomas and Znaniecki’s The Polish Peasant in Europe
and America. The Polish Peasant examined Polish im-
migrant adaptation to the United States, focusing
on their experiences in Chicago. Thomas and
Znaniecki’s study encompassed much more than
an examination of Polish immigrants. They
explored immigration within the context of
modernization, utilizing systematic qualitative
methods (see qualitative research). Their research
emphasized the social psychological needs of the
peasant immigrant, how his attitudes and values
interacted with those of the larger society, and the
ways in which the ethnic community helped
shape the immigrant experience. They placed im-
migrant experiences with social change at the
center of their analysis.

Thomas and Znaniecki focused on the forma-
tion of the Polish ethnic community rather than
on individual assimilation. They viewed the Polish
community as tightly integrated and insular, its
economic and social life characterized more by
shared, reciprocal values than the profit motive.
The ethnic community was a novel American cre-
ation, and it was a positive development which
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encouraged adaptation to American society.
The ethnic community emerged in a particular
geographical environment, its development influ-
enced by processes of segregation and integration
within the city. The immigrant community in-
herited from Europe could not survive intact in
its new American context, however. Over time, the
ethnic community began slowly to disintegrate,
and its resulting social disorganization dimin-
ished the influence of shared social rules on indi-
viduals. More contacts with the world outside of
the community and increases in individual deci-
sionmaking and freedom overshadowed the
importance of family and traditional ethnic ties
in shaping individual identity.

There were clear limitations on the Polish peas-
ant studies as an exemplar for the study of immi-
grant communities. The authors concentrated on
the urban experience of immigrants, and did not
examine how immigrants fared outside of cities.
They also downplayed the roles of religion and
discrimination in the formation of the ethnic
community. Workplace issues and questions of
political power also did not occupy a central place
in the study.

The Polish Peasant helped popularize the assimi-
lation thesis that, over time, immigrant ethnic
groups became incorporated into the Anglo
mainstream. Yet the study demonstrated the prob-
lems associated with assimilation, including the
difficulties that an ethnic community faces in
adapting to American mores, the complex process
of the loss of immigrant ethnic solidarity and its
reconstitution in the American context, and the
continued importance of the family and other
primary groups as ethnic groups assimilated
into the American mainstream. In criticizing any
simple assimilationist model, The Polish Peasant
posited that distinctive ethnic communities
contribute to the pluralism of the United States.

The Polish Peasant was influential in the subse-
quent history of the sociology of immigration.
Early American research on immigration had an
assimilationist bias, interpreting The Polish Peasant
as an argument for assimilation to an Anglo com-
munity. This was a misinterpretation, as Thomas
and Znaniecki’s study emphasized the reshaping
of the mainstream as new ethnic communities
became part of American society. Moreover,
Thomas and Znaniecki studied the perceptions of
the United States developed by the immigrant,
stressing an active view of the immigrant experi-
ence. They also emphasized that both material
and cultural factors were important in the forma-
tion and maintenance of ethnic communities.

Contemporary pluralist studies which celebrate
ethnic communities have returned to Thomas
and Znaniecki’s emphasis on immigrant agency,
but with a greater awareness of the power of,
and constraints on, immigrant communities. The
most recent and influential book on US immigra-
tion, Remaking the American Mainstream: Assimilation
and Contemporary Immigration (2003), by Richard
Alba and Victor Nee, returns to The Polish Peasant’s
emphasis on the active immigrant who seeks a
better life in the United States. Alba and Nee see
assimilation resulting from the interaction of dif-
ferent ethnic groups, which transforms and blurs
any simple notion of a mainstream culture. They
also argue that geographic context is central to
processes of immigration and assimilation, which
are also constrained by the power of existing
institutions.

By the 1930s, the influence of the Chicago
School was in decline, replaced by the new fascin-
ation with statistical methods associated with
Paul Lazarsfeld of Columbia University, who en-
gaged in opinion polling and market research. His
concern with predicting consumer and voting be-
havior left little room for theory and the vagaries
of history and social interaction. Yet after World
War II a “second Chicago School” emerged, as
researchers such as Howard Becker and Erving
Goffman continued the qualitative and theoret-
ical orientation of the School, examining issues
from deviance to the rituals of everyday life from
complex ethnographic angles.

The Chicago School remains an important influ-
ence on sociology. Contemporary sociologists
and studies influenced by this tradition include
Herbert Gans, The Urban Villagers (1962), Gary Alan
Fine, Gifted Tongues: High School Debate and Adolescent
Culture (2001), and Kitchens: The Culture of Restaurant
Work (1996), and more theoretical works by
authors such as Andrew Abbott, in his Time
Matters: On Theory and Method (2001), among many
others. Though its researchers are known pri-
marily as ethnographically inclined, its propon-
ents advocated a variety of research methods,
depending on the particular problem under study.
The School also offers a distinctive interactionist
theoretical alternative to the quantitative re-
search position that views people as isolated indi-
viduals whose ideas and attitudes can be captured
through statistical instruments such as surveys.
For the Chicago School, social interaction shapes
group and individual identity. Researchers must
immerse themselves in the group that they are
studying in order to grasp how perceptions of
self and society arise within these complex
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social relations, and in turn are impacted by social
structure. KENNETH H. TUCKER

Chicano studies

These studies had their origins in the student
activism, identity politics, and intellectual
foment of the civil rights movement of the
1960s. Like the other nationalist movements
of the era, it emerged as a field of scholarly in-
quiry that placed special emphasis on linking
academic research with the politics of social
justice. It made explicit that link between
activism and scholarship through terms like
action research and consciously sought to im-
prove the educational, social, and political status
of the Mexican-origin population in the United
States.

The founding moment of Chicano studies oc-
curred in spring 1969 when a group of Chicano/
Chicana activists and educators met at the Univer-
sity of California, Santa Barbara, to draft El Plan de
Santa Barbara. This foundation document called
for the creation of Chicano studies departments
devoted to a curriculum and scholarship that
addressed the unique historical experiences and
contemporary condition of people of Mexican des-
cent. It recognized the central role of knowledge
in the reproduction of social inequality within our
communities but also in producing meaningful
strategies of social change and community
empowerment.

The initial focus of the emerging field was on
recovering the historical experience of the Chi-
cano population in the southwestern United
States and contesting previous interpretations of
that history. Special emphasis was placed on the
legacy of community organizing and labor activ-
ism in various industries in which the Mexican
American population had toiled under onerous
working conditions. Rodolfo Acuna’s Occupied
American: The Chicano’s Struggle Toward Liberation
(1972) and Mario Barerra’s Race and Class in the
Southwest: A Theory of Racial Inequality (1979) were
emblematic of this early historical recovery pro-
ject. Both works drew upon various theoretical
perspectives — Marxism, political economy, in-
ternal colonialism, and labor market segmenta-
tion - to advance a revisionist Chicano history in
the American southwest. Professional associations
such as the National Association for Chicano and
Chicana Studies, founded in 1972, further ad-
vanced the explicit connection between scholar-
ship and activism and the importance of
ideological struggle in the academy.
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From the very beginning, Chicana activists
and scholars ensured that the experience of
women of Mexican descent was central to both
the scholarship and activism in Chicano studies.
The male-centered, masculinist, and “heteronor-
mative” underpinnings of early works in the field
were rapidly accompanied by a more complex
rendering of those experiences and the multi-
plicity of social identities within the Chicano
population. Cherrie Moraga’s Loving in the War
Years (1983) and Gloria Anzaldua’s Borderlands /
La Frontera: The New Mestiza (1987) were emblem-
atic of this de-centering of the Chicano male
subject and the move towards a more complex
and nuanced construction of the Chicana sub-
ject. While revisionist histories continued in
importance, works such as these were more in-
terdisciplinary and literary in approach and drew
upon feminism, postmodernism, poststructural-
ism, and cultural studies in reframing the Chi-
cana subject and other marginalized identities.
They challenged not only the masculinist produc-
tion of knowledge in the field, but also the para-
digms, methodologies, and pedagogy inherited
from traditional academic disciplines and area
studies.

More recently, issues pertaining to the social
construction of gender, sexuality, gay/lesbian sub-
jectivities through literature and popular culture,
as well as globalization, transnationalization, and
migration processes, have reached center stage in
Chicano studies. The field is increasingly con-
structing a more complex and situated rendering
of the Chicano/Chicana subject and, in the pro-
cess, exploring the multiplicity of identities in
all their myriad and hybrid forms.

At the present time, there are over 35 million
Latinos in the United States (65 percent of whom
are Chicano or of Mexican descent). Latinos have
now surpassed African Americans as the largest
minority group in the United States and play an
increasing and undeniably important role. For
example, one-third of California’s population is
of Mexican descent and nearly one-half of the
school-age children in the state are from this back-
ground. For these demographic reasons alone,
Chicano studies will increasingly become an im-
portant area of academic inquiry for anyone in-
terested in race relations and the diversity of
modern life in the United States. As in its incep-
tion, political activism and the ongoing struggle
for social justice will continue to play a central
role in the evolution of Chicano studies in the
future. TOMAS ALMAGUER
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Sociology as a discipline did not display much
interest in children until the end of the twentieth
century (A. James and A. Prout, Constructing and
Reconstructing Childhood, 1990). Childhood was per-
ceived as being mainly in the domain of psycho-
logy, education, or perhaps history, and children
themselves rarely appeared as sociological actors
who could influence events or who might matter
particularly. Traditionally, the sociological in-
terest in children was embedded in the notion of
socialization. Thus, one of the main functions
of the family was seen to be the socialization of
children into the next generation of workers,
or parents, or even criminals. The experience of
being a child was not an issue of sociological en-
quiry, although the question of what children
might become when they reached adolescence or
adulthood was important. Thus children were
important in terms of their future as adults, not
in terms of what they might “be” or “do” as
children.

It is perhaps accurate to suggest that, while
sociology had little interest in children per se, it
did have more of an interest in childhood because,
like parenthood, or the family, or the education
system, childhood was conceptualized as a social
institution rather than a naturally occurring phe-
nomenon. The work of the social historian
Philippe Aries in his Centuries of Childhood (1962)
was highly significant in challenging any natural-
istic assumptions about childhood by showing
how the institution changed at different moments
in history, and by revealing how our ideas of what
a child might be (including what a child could and
should do) have changed dramatically according
to time and place. Other historical studies which
have compared nineteenth-century childhood
with contemporary childhood, or working-class
childhood with middle-class childhood, have man-
aged to show that there can be a huge variation
in cultural expectations of children (for example
Eric Hopkins, Childhood Transformed, 1994). Even
defining what a child is, or when childhood starts
and finishes, is open to contestation. The bound-
aries between the infant, the toddler, the child,
the adolescent, the teenager, and the young adult
blur as cultural norms and material circum-
stances change. For example, it was traditionally
assumed that a child became an adult on reaching
puberty (for girls in nineteenth-century England
this might have been as late as sixteen or eight-
een). However, modern lifestyles and diets (in the
West at least) have affected physical rates of

growth so that puberty comes earlier (for example
ten or eleven years for girls). This means that
traditional indicators of maturity become less
relevant and it is less sensible to rely on the body
to act as the visible marker of transition from
childhood to adulthood.

Aries pointed to the lack of differentiation be-
tween “the adult” and “the child” under the ancien
régime, and the very strict differentiation between
the generations that grew up in the Victorian era
- especially for middle-class children. For Ariés
childhood is a modern invention. This challenge
to the idea of childhood as a natural state has
given rise to sociological debates about whether
contemporary cultures are now molding child-
hood in problematic ways. For example, some
recent work on childhood has started to docu-
ment the end of childhood, and to argue that
modern society is truncating childhood. The end-
of-childhood thesis points to such factors as the
premature sexualization of children, the growth
of children’s fashions and styles of dress which are
similar to adult styles, the rise of the child as a
consumer in capitalist societies, and of course the
impact on children of the media, which are seen
to introduce them to adult realities such as vio-
lence long before it is necessary. Ranged against
the end-of-childhood thesis is an alternative per-
spective which points to the way in which de-
veloped welfare states now almost refuse to let
children become adults. This is achieved through
policies which enforce prolonged economic de-
pendence on parents, extend full-time education
to eighteen or even twenty-one years, and apply
restrictions on access to such things as paid em-
ployment, birth control, abortion, or alcohol.
These policies which keep young adults in a state
of dependency are, it is argued, exacerbated by an
over-protectiveness in parents which means that
children are escorted by an adult wherever they go
(for example school, friends’ houses, playgrounds,
and so on). Modern children, it is argued, are kept
in a state of emotional and economic dependency
for longer than previous generations.

These analyses of childhood are, of course, de-
rived mainly from wealthy industrialized soci-
eties. They do not reflect the material realities,
nor social meanings, of childhood as it may be
experienced in countries such as Thailand, China,
or Japan, or in African countries. Moreover, they
may not even reflect all childhoods found in
western societies because of the tendency to over-
look the different forms that childhood might
take in minority ethnic or religious communities,
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or among refugees, or among traveler families.
For this reason, it has become increasingly import-
ant to think in terms of the diversity of childhoods
which may co-exist locally and globally.
Alongside this expansion in sociological under-
standings of childhood(s) (for example Chris
Jencks, Childhood, 1996) we have witnessed the
growth of what is increasingly referred to as the
“standpoint” of children (Berry Mayall, Towards a
Sociology for Childhood, 2002). There is an interest in
the experience of being a child and a parallel
concern to try to appreciate social reality from
the point of view of children themselves. This has
given rise to many empirical projects which allow
children to express their own understandings of
the social world - rather than relying on teachers
or parents to convey what children might think or
feel. This shift towards including the standpoint
of children has started to produce a conceptual
change in the discipline, comparable to the way in
which the introduction of the standpoint of
women transformed sociology in the 1980s. As a
discipline, sociology is starting to appreciate how
“adultist” it has been and, just as it has had to
come to terms with other neglected aspects of
power relations, such as racism, sexism, ageism,
and heteronormativity, so it has started to analyze
more systematically power that is exercised be-
tween the generations. CAROL SMART

Chodorow, Nancy (1944-)

Obtaining her BA from Radcliffe College and then,
in 1975, her PhD from Brandeis University, Nancy
Chodorow is currently Professor of Sociology at
the University of California, Berkeley.

Chodorow’s The Reproduction of Mothering (1978),
was a feminist rethinking of Sigmund Freud’s ver-
sion of childhood development. Because of his
patriarchal environment, Freud did not under-
stand how females develop a gender identity. Cho-
dorow reformulates Freud’s theory of female
socialization. She argues that the infant’s relation-
ship to the mother, rather than the father, is the
crucial bond in an infant’s life. Gender identity is
rooted in the infant’s relationship to the mother
because in most families mothers have responsi-
bility for child rearing. Girls have a more continu-
ous relationship with their mother than do boys.
Accordingly, they develop a more complex gender
identity in which nurturing, caring, and sen-
sitivity are more important than the rigid ego
boundaries and competition important to males.
Chodorow contends that most societies value
these male traits more than female values, so
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that women’s distinctive psychology and culture
are undervalued.

Chodorow’s work has influenced the work of
many feminist thinkers, from Lillian Rubin’s In-
timate Strangers (1983) to Carol Gilligan’s In a Diffe-
rent Voice (1982). Chodorow has been criticized for
generalizing the experience of middle-class white
women to all women, and neglecting cultural
factors in psychological development. In her
most recent work, Femininities, Masculinities, Sexual-
ities (1994) and The Power of Feelings (1999), she
addresses these criticisms, arguing that culture
intersects with psychological development in
complex ways, and that researchers should be
wary of universal generalizations about gender
differences. KENNETH H. TUCKER, JR.

church-sect typology

This typology derives from Max Weber and was
also popularized by the Christian theologian,
Ernst Troeltsch, who was interested in elaborating
different types of religious experiences. Weber’s
ideal-typical distinction in Economy and Society
(1922 [trans. 1978]) between church and sect was
part of his theoretical analysis of the rationaliza-
tion of different forms of legitimation and author-
ity. Weber identified four characteristics of a
church: (1) a professional priesthood; (2) claims
to universal domination, such as the elimination
of ethnic or national barriers; (3) the rationaliza-
tion of doctrine and rites; and (4) compulsory
membership by birth, all of whom (whether be-
lievers or not) are subject to the church’s charisma
and discipline. Distinctive to a church is the sep-
aration of charisma from the person and its link-
age instead to the institutional office (hierocracy),
an office charisma (or grace) of which the church
is the universal expression and trustee.

By contrast, a sect is a voluntary association or
community of personally charismatic individuals
whose charisma or qualification must be publicly
demonstrated (for example through rebaptism for
Baptists). In Weber’s definition, a sect is a select
group whose associational claims in essence pre-
clude universality and require the free consent of
its qualified members; it is not a group that splits
off from another because of persecution or con-
demnation. Sects typically reject office charisma,
adhering instead to a democratic model whereby
authority lies in the congregation, who, through
daily knowledge of the individuals in the commu-
nity, are qualified to determine who among them
is visibly deserving of sect membership. Although
sect membership is voluntary, based on individual
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choice rather than ascribed by birth, admission
and continued participation is contingent on
the individual’s consistent adherence in everyday
life to the sect’s religious beliefs and moral
standards.

The sect community functions as a selection
apparatus for separating the qualified from the
unqualified, and for ensuring that qualified
members interact with each other rather than
with nonmembers. Although a negative conse-
quence of this boundary maintenance is that it
encourages withdrawal from, rather than engage-
ment or accommodation with, the nonqualified, a
positive function is the solidarity and social
integration that sects provide their members,
especially necessary for blunting the anomie and
alienation found in highly mobile modern soci-
eties and among diasporic religions (such as Juda-
ism). Moreover, Weber argued, the high moral and
ascetic standards typically associated with sects
means that their business interests thrive, because
members and nonmembers alike trust their
economic security to them. Although the small
congregation is best suited to monitoring sect
members’ behavior, Weber emphasized that a
sect is not a small group; as he noted, the Baptists
are one of the most typical sects and also one of
the largest Protestant denominations in the world.

The contrasting universal and compulsory
claims of a church against the selective and volun-
tary nature of a sect are particularly useful in
understanding how different emphases on free-
dom and especially on freedom of conscience
filter into public debates and assumptions about
the relation between church and state. Whereas a
church would typically argue for the universal
applicability of its moral teachings to human soci-
ety, a sect would typically argue in favor of a
differentiation between religious and political
matters. MICHELE DILLON

Cicourel, Aaron Victor (1928-)

An American sociologist, who contributed sem-
inal work to cognitive sociology and ethno-
methodology, Cicourel received his BA and MA
from the University of California, Los Angeles, in
1951 and 1953 respectively, and his PhD from
Cornell University in 1957. Cicourel has taught
all over the world but primarily within the
University of California system, and is currently
Research Professor of Cognitive Science, Pediat-
rics, and Sociology at the University of California,
San Diego. Cicourel has made important contribu-
tions to the sociology of education, law and

society, medical sociology, methodology, and
sociological theory. The bulk of his research has
focused on the nature and function of tacit know-
ledge in social interaction, particularly in institu-
tional settings. His fundamental interest has been
to reveal the internalized interpretive schema
that govern how social actors assign meaning
and relevance to objects in their environments
and how they discern the relevance of social
norms and social roles in specific practical situ-
ations. More specifically, his research explored
how tacit knowledge and tacit social competences
underlie and inform language use, practical
inference, and the application of standardized
procedures in different social organizational con-
texts. Cicourel is particularly well known for a
series of groundbreaking articles and books in-
cluding “The Use of Official Statistics” (1963,
Social Problems, with John Kitsuse), Method and Meas-
urement in Sociology (1964), and Cognitive Sociology
(1974), wherein he articulates a foundational cri-
tique of sociological research methodologies that
fail to attend adequately to the tacit presuppos-
itions and social competences that underlie
their application in actual instances of empirical
research. DARIN WEINBERG

citizenship

The notion of citizenship can be traced back to the
Greek polis that tied rights to membership of the
city, excluding women and slaves. The modern
version of citizenship is connected to the twin
processes of nation building and industrialization
following the American and French Revolutions.
Freedom of contract and protection of property
rights were important elements, and the growth
of markets contributed to breaking down trad-
itional hierarchies and to fostering equality and
opportunity.

Citizenship has become a key concept at the
center of policy debates within and across na-
tional borders. T. H. Marshall, in Citizenship and
Social Class (1950), first developed a modern frame-
work for the notion of citizenship based upon
principles of freedom, equality, and solidarity.
Since then citizenship has had a double focus: as
a vision of equal rights and respect, and as a tool
to analyze the social and political development of
modern societies.

In social science, citizenship has become a
key concept, and studies have focused both on
social rights (in sociology) and on participation
(in political science). Citizenship has different
meanings, institutional designs, and patterns
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cross-nationally. The definition includes three dif-
ferent dimensions: (1) individual rights and obli-
gations; (2) political participation including the
right to vote; and (3) belonging to a nation-state.
Modern citizenship has proved to be Janus-faced:
it can express both exclusionary and inclusionary
state practices and be a basis for discipline as well
as resistance.

Today immigration, globalization, and Euro-
peanization have challenged the meaning and
practice of citizenship and new forms of claims-
making by minority groups have widened the
content of citizenship. This has raised questions
about what a good citizen is, whether citizenship
can be transferred from the nation-state to the
transnational level, and whether it is possible to
combine citizenship rights tied to the nation-state
to global citizenship and human rights?

In Marshall’s seminal work, citizenship was de-
fined as “a status bestowed on those who are full
members of a community.” All citizens should
have the same rights and duties. Marshall’s work
was based on a vision of equal rights for the
working class in capitalist society inspired by the
evolution of civil, political, and social rights in
Britain from the eighteenth to the twentieth
century.

Citizenship is part of the two major political
traditions of civic republicanism and liberalism.
Liberalism has been preoccupied with the defense
of the freedom of individuals and civil rights vis-a-
vis the state, and has given priority to the private
virtues of individuals over public virtues. This
understanding has been criticized, because it
tends to underestimate the need for an active
state to defend political liberty and for a political
community that can defend individual freedom.

Civic republicanism has been preoccupied with
the creation of a just society, and it has given
priority to the creation of solidarity between citi-
zens tied together in a political community. This
understanding has been criticized because it
underestimates civil rights and tends to subsume
individuals under the needs of the political com-
munity. Communitarianism has a strong emphasis
on belonging to the political community and
can be understood either as a form of civic
republicanism or as a separate tradition.

Marshall’s framework has become a key refe-
rence for analysis of contemporary citizenship
from a cross-national context and has also been
taken up by marginalized social groups. It has
been criticized for its Anglo- and Eurocentric bias
as well as for its male bias, because it was prem-
ised upon the reality and vision of a British model
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and on the second-class citizenship of women and
minorities.

A number of scholars have tried to rethink the
framework of citizenship from a historical and
comparative perspective. One example is Bryan
Turner who, in his article “Outline of a Theory of
Citizenship” in Sociology (1990), introduced a
model that aims to identify political dynamics as
well as variations in citizenship regimes: (1) an
active/passive dimension that expresses how citi-
zenship rights became institutionalized in
modern democracies “from above” by the involve-
ment of the monarchy or “from below” through
revolutionary movements; (2) a public/private di-
mension that expresses whether citizenship rights
and norm(s) are associated with the public or
private arena.

The first differentiates between an active, par-
ticipatory republican model and a model with
institutionalization “from above.” The second dif-
ferentiates between a liberal model - with an
emphasis on private, individual rights and a pas-
sive state — and a model that emphasizes public
virtues and an active state.

Another example is Richard Bellamy, Dario
Castiglione and Emilio Santoro’s recent study,
Lineages of Citizenship: Rights, Belonging and Participa-
tion in Eleven Nation States (2004). It gives an
overview of the different legal traditions and his-
torical contexts which have contributed to creat-
ing various liberalisms and republicanisms. This
study differentiates between a “polity” dimension,
which specifies the territorial and functional
spheres - seeing the subjects either as passive
or active - and a “regime” dimension, which refers
to the political arrangements and styles of govern-
ance, the scope of intervention in private life.

The three main European traditions - the
German, the French, and the British - correspond
to some extent to the three legal citizenship trad-
itions: the ethno-cultural definition of nationality
(jus sanguinis), the romantic definition of national-
ity (jus soli) and the English common law. Since the
1990s, political developments in relation to immi-
gration and asylum have moved the three closer
together.

Marshall’s focus was on the social and political
inclusion of the working class in society, while
post-Marshallian frameworks raise new issues
and debates. Gender and marginalized social
groups represent a major challenge for the univer-
sal framework of citizenship to respect diversity.
This tension between equality and difference/di-
versity has inspired alternative frameworks,
models, and designs.
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Carole Pateman, in The Sexual Contract (1988),
presented one of the first feminist approaches to
citizenship. She analyzed the dilemma of Mary
Wollstonecraft (1759-97) that illustrates that
women in modern societies are caught between
a strategy focusing on equality and inclusion of
women as equal citizens that tends to deny their
particularity “as women,” and a strategy focusing
on inclusion of their difference and particularity
that tends to reproduce inequality. Ruth Lister, in
Citizenship: Feminist Perspectives (1997), has noticed
that the tension between the universalistic ethic
of justice and the particularistic ethic of care that
gives equal status to women and men in their
diversity is a creative tension that can be over-
come by a “differentiated universalism.”

Another influential approach has introduced
models that link the inclusion of women with
marginal social groups. One example is Iris Young,
who, in Justice and the Political Difference (1990), em-
phasizes inclusion and empowerment “from
below.” Another example is Anne Phillips,
who, in The Politics of Presence (1995), emphasizes
inclusion “from above” through a change of the
institutional design.

In the development towards multicultural soci-
eties, ethnicity tends to become an independent
factor explaining differentiation in citizenship
rights. Ruud Koopman and Paul Statham, editors
of Challenging Immigration and Ethnic Relations Polit-
ics. Comparative European Perspectives (2000), have
introduced an institutional model with two dimen-
sions that is used in comparisons between different
ethnicity regimes. One is the formal and legal
basis for citizenship - the vertical dimension - that
places a regime between an ethno-cultural - jus
sanguinis — and a territorial - jus soli — pole. The
other is a political-cultural - horizontal - dimen-
sion, that places a regime between -cultural
monism (assimilation) and cultural pluralism.

Multiculturalism has also inspired normative
models that stress minority rights. One example
is in Will Kymlicka’s Multicultural Citizenship (1995),
which introduced the notion of multicultural citi-
zenship based on group rights of minorities. He
differentiates between rights of autonomy for
national minorities, for example aboriginals;
poly-ethnic rights such as financial support and
legal protection of ethnic and religious groups;
and rights of representation involving, for in-
stance, guaranteed seats to ethnic and national
minorities. The multicultural approach has initi-
ated a debate about multiculturalism and gender
equality, and, in a famous article, Susan Moller
Okin (1999), in the volume edited by J. Cohen,

M. Howard and M. C. Neusbaum on Is Multicultural-
ism Bad for Women?, considers whether multicul-
turalism is incompatible with gender equality.

Sexual and ecological citizenship are examples
of new meanings of citizenship. In Citizenship: Femi-
nist Perspectives, Lister defines sexual citizenship as
the claims for sexual autonomy by women, les-
bians, and gays. The politics of citizenship thus
promotes the citizenship status of sexual minor-
ities and articulates new claims to “sexual rights,”
understood as “a set of rights to sexual expression
and consumption.” Ecological citizenship refers
both to rights and responsibilities of citizens
and to their relationship to nature and the wider
environment, for example green activism.

Finally, globalization and European integration
have inspired a notion of post-national citi-
zenship. Marshall’s framework was tied to the
nation-state, but membership of a community
allows for a broader discourse about local and
global levels of citizenship. It is contested whether
the vision of a global citizenship can become a
reality and what kind of model of global citizen
should indeed prevail. Skeptics argue that the
state has the power to exclude outsiders through
the policing of the boundaries of citizenship and
residence. Optimists (such as Derek Heater in
World Citizenship, 2003) have argued that globaliza-
tion could become the basis for a multi-layered
conceptualization of citizenships that would em-
brace the notion of global citizenship and the use
of international human rights law.

One key issue in the current debate about
cosmopolitanism is whether it is possible to trans-
form the values of responsibility, individual
rights, and democracy associated with nation-
state citizenship to the international level?
The globalization of rights and responsibilities
can be seen as the essence of a globalization of
citizenship. David Held and Anthony McGrew in
Globalization/Anti-globalization (2002) differentiate
between a strategy for cosmopolitan democracy
aiming to develop a set of democratic institutions
at the global level and a strategy for radical dem-
ocracy aimed at forming a global civil society
“from below,” through which social movements
and nongovernmental organizations can pursue
their goals across national borders.

Global governance has created both problems
and opportunities for democracy. Markets are
hard to control, but political globalization may
be used to expand democracy and human rights
through the “human rights regime” - that is,
an international framework for the protection of
human rights. The international movement for
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women’s rights as human rights is one example of
an expansion of the scope of human rights to
protect women.

It is contested whether the discourse of human
rights is more appropriate once we live outside
the confines of the nation-state? Bryan Turner in
his “Outline of a Theory of Human Rights” in
Sociology (1993) has argued that there is a need
for a sociological theory of human rights as a
supplement to the theory of citizenship. There is
also a need for a global concept of citizenship that
can contribute to focusing the responsibilities of
the more affluent nation-states vis-a-vis those soci-
eties in the “developing world” that lack the re-
sources to translate the development of human
rights, as defined in the UN Covenant, into effect-
ive citizenship rights.

Another main issue is the dilemma connected
to EU citizenship. The European Union has given
citizens new rights, for example attached to paid
work, but many scholars find that the European
Union is an elitist project of nation-building
where rights are the entitlements of subjects
rather than citizens. On the one hand, the Euro-
pean Parliament has obtained more power,
but on the other hand there is a democratic
deficit, and political identities are still tied to
local, regional, and national communities rather
than to transnational politics. There have been
developments in EU citizenship, and the anti-
discrimination doctrine of the Amsterdam Treaty
that incorporates race, ethnicity, and sexual
preference in anti-discrimination law may sug-
gest a more inclusive definition of rights and
protection in the European Union.

Globalization and migration have made new
claims from minorities for recognition and re-
spect for diversity into a contested question for
nation-states and the global community. At
the analytical level, it is a challenge to develop
institutions that may help to bridge the tension
between equality and respect for diversity. At the
normative level, it is a challenge to develop a vision
for an inclusionary and multi-layered citizenship
that is able to reconcile national belongings with a
transnational notion of citizenship. BIRTE SIIM

city

Given the dramatic increase in urbanization in the
nineteenth century and the claim of much social
theory and sociology to be an analysis of contem-
porary societies, it is surprising that the nature of
contemporary cities was not deemed worthy of
wider study. F. Engels’s 1844 study of the urban
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working class in Manchester and elsewhere and
his writings on the housing question must be set
against Karl Marx’s neglect of cities in his analysis
of capitalism, despite his statement that the div-
ision between town and country is one of great
historical importance. Of the major sociologists
around 1900, only Max Weber provided a histor-
ical analysis of the rise of towns and cities.
Although many of the analyses of dimensions of
contemporary society by Weber, Emile Durkheim,
Ferdinand Tonnies, Werner Sombart, and others
clearly presupposed a metropolitan modernity,
this was seldom reflected upon in any detail.
Only Georg Simmel made the modern metropolis
one of the sites of modernity.

Beyond the confines of sociology, there was an
increasing interest in the nature of the modern
city and its populations. This concern took the
form of early ethnographies such as the studies
of London by Henry Mayhew (1812-87), and, later,
the London survey by Charles Booth (1840-1916),
and W. E. B. Du Bois’s study of segregation in
Philadelphia. Both the state and local city author-
ities also increasingly devoted attention to their
populations, as evidenced in population surveys
and other statistical compilations and modes of
governance. By the late nineteenth century in Ger-
many, for example, which experienced one of the
greatest urban expansions since its unification in
1870, the issue had arisen as to what constituted a
city. The statistically expedient but by no means
unproblematic solution was to declare an urban
concentration with 100,000 or more inhabitants
as a city, while a world city or metropolis had a
population of 1 million (in 1900, only Berlin
achieved this status).

In part influenced by Simmel’s concern with
modes of “sociation” in the city, the Chicago
School of the early twentieth century had a major
impact upon the study of the city. Yet its key
figures Robert Park, Ernest Burgess, and Louis
Wirth did not have a unified research program.
Rather, their focus upon the city was diverse,
ranging from studies of land use and social segre-
gation, through the city as a social laboratory,
programs of social reform, the ecology of the
city, and urban ethnographies, to the urban
way of life in modernity. It could be argued that
the ethnographic tradition is what has remained
significant for later study of the city.

In more recent decades, the turn to the political
economy of cities has been in evidence, whether it
be as sites of collective consumption and the local
state (Manuel Castells, The Urban Question, 1977),
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the production and reproduction of urban capital
(David Harvey, Social Justice and the City, 1973, and
Consciousness and the Urban Experience, 1985), or,
more recently, global cities and their networks
(Saskia Sassen, Global Cities, 2001). The city has
also been examined in a more differentiated
manner, somewhat belatedly exploring gendered
urban spaces. This has been accompanied since
the mid-1980s by explorations of new dimensions
of the modern/postmodern city (David Harvey,
The Postmodern Condition, 1989; Michael ]. Dear,
The Postmodern Urban Condition, 2000; Nan
Ellin, Postmodern Urbanism, 1999); the space of
flows in the information economy and the emer-
gence of the dual city and changes in the occupa-
tional structure (Manuel Castells, The Informational
City, 1989); postcolonial cities in the world econ-
omy; the uneven development between and
within cities, including gentrification and econ-
omies of consumption; transformations of the
public sphere within cities; cybercities (Christine
M. Boyer, Cybercities, 1996); and the disjunction
between suburbanization and the metropolis.

Many of these transformations have been asso-
ciated with the supercession of place by space as
the focus of analysis. In part, this coincided with
a focus upon urban space, prompted by Henri
Lefebvre (1901-91) and others. Modifying
Lefebvre’s tripartite conceptualization in The Pro-
duction of Space (1991) into the production of urban
space, the representations of urban space and
spatial practices also drew attention to the repre-
sentations, images, and imaginaries of the city, as
well as how the city is negotiated and contested in
everyday practices (as in Michel de Certeau’s an-
alysis of taking a walk [The Practice of Everyday Life,
1984]).

The study of representations of the city is indi-
cative of wider interest in images of the city that
were already present, if often only implicitly in
earlier characterizations of the city. The city has
been variously viewed, for instance, as a moral
and political order, as a social and medical prob-
lem, as an aesthetic object, as a work of art, as
ensemble of communities, as absent community,
as utopian site, as dystopia, as apocalyptic site.
The significance of cultural dimensions of eco-
nomic aspects of the city and the problems of
reading the city have been given fresh impetus
in the reception of writers such as Walter
Benjamin, whose work seems at some distance
from urban sociology. His treatments of the city
as text, as narrative, as dream-world, as site of
collective memory | collective forgetting, as

spectacle, as visual regime, recognize the city as
not merely an agglomeration of silent built struc-
tures, as a concentration of producers and con-
sumers, but also as imaginary, as aspiration. The
often fragmentary experiences of the city, the
shaping of everyday life in the city, everyday prac-
tices and the constitution of images of the city,
contested spaces and boundaries, and modes of
resistance are also consistent elements in under-
standing the contemporary city. DAVID FRISBY

civic culture

Also referred to as political culture, this is the
culture, beliefs, and values that direct a political
system, but the study of such cultures also in-
volves attending to the institutions that bring
about political socialization. The term became in-
fluential in political sociology following the publi-
cation of Gabriel Almond and Sydney Verba’s The
Civic Culture (1963) in which they argued that the
success of stable democracy was the result of civic
institutions promoting democratic participation
and creating opportunities for commitment and
trust. The idea of political culture is thus closely
connected with the idea of civil society. Almond
and Verba undertook a comparative study of five
countries - the United States, Italy, United King-
dom, Mexico, and West Germany. For various
historical and structural reasons, the United
States and the United Kingdom have vibrant civic
cultures because these societies have many local
and national channels whereby ordinary individ-
uals can participate in political processes such
as voting, registering opinions, selecting political
leaders, and influencing political opinion. Their
research has been criticized in methodological
terms by Robert Dowse and John Hughes in Polit-
ical Sociology (1986) on the grounds that surveys
and questionnaires cannot easily tap into political
cultures. Another criticism is that each social
class will have its own political culture
and therefore, where social class divisions are sig-
nificant, it would be misleading to presuppose a
unified civic culture. In other words, Almond
and Verba did not take into account the issue of
internal variations in political cultures. Another
critical response, which was developed by Michael
Mann in Consciousness and Action among the western
Working Class (1973), has been to argue that liberal
democracies survive because the working class
have a “pragmatic acceptance” of their place
in capitalism and because there is a general lack
of any consistent commitment to values in
the society. BRYAN S. TURNER
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civil religion

This is a term initially used by Jean-Jacques Rous-
seau (1712-78) and reintroduced to sociology
by Robert N. Bellah in a highly influential essay
published in the mid-1960s, “Civil Religion in
America” (1967). Extending Emile Durkheim’s
understanding that all things in society can be
classified as either sacred or profane, Bellah de-
veloped the idea that, quite apart from institu-
tionalized church religion, American society also
has a publicly articulated and institutionalized
civil or civic religion that anchors the civic culture.
In the United States, Bellah argued, the “American
way of life,” the core founding values and ideals of
the republic, are given a sacred meaning in and of
themselves, and are given an added religious di-
mension by their intertwining with specifically
religious motifs, most usually drawn from biblical
archetypes. In pluralistic societies wherein reli-
gious denominational beliefs may have a sectarian
function, the affirmation of the nation’s civil reli-
gion serves social integration rather than frag-
mentation. A civil religion blends sacred cultural
ideas and symbols with religious affirmations and
is invoked to unify the nation and strengthen the
shared communality of its people, to provide an
“imagined community” out of diversity. A society’s
civil religion is most evident during highly cere-
monial public rituals - presidential inaugur-
ations, parliamentary convocations, and other
symbolically rich public events (assemblies, pro-
tests) that take place at the country’s sacred (civic)
places. The complexity of a civil religion lies in the
tension between appealing to sufficiently broad
(nonsectarian) religious symbols and to the
society’s high ideals (for example equality), while
simultaneously not being appropriated in a
sectarian manner to legitimate public policies
that in practice may threaten rather than enrich
social solidarity. MICHELE DILLON

civil rights
- see rights.

civil rights movement
- see social movements.

civil society

An expression that became influential in eight-
eenth-century theories about the individual,
social contract, and the state, this denotes an
area of social consensus based on agreements
about norms and values. Whereas the state re-
quires some level of force, civil society implies a
degree of freedom. The concept was used by Adam

70

Ferguson (1723-1816) in his An Essay on the History
of Civil Society (1767) to make a contrast between
the civilization of western Europe and the despot-
ism of the East. The connection between “civil
society” and “civility” and “civilization” was
made clear in Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel’s
The Philosophy of Right (1821 [trans. 1942]), where
the German term is biirgerliche Gesellschaft. He rec-
ognized civil society as a specific area of ethical
life, which exists or mediates between the family
and the state. The word family was originally as-
sociated with oikos or “household,” and the word
economy originally referred to the running of a
household. In short, Hegel saw civil society as
existing between the state (a coercive institution)
and the economy (an institution based on self
interest). The freedom of the individual and the
enjoyment of rights were made possible by
the historical evolution of civil society as a mani-
festation of bourgeois civilization.

The adjective biirgerlich means “civil, civic” and
also “middle-class, bourgeois.” Civil society is thus
an area of social life that contrasts the world of
the bourgeoisie from those of the nobility and
clergy. These notions are also closely connected
with the idea of citizenship.

Gesellschaft or “society” derives from Geselle or
“companion.” Sociology is the scientific study
of society or Gesellschaftwissenschaft. It became com-
monplace in sociology to distinguish between
affective social ties and more abstract social
relations. Thus Ferdinand Ténnies made an
important distinction between organic commu-
nities (Gemeinschaft) and mechanical association
(Gesellschaft) in his Community and Association (1887
[trans. 1957]).

The concept of civil society was shared by both
liberalism and socialism, albeit with different sig-
nificance. For John Locke (1632-1704) in the Two
Treatises of Government (1690) the social contract
was necessary to protect the individual and prop-
erty rights, and it was this contract that created
civil society in contrast to the “state of nature.”
Liberal civil society requires limited government,
the separation of powers, the rule of law, and rule
by representative government. These political in-
stitutions are important for securing civil society,
but Locke argued that a primary responsibility of
government was the protection of property. Locke
has been attacked by, for example, C. B. Macpher-
son, The Political Theory of Possessive Individualism
(1962), for providing a crass defence of capitalism.
In contrast, John Dunn, Western Political Theory in
the Face of the Future (1979: 39), argues that, in the
language of his day, Locke treated “property” and
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“right” synonymously, and hence Macpherson’s
criticism represents a translation error.

Karl Marx was critical of Hegel’s understanding
of civil society and, in his Economic and Philosophical
Manuscripts (1844 [trans. 1964]), he argued that
bourgeois society was characterized by economic
selfinterest and the struggle between social
classes. Civil society was not an arena of civilized
co-operation, but the epitome of bourgeois culture
which merely masked the objective struggle
between irreconcilable classes.

The idea of civil society was revived in the twen-
tieth century by the work of the Italian Marxist
revolutionary Antonio Gramsci, who argued that
the state was a mixture of force plus consent, or
hegemony with coercion. While political society
organizes force, civil society is that set of social
institutions that provides consent. The leadership
of the working class by intellectuals requires the
transformation of civil society by political educa-
tion if the dominant hegemony is to be chal-
lenged. Gramsci recognized that, because the
Roman Catholic Church was influential in provid-
ing moral leadership in Italy, it was necessary
to provide a moral alternative at the local level.
This tradition of analysis of civil society has been
continued, for example, by Norberto Bobbio,
Democracy and Dictatorship (1980 [trans. 1989]).

The notion of “civil society” continues to be
important in contemporary sociology because
the vitality of civic institutions is seen to be essen-
tial for sustaining democracy. Civil society is also
the public sphere within which opinions are
formed, developed, and exchanged. This arena of
debate is important in the minimal sense that it
permits lively criticism of government policies
and ministers. One function of bourgeois society
was that it created social spaces in which conver-
sation, debate, and criticism could take place. The
idea that the transformation of mass media and
communications by the monopolistic ownership
of newspapers, radio, TV, and film has seriously
curtailed the possibility of critical dialog and ar-
gument was put forward by Jiirgen Habermas in
his The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere
(1962 [trans. 1989)).

Habermas’s pessimistic view of modern society
has in turn been challenged by sociologists, partly
influenced by the idea of network society in
Manuel Castells, who claim that modern elec-
tronic technology - such as cell phones and com-
puters - has created new opportunities for debate
and dialogue. These technologies make possible a
new global civil society which cannot be easily
controlled by the state, and they allow rapid,

cheap means of political discussion. If the coffee
house was the principal site of Habermas’s trad-
itional bourgeois public sphere, where news-
papers could be read and debated over coffee,
the cyber café is the location of the new forms of
information exchange. BRYAN S. TURNER

civilization

A concept referring to an advanced stage or condi-
tion of organized social life and social develop-
ment, often used in distinction to primitive
societies, the most important contribution to an
understanding of civilization comes from Norbert
Elias. In The Civilizing Process (1939 [trans. 2000]),
Elias examines the sociogenesis and the social
function of the concept. He argues that the term
was formed in the second half of the eighteenth
century, replacing the concepts of politesse or civi-
lité which, before its arrival, had formed the same
function: to express the selfimage and specific
kind of behavior of the European upper class, in
relation to others whom its members considered
simpler or more primitive. One of its earliest
usages is found in the work of the Comte de Mir-
abeau, Honoré-Gasriel Riqueti (1749-91), who re-
formulated the concept of Homme civilisé while
simultaneously drawing on the progressivism
and reformism prevalent in the Parisian circles
of court society. Like the Physiocrats, he believed
that social events followed laws, and that a know-
ledge and understanding of these laws could be
used as a progressive force by kings in their rule.
Civilization stood between barbarism and a false
“decadent” civilization engendered by a super-
abundance of money.

Mirabeau’s approach was extended by Enlight-
enment thinkers, such as Anne-Robert Jacques
Turgot, Baron de I’Aulne (1727-81), and P. H. T,
Baron d’Holbach (1723-89), who also called for
the improvement of institutions, education, and
law, equally within a reformist framework.
Though society had reached a stage on the road
to civilization, it remained partial and incom-
plete since the masses remained uncivilized.
This essentially middle-class idea for reform and
the liberation of the broader sections of the popu-
lation from all that was irrational in existing
conditions, including class restrictions on the
bourgeoisie, became fused with the aristocratic
belief, which was pervasive in court society, that
all others outside this sphere were uncivilized or
barbaric with reference to morals, manners, and
lifestyle.

Though it did not play a considerable role in the
French Revolution, following the revolution it was
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used to justify French national expansion and
colonization. Whole nations henceforth began to
consider the process of civilization as completed
within their own societies — while forgetting the
social conditions of its emergence - and came to
see themselves as superior standard-bearers of an
expanding civilization and architects of colonial
conquest. Elias argues that civilization came to
express the self-consciousness of the West: “It
sums up everything in which western society of
the last two or three centuries believes itself su-
perior to earlier societies or ‘more primitive’ con-
temporary ones” (2000: 5). This pride could be
related to its level of technology, its type of
manners, its development of scientific knowledge,
or to its religious ideas and customs.

However, the term did not mean the same thing
to different nations. The French and English use of
the concept could be contrasted with the German
term, Zivilisation, which, although referring to
something useful, only had a secondary value. It
was the concept of Kultur which expressed the self-
image of the Germans in their own achievements.
While the French and English use of civilization
was expansionary, outward-looking, and empha-
sized what was common to all human beings,
the German concept of Kultur accentuated na-
tional differences and group identity, and was
inward-looking. The conceptual antithesis be-
tween culture and civilization reflected the two
different worldviews and the marked social div-
ision between a relatively powerless middle-class
German intelligentsia, which emphasized genu-
ineness, personality, sincerity, and intellectual de-
velopment, on the one hand, and a French-
speaking, politically powerful, German court no-
bility, which championed outward appearance
and manners on the other. This conceptual and
social contraposition in turn reflected the polit-
ical fragmentation of Germany as compared with
the unified “good society” found in France, in
which the rising middle classes, as already noted,
readily adopted aristocratic traditions and behav-
ioral models, and only showed a moderate reform-
ist opposition to aristocratic world-views. For
Elias, the implications of this were crucial in the
different paths of development of England,
France, and Germany and their subsequent use
of the term.

The contrast between civilization and culture
also formed a crucial conceptual opposition in a
number of books which influenced Elias’s work:
Thomas Mann’s Reflections on a Life (1924), which,
as part of his revolutionary conservative world-
view, affirmed inward culture against moralistic
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civilization; Sigmund Freud’s Civilization and Its
Discontents (1930), which examined the conflict
between sexual desires and social mores as the
basis for aggression and violence in modern
civilization; and Oswald Spengler’s Decline of the
West (1918 [trans. 1926 and 1928]), which
employed biological metaphors to argue that cul-
tures pass through cycles in which they rise,
mature, and decline. For Spengler, civilization
was the inevitable destiny of culture, and an ex-
pression of its decline: “Civilizations are the most
external and artificial states of which a species of
developed humanity is capable. They are the con-
clusion, the thing-become succeeding the thing-
becoming, death following life, rigidity following
expansion” (31).

Equally, the British historian Arnold Toynbee,
in his comparative study of civilizations in The
Study of History (1934-61), attempted to analyze
the rise and decline of twenty-six civilizations,
while placing an emphasis on religion as a regene-
rative force. More recently, Samuel Huntington,
in The Clash of Civilizations (1998), has taken the
concept of religion further by understanding civil-
izations largely as synonyms for it in a conflict-
ridden world.

However, because the concept refers to a
variety of contradictory facts, it has been notori-
ously difficult to define and use. Emile Durkheim
and Marcel Mauss in “Note on the Notion of
Civilization” (1913 [trans. 1971, Social Reseatrch
38|) defined civilizations as referring to phenom-
ena which pass beyond political and national
frontiers: these are “interdependent systems,
which without being limited to a determinate
political organism are however, localizable in
time and space . .. systems of facts that have their
own unity . . . and form of existence a kind of
moral milieu encompassing a certain number of
nations.” More recent writers, by contrast, have
classified civilizations according to the relation-
ship between humans and their environment
(Felipe Fernandez-Armesto, Civilizations, Culture,
Ambition, 2000). Moreover, the connotations of
collective self-approbation, especially by Euro-
peans and Americans, which have become at-
tached to the word have made many social
sciences reluctant to use the concept as an ana-
lytical category. STEVEN LOYAL

civilizing process
- see Norbert Elias.

class conflict
- see social class.
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class consciousness
- see social class.

class interest
- see social class.

cluster analysis

A multivariate statistical technique, used in the
social sciences to divide a heterogeneous sample
into a number of smaller, more homogeneous
clusters, based on their similarity on a number
of variables, there are a number of different ways
of performing a cluster analysis. Small samples
(tens of cases) can be clustered by building the
clusters one link at a time, by joining cases with
their nearest “neighbor” in terms of their simila-
rity on the variables. For larger numbers of cases,
algorithms exist to determine an appropriate
number of clusters, and iteratively allocate each
case to a cluster.

Cluster analysis was developed to deal with bio-
logical data (for instance, determining the family
structure of species of plants from the dimensions
of their various components). It rarely gives
such conclusive solutions in the social sciences
(where cluster membership is more complex, and
there can be many cases that do not easily fit into
any of the clusters). But it can be a very useful
exploratory technique, to determine the viability
and usefulness of treating a sample as one whole
or as several sub-samples.

For instance, Brendan Burchell and Jill Rubery
in “An Empirical Investigation into the Segmenta-
tion of the Labour Supply” (1990, Work, Employment
and Society) used cluster analyses on a sample
of 600 employees to divide them up into their
different positions and trajectories in the labor
market and to examine the ways in which advan-
taged and disadvantaged groups of employees are
composed. They described five main clusters, for
which the labor market operated in very different
ways. They interpreted their results as supporting
segmented labor market theories, whereby the
labor market is better characterized as a number
of non-competing groups for whom the relation-
ship between productivity and rewards are very
different. Each of the five clusters was assumed
to represent one segment in the labor market. The
results of this analysis partly supported previous
theoretical accounts of labor markets, but also
revealed new insights into the very different sorts
of labor market disadvantage suffered by males
and females in declining labor markets.

BRENDAN J. BURCHELL

coding

The coding, categorizing, or classification of social
phenomena - an activity described by Robert
Edgerton in “Quality of Life from a Longitudinal
Research Perspective,” featured in Quality of Life:
Perspectives and Issues (1990), as “the American pas-
sion for reducing complex qualitative concepts to
simple scalar instruments” - is an essential part of
sociological research methodology under positiv-
ism. Coding, in theory, transforms otherwise un-
wieldy masses of disorderly phenomena, research
participant reports or participant observations,
into tractable data. The process of coding, essen-
tially an exercise in the disaggregation of higher-
order social phenomena and the assigning of
numerical codes to theoretically important, and
operationally defined, sub-phenomena (for example
identifying a specific suicide as anomic, egotis-
tical, or altruistic), is a core component of the
experimental method, essential for the statistical
manipulation of data, and the employment of
inferential statistics to make population-based
claims about the generality of sociological issues
employing the logic of the hypothetico-deductive
method.

Coding operates on a number of levels, may
take place either before, during (“field-coding”),
or after data collection, and may index very diffe-
rent practices for different research methods. For
example, what is meant by coding for a study
influenced by grounded theory - with the import-
ant 