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1THIN the generous scope of the topic

‘x;‘ of this paper, almost any subject of
interest to sociologists could be dis-
cussed. We do not intend here, however, to
attempt to take all socialogical knowledge
for our province, In fact, the very impossi-
bility of so encompassing the accumulated
knowledge in this field is a striking indirect
tribute to the advances made’in the science
during the century since the birth of Durk-
heim and Simmel—all fads and foilbles not-
withstanding. Lest this appraisal seem ovetly
optimistic, we may recommend the simple
aperational test of, first, reading the sacio-
logical works available to the world in 1858,
ot for that matter in 1928, and then turning
to those now in our libraries. Such a test will
disclase ample evidence that the discipline
today knows vastly more, and knows what
it knows much more exactly and systemati-
cally, than at any earlier period. This must
be said clearly and simply, for our profession
has on occasion shown signs of falling prey
to a kind of institutionalized self-blame which
is not justified hy the contemporary facts of
the case. The degree of intellectual control
we can now command over an incomparably
difficult body of complex phenomena is of
an order, incomplete though it be, that needs
no apology and requires little defense, Per-
haps the time has come to deemphasize the
vouthfulness of sociology in favor of inven-
torying its progress toward the responsible

* Presidential address read at the annual meeting
of the American Saciolagical Seciety, August, 1938,

exetcise of an adult role in the community of
sciences,t

It is from this standpoint that we wish ta
raise several crucial questions concerning the
past development, present condition and fu-
ture prospects of the field of sociology. What
are the accomplishments that constitute en-
during additions to human knowledge? And,
what are some of the pressing challenges we
confront?

ON CONTINUITY AND CHANGE

Proiessor Emory 8. Bogardus lately re-
minded me that Lester F. Ward in his ad-
dress as President of the American Socio-
logical Society in its first annual meeting in
Providence, Rhode Island, December 27,
1906 began with these words: I do not pro-
pose on this occasion to enter into any de-
fense of the claims of sociolagy to he called
a science. I wish simply to show that its his-
tory, and the steps in its establishment, do
not essentially differ from those of other

1“Saciology . . . is a science of human inter-
action in which the attempt is made to discover
systematic evidence far determinate relations be-
tween classes of social data in order ta develap
generalizations that are true under specified condi-
tions, To the extent that these generalizations or
hypotheses form a logically interdependent systerm,
sacinlagy is a mature science.”” Richard A. Schermer-
harn and Alvin Boskoff, “Recent Analyses of Sacio-
lagical Theary,” in H. Becker and A. Baskoff, edi-
tors, Modern Saciolagical Theory I'n Continuity and
Change, New Yorit: The Dryden Press, 1957, p. 61.
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sciences.” 2 Ward went on to argue that the
then current state of sociology was compara-
ble to that of astronomy in the seventeenth
century or of chemistry “before the discovery
of the true nature of combustion.’ How far, if
at all, have we maved since Ward delivered
his paper fifty-two years ago?

It is appropriate to use the accasion of
the centenary vear of the two sociologists
whose achievements we honor at these meet-
ings to pause for reflection upon both the
enduring and the changing features of soci-
ological knowledge, procedures, and styles
of thought. To what extent has change in
saciological study been a matter merely of
shifts in foci of interest and of fashions in
methods and concepts,? or a matter of cumu-
lative achievement according to scientific
canons? To concern ourselves with a ques-
tion of this kind need not expose us to the
dangers of excessive professional introspec-
tion. On the contrary, to cite a behavioral
hypothesis of some plausibility, effective ac-
tion requires a clarity of self-identity that is
aided by confronting our past actions and
the reactions of others to thase acts.

There is merit in regarding the effective
history of a discipline of sociology having
authentically scientific aspirations as, for
the most part, extending back rather less
than a century. For it is only in this period
that there has develaped the clarity of con-
cepts, the construction of theoretic schemes,
the command of research methads, and the
funding of systematically organized em-
pirical findings which we must regard as
minimum tequisites of the characterization
of sociclogy as a social science. It is entirely
fitting, therefore, to reexamine the state of
the discipline in order to discern important
continuities, if such there be, in this vigorous
and rapidly changing field of study.

Saciology has had a set of enduring con-

2 Lester F. Ward, “The Establishment of Soci-
ology," American Journal af Socielegy, 12 (Jan-
nary, 19073, p. 581

3 “Vasterday's cancepts are forgotten for the sake
of today’s notion. Who remembers Tarde’s laws
of imitation when he writes about reference groups?
Who wonders in what vespects they are different
answers ta the same concern, of whether they tell
the same story in different words? And where is
there veal continuity in the formulation of theories?”
Paul F. Lazarsfeld and Morris Rosenberg, editors,
The Language of Socigl Research, Glencoe, 1ll:
Free Press, 1955, p. 3.
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cerns: * with social differentiation and inte-
gration, the conditions of stahility and
change, the study of group structure and
functioning, of institutions, of value and be-
lief systems, and so on through a long and
well-known list. After all, we can still read
the works of the Fathers and understand
them, and even profit from them.

In more recent times, the proliferation of
numerous specialized fields, each with its
many specific studies, has created pressing
problems of coherence and order at bath the
conceptual and the substantive-empirical
levels. Partly in response to this situation,
we recently have witnessed renewed efforts
to build thearetical schemes intended to be
capable of ordering the full range of socio-
logical knowledge, or at least a major portion
thereof.

At a less comptehensive theoretic level,
efforts to establish continuity in research, as
well as to formulate coherent sets of em-
pirical generalizations, have multiplied in re-
cent years. Among many examples one may
point to the secondary analyses and com-
mentaties upon The American Soldier series ®
and The Authoritarian Personality$ the sum-
marizing papers on “Current Problems and
Prospects in Sociology” presented at the
1957 meetings of the Society? and the pub-
lication of numerous summaries and evalua-
tions of recent research ® in special fields.

+#Although the development of socialogical
theary has not been a smooth progressiom, it has
nevertheless been relatively free fram the dis-
turbing discontinuities that reflect intellectual
chaos.? Alvin Baoshaff, “Fram Sacial Thought ta
Saciolagical Theory,” in Becker and Boskaff, op.
cit., p. 18,

SR, K. Merton and Paul Lazarsfeld, editors,
Continuities in Social Research: Studies im the
Scape and Method of The American Soldier, Glen-
coe, [11.: Free Press, 1950,

8 Richard Christie and Marie Jahoda, editors,
Studies in the Scope and Method of the Authori-
tarian Personality, Glencoe, I1l.: Free Press, 1954,

7 Many of which appear in Rahert K. Merton,
Leonard Broom, and Leonard 8. Cottrell, Jr. edi-
tors, Sociolagy Today: Problems and Progpects,
New York: Basic Books, 1953,

8 E.g., Rohin M. Willlams, Jr., The Reduction
of Intergroup Tensions, Wew ¥ark: Social Science
Research Couneil, 1947; Reinhard Bendix and
S. M. Lipset, editors, Class, Status, and Power,
Glencoe, I1L: Free Press, 1953; Mirra Kamarovsky,
“Continuities in Family Research: A Case Study,”
American Jowrnal of Sociology, 62 {(July, 1956),
pp. 42-47; J. B, Gittler, editar, Review of Soci-
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The utility of this type of work has not been
fully explored by any means, and it appears
to have considerable promise.

Along with the enduring lines of conti-
nujty, there is no need to emphasize the ob-
vious fact of fundamental changes. In the
interests of brevity, the risk must be taken
of giving the impression of dogmatism in
summarizing a few of the more important re-
cent changes that have left their mark on the
American sociology of today. In no particu-
lar order:

I. A marked increase in the technical ap-
paratus of the discipline and in the sophisti-
cation of its research workers concerning
methodalogy, research procedures, and tech-
nigues.

2. The increased use of approximations to
experimental design. Although these efforts
are typically very far from achieving known
and detailed control of all potentially rele-
vant variables, many interesting and useful
results already have been obtained from ex-
perimental and quasi-experimental research.

3. The development of more comprehen-
sive and systematic conceptual schemes. Al-
though many of the formulations have not
yet heen firmly anchored in empirical find-
ings, and although a really tightly reasoned,
comprehensive deductive system does not
exist, real progress has been attained in this
sector.

4. An increasingly close and effective rela-
tion hetween research and theory, and
greatly improved clarity concerning the
mutual functions involved. The live issues
that still remain here are mainly practical
questions of emphasis and procedure.

5. Greater specialization, keeping pace
with the growing volume of research and
publication. Part of the wider range of spe-
cialization has represented the emergence of
partly new substantive areas such as medical
sociology, industrial sociology, mental health,
and intergroup relations.

6. More widespread and effective use of
statistical devices and mathematical think-
ing. There appears no convincing evidence
that would lead one to suppose that this
movement will not continue. This develop-
ment has had its share of abortive efforts
and false panaceas, but current work on

ology: Analysis of a Decade, New York: John
Wiley and Sons, 1953,
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the whole appears to have outgrown fads and
to be conducted in a spirit of realism.

7. The incorporation of data, concepts,
and theories from closely related fields, es-
pecially from anthropology and psycholagy
but also from history, poalitical science, and
economics, and to a lesser extent from other
disciplines, including law and the medical
sciences. At the same time, sociology has con-
tributed substantially to its neighbors among
the social sciences.

8. Widespread diffusion of a relatively
clear and sophisticated conception of the place
of values in sociological study, as an object
of research, as a factor in behavior, and as
an element to be controlled in the prosecu-
tion of research. It is not surprising, of
course, that substantial controversies are
still with us in this area.

In general, as Znaniecki noted, the mast
recent period has been characterized by a
striving for methodological perfection, a
tendency to concentrate upon specific test-
able problems, and especially upon the test-
ing of hypothetical relations among factors
or variahles.® The predominant, although far
from unanimous, professional opinion seems
to be that the most pressing current need is
to analyze the larger socialogical “visions”
inta more manageahle problems that can be
put to empirical test in the context of a sys-
tematic thearetical orientation.

An inspection of the program of these 1958
meetings of the American Sociological Sa-
ciety quickly shows the alertness with which
present-day sociology seizes upon current
events as contexts for scientifically oriented
research, We are dealing with public reac-
tions to Salk vaccine with John Kaspar, con-
temporary music, the Chinese in Jamaica,
the Soviet Union, panhandling, John Dewey,
economic development in Turkey, the woman
executive—and a variegated array of ather
concrete topics. At first glance, even the pro-
fessional sociologist, not to mention any
outside observer, may wonder whether and
to what extent there is unity in sociological
studies. For the most part, however, this pro-
liferation of particular topics represents an
entirely normal division of labor and spe-
cialization of skills and knowledge. To what

9 Florian Znaniecki, “Basic Problems of Con-
temporary Sociology,” dmerican Sociclagical Re-
view, 19 {(Qctober, 1954), pp. 519-524.
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extent the division of labor represents the
“organic solidarity” we have a right to ex-
pect of a coherent field of study is itself a
subject for sociological analysis. The present
specialized interdependence will attain the
impersonal unity Durkheim envisaged for
society at large if, and only if, its disparate
concrete concerns are approached by an ac-
cepted procedure (analogous to the “rules”
that Lie outside of and antedate specific con-
tracts), if its concepts are generic conven-
tions, and if its goals express the common-
values of the search for invariant, intersub-
jective knowledge.

With these notes on continuvity and change
we have reached our allotment of space with
regard to the background of the present sit-
uation.

OM THE PRESENT CONDITION OF SOCIQLOGY

As we approach the present state of the
field we find that many burning issues of the
past have been resolved or are at least rela-
tively dormant. We no longer argue quite so
energetically, as issues in principle: qualita-
tive versus quantitative methods, statistical
techniques wversus case study, experiment
persus natural ohservation, attitudes wersus
actions, theory wersus research, and so on. It
may well he that it was necessary and fruit-
ful to have these questions debated to the
extent that they were, and there is no doubt
that important questions remain for future
resolution or other disposal.l® In the present
thinking of the profession, however, one finds
a certain disaffection with extreme “idea-
logical” positions on these matters. In the
case of research methods and techniques, in
particular, there appears to have been a
growing tendency to take a rationally prag-
matic position: one uses that which “works
hest” as judged by the criteria of reliability,
validity, elegance, power, and economy.

Tt is still the case that among us there are
different types of scientific consciences,'

18 Disagreements on all these topics still exdst.
The point here is only that the extreme positions
are more and more thinly populated. Cf. the ju-
dicious appraisal by Nicholas S. Timasheff, Soci-
ological Theory: Its Nature and Growth, New
Vork: Random House, 1955, Chapter 22, “Mid-
Twentieth Century Sociology.” .

11 Fgr illuminating ideas on this topic I am
indehted to my Cornell University colleague, Wil-
liamm Lambert.
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which, following Schellenberg!® we might
characterize as (1) the historical and cul-
tural, {2) the concrete and clinical, and (3)
the logico-experimental. Persons in the first
grouping are concerned with broad social
and cultural comparisons. Those of the
second persuasion are interested in the de-
tailed description, analysis, and diagnosis of
specific situations. Those in the third cate-
gory hope to use abstract concepts referring
to exact ohservations and used to construect
predictive hypotheses concerning relations
among variables.

To these types of sociology correspond ref-
erence groups—the standard-setters, compar-
ison groups, aspiration groups, audiences,
judges, and gate-keepers of career lines. The
collective views of these rather vague and
shifting collectivities represent different kinds
of consensus as to the norms and goals of
sociological study, albeit a consensus marked
by a high standard deviation and rather low
test-retest reliability. To the extent that these
norms are internalized, they may be de-
scribed as variants of a common socialogical
conscience.

What are the main features of these pro-
fessional super-egos?

‘T'o the historical and cultural conscience,
it is above all important that the object of
study he historically and culturally impor-
tant. Such a conscience will have little to do
with those social phenomena that are un-
likely ta receive names, dates, and the evalu-
ation of posterity. The events of large scale,
the punctuations of the flow of historical
routine, the massive cycles of war, politics,
migrations, religion, art, law, philosophy—
such are primary objects of interest for
scholars of this kind. It is understandable
that a conscience of this type would insist
upon intimate familiarity with a wide range
of materials, and place a high value on eru-
dition of great scope and detail. It is by the
same token wholly comprehensible that soci-
ologists of the persuasion heing suggested
might feel a certain lack of patience with
horizons hounded by one culture and a time-
span of, at most, a generation, at the least,
a thirty-minute lahoratory session. We may
expect that they will not he averly impressed

12 James A. Schellenberg, “Divisions of General
Sociology,” American Sociolagical Review, 22 (De-
cember, 1957}, pp. 660-663.
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by the findings of studies of what they may
deem the “formless groups” and “trivial”
attitude measurements of much current re-
search.

Ta the “clinical” sociologist, on the other
hand, a primary virtue is detailed and sensi-
tive fidelity to the complex, immediate situ-
ation. His anxiety-dreams are likely to he
studded with horrid fancies of having “torn
a fact out of context™ or, perhaps worse,
having “generalized beyond the data.” His
caonscience is clear and his disposition sunny
when after a long experience of immersion in
a factory work group ot a boy’s gang he com-
pletes a vivid naturalistic description of com-
plex behavior and its complex motivation.
In his harsher moments, he may describe the
historical ar cultural sociologist as an “arm-
chair theorist,” the experiment as “artificial,”!
and the survey as “crude” and “mechanical.”

To persons in the logico-experimental
group, the ideal study is the highly controlled
experiment ot the sample survey, complete
with scales, scores, probability samples, and
possibly electronic computers. Their lan-
guage is the language of “antecedent-conse-
quent relations,” “variables,”’ and “controls,”
“break-down analysis,” “confidence limits,”
chi-squares, and “suggestions for further re-
search.”

Although these hypothetical descriptions
bordet on the fanciful, some germ of truth
may lurk within them. And it does not seem
fanciful at all to suggest that these three
types of orientation have demonstrated their
usefulness within the hospitable boundaties of
contemparary sociological work.'? What has
to be decided on the basis of experience is
what combination of approaches is most
productive for particular types of prab-
lems at given levels of knowledge and syste-
matic formulation.

In the allocation of our quite limited re-
sources among the tasks judged to be most
advantageous for advancing knowledge, it is,
by definition, an error to throw time and
talent into zones that have already heen won,
at the expense of sectors still firmly resistant.
There was a time not long past when it was

12 Cf, the remark of Charles Horton Cooley:
“The mind is not a hermit's cell, but a place of
hospitality and intercourse.” Quoted in Edgar F.
Borgatta and Henry J. Mever, editors, Sociclogical
Theory: Presesnt-Day Sociology from the Past,
New Vork: Alfred A, Knopf, 1956, p. 45,
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necessaty to demonstrate, in the face of great
skepticism, the sheer fact that sociological
factars do exist and that they are important
causal agents in human conduct. Much
energy was devoted to this task, and the
effort was eminently necessary in various sub-
stantive fields at one time or another. In-
formed opinions will differ as to the extent to
which the effort has been successful. Although
the task is far from completion and will re-
quire much continued effort, it appears that
the main priority is no longer that of arguing
for and demonstrating the sheer importance of
“the social factor.” That importance is now
widely granted in circles which were largely
impervious to such a conception even a few
years ago* The more urgent need now ap-
pears to be that of the verification of prapo-
sitions which show kow and fo what extent
specified sacial factors enter into the deter-
mination of specified conditions, events, and
processes. By now many governmental ad-
ministrators, psychiatrists, social workers,
public relations workers, educators, and
husiness executives have come to believe as
a matter of course, that “social factors” (er,
“human relations”) are indubitably impor-
tant. What these people now want to know
is just what social factors under what con-
ditions are likely to be followed by what con-
sequences.

The incarporation of a portion of sociolag-
ical work into the literate culture of our times
has not been confined to the effects just
noted. As a further example, it would be an
instructive and useful enterprise to collate
a sample of the quite large number of in-
stances in which sociology and related social
sciences have demonstrated that accepted
“facts,” popular theories, and commonsense
assumptions are clearly false. Even the mest
casuzl review will reveal striking examples.
To temove the alleged factual basis for
erroneous beliefs is clearly a significant social
function. Perhaps equally worthy of note is
the implied importance of insuring that the
genetalizations we do widely disseminate

14 An abvious distinction must be drawn hetween
recognition of the importance of social factors, on
the one hand, and recognition and acceptance of
the profession of socialagy, on the other. Knowledge
derived from sociolagy may be used under other
professional labels, and there is no guarantee that
credit automatically will be bestawed where credit
is due,
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have the authenticity claimed for them.
Boomerang effects do occur and they are not
always favorable. It is fortunate that soci-
ology on the whale has insisted, by example
rather than merely by precept, upon facing
social realities squarely and upon genuine
needs for clarity rather than pseudo-needs
for rationalizations.

Among the possibilities for enhanced clar-
ity at the present stage of development,
special attention perhaps is due to hypoth-
esis-formulation and to the formalization of
specific theories.

In the first instance, it appears that in-
creasingly we find that research is directed
toward evidence that accredits what can be
called a complex-adequate hypothesis, that
is, an hypothesis which selects several
weighty factors and combines them in a2
statement of maximum likelihood. The com-
plex hypothesis seeks to impound a cluster
of independent wvariables, all of which help
to account for variation in X. Thus, if X is
friendship formation (interpersonal liking or
attraction), a “classic” hypothesis would he:
the greater the frequency of interaction be-
tween any two persons, the more likely it is
that there will he mutual attraction, all ather
things being the same. In the complex form,
one might say: “within an interaction situa-
tion, friendship formation will be more likely
to occur the longer the situation occuts, the
more often it is repeated, the more intimate
it is, the less (the} competition that is in-
volved, the more relaxed the atmosphere, and
the more need there is for mutual activity.” 15
Although hypotheses of this kind still require
us to remember that they are expected to
hold only if the usual formula is added of
“all other relevant causal factors being the
same,” their virtue is in a claser fit to the
complex surface of the empirical world of
experience. In following the approach now
under examination the investigator seeks to
achieve wvariable-saturation in order to max-
imize the accounting of actual variance in
concrete social phenomena of very consider-
able complexity. In spite of what initially
may appear to be crudeness, such predictive
hypotheses are capable of a kind of empirical

15 Bdward A. Suchman, et al, Desegregation,
Some Proposition and Research Suggestions, New
Yark: Anti-Defamation League of B'nal B'rith,
1950, p. 52.
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ptecision often lacking in the abstractly per-
suasive ‘“classic” X-Y hypothesis. One must
add that the selection of variables as well
as the anticipatory appraisal of probable im-
portance will be the better the more com-
prehensive and logically integrated are the
conceptual schemes and abstract theories
upon which we can draw.

The formalization of theory predictive of
empirical findings is still in its earliest stages
and a firm appraisal of its possibilities can
not yet be made. The appeal of such an ap-
proach is very great. It has demanstrated
enormous power in every field of science in
which it has been extensively employed. A
formalized, especially a deductive, statement
has the high virtues of conciseness and econ-
omy of exptession, of the detailed explicitness
that encourages completeness of statement
and that exposes errors of reasoning, and of
the capacity to generate diverse predictions
from a few axioms and theorems. As Merton
has argued, a formalized theoretic scheme
facilitates predictions of sufficient precision
to allow decisive rejection of alternative ex-
planations. In the past, discussions of these
matters in sociological circles have drawn
examples mainly from other sciences. At
long last, however, islands of formalized devi-
ations are beginning to be glimpsed in socio-
logical exposition.

Let us try to explicate, by two concrete
examples, the nature of certain current efforts
to build limited bodies of research-based
theory.

A Miniature Theory of Group Relations,
In the Cornell Studies in Intergroup Re-
lations, it was found that frequency of inter-
action with members of an out-group was
closely associated with favorable attitudes
{or lack of negative prejudice) towards pet-
sons in that social category. This finding
was replicated in fourteen different sur-
veys, among adults and youths in five widely
scattered American communities; it holds
true for men and women, for the educated
and the uneducated, for persons in high and
in low socig-economic levels, and so on. Tt
is maintained even when such socio-psycho-
logical wvariables as “authoritarianism” are
controlled.

Tt may well be said that this is a correla-
tion which tells us nothing as to what is
cause and which is effect. Fortunately, it is
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possible from panel data to show that changes
in attitude follow changes in interaction and
that changes in interaction follow changes
in attitudes. The causal sequence is re-
ciprocal, mutual, and circular. In any case,
within quite wide limits, the more we
interact with a particular person, the greater
the likelihood of positive attraction. Now,
upon initial reflection this statistical uni-
formity surely must seem quite incredible.
We know how easily interpersonal enmity
arises, how great are the secondary gains
from socially legitimated hostility, how
pervasive and tenaciously held arve those
stereotypes which stand in the service of
needs, and we are acquainted with the
ubiquity of “vicious cycles” in human rela-
tions. Is it, then, totally inexplicahle that,
more often than not, in these studies, in-
creased interaction leads to increased liking,
even transcending those strong initial pre-
judices which are reinforced by and anchared
in vested interests and group consensus?

At the community level, with which these
studies were concerned, we find certain
hroad social categories—ethnic, “racial,” and
religious. These categories are defined by
more or less definite and more or less widely
shared stereotypes and affective-evaluative
attitudes, Given these definitions, the social
categories hegin to mark off real collectivi-
ties just to the extent that cumulative inter-
action, segregated intercourse, and differen-
tiated behavior lead to awareness of collective
differences, of common fate, and to identifi-
cation with an in-group and its symbols.
Through these processes, what was originally
a mere aggregate becomes a functioning col-
lectivity, a diffuse but often quite powerful
part of the social structure.

Now, given such structures existing side
by side in the local community, we can see
that intergroup relations involve several dis-
tinct sets of social processes, not just one.
At the level of inter-personal relationships of
individuals, one set of processes occurs in
specific situations of intergroup contact, in
which hehavior is importantly affected by
the normative expectations each of the inter-
acting parties has concerning his own refer-
ence group’s probable reactions to his con-
duct in the situation, and his expectations and
demands concerning the behavior of the other
person as such. Because of the large number
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and complex interaction of other factors, the
interacting parties typically will find them-
selves modifying their initial definitions of
the situation, oftimes quite markedly, in dif-
ferent concrete situations and in the same
situation as it maves from initiation to termi-
nation.

But the community also exhibits for us,
at the same time, a second distinct set of
relevant processes, namely, those that occur
exclusively within each of the collectivities
taken separately. Here, within relationships
marked by a need for relations of trust,
stereotypes are reinforced, awareness of
group identity and difference is sharpened,
and in-group solidarity is inculcated and
strengthened by example, precept, and re-
ward, These processes are the more effective,
the greater the segregation of the socially
recagnized collectivities, and the more intense
the competition and conflict among them.
Within the invisible walls of the collectivity,
the expression of out-group “prejudice” pro-
vides a legitimized mode for the management
of otherwise disruptive or uncomfortable
intra-group aggressions, supplies a common
universe of discourse, veinforces a sense of
belonging, and serves as a set of credentials
of membership.

All this goes on at the level of formal or
informal interpersonal relations in small
groups and in the episodic situations of
everyday life. When, however, we turn our at-
tention to the processes that set the larger
precedents for the basic patterns of inter-
collectivity relations, we confront still a third
aspect of intergroup relations, often neglected
in research and theory building. For some
of the most decisive intergroup processes
are those involving contact between repre-
sentives of formally organized groups, on the
one hand, and those involving decisions
(whether unilateral or joint) about relations
between the collectivities as such, not just
among individuals wha happen to be classi-
fied as members. Relations at this level have
structural properties that cannot be easily
or directly inferred from knowledge of inter-
personal conduct at the level of the small
group. Here we have the phenomena of the
decisions leading to a *Little Rack,” the
establishment of a policy of Apariheid, the
perpetuation of segregation in publicly-sup-
ported housing, the abolition of official seg-
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regation in the armed services. In such
crucial precedent-setting public decisions,
interpersonal relations of friendship or en-
mity or even the private attitudes of the
decision-makers often have surprisingly little
to do with the outcome. These are “decisions
at a distance,” which by their very nature,
tend to be categorical, that is, involving the
familiar perceptual processes of simplifica-
tion, sharpening, and levelling as well as the
social imperatives of abstract generality, uni-
versal administrative applicability, and con-
crete definiteness of classification. Although
we know far less than we need to know about
the regularities of behavior at this level (as
we have been reminded by Jessie Bernard,
Blumer, Frazier, Lohman, and others) the
recognition of the distinctive properties of
such behavior iz an indispensable first step
toward productive work in the future.

In this context, let us return to our initial
question concerning the egplanation of the
formation of relations of friendship across
group boundaries. In this area, one can he-
gin to discern the embryonic outlines of a
miniature theory, which holds promise of
integrating several important lines of socio-
logical and psychological thinking. In his
presidential address hefore our sister society,
the American Psychological Assaciation, The-
odore M. Newcomb ably presented a theory
of interpersonal attraction which may serve
as our present point of departure. New-
comb derives the following central prop-
osition: “Insofar as communication results
in the perception of increased similarity of
attitude toward important and relevant ob-
jects, it will also be followed by an increase
in positive attraction.” *9

In the appraisal of this conclusion, we may
bring a combined sociological and psycho-
logical argument to bear. As an actuarial
matter, the evidence shows that (other
things being equal) propinquity increases the
frequency of interaction. Opportunities for
contact are in very important measure, de-
termined by the elaborate compartmentali-
zation of social structure, which marks off
“acceptable” lines of communication accord-
ing to sex, age, place of residence, kind of
occupation, social rank, ethnic membership,

16 Theodore M. Newcomh, “The Prediction of
Interpersonal Attraction,” American Psychologish,
11 {September, 1956}, p. 579.
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and so on. Assuming that the greater the
apportunity for contact the greater, on the
average, will be the frequency of interaction,
what processes lead to interpersonal attrac-
tion? Given a similar cultural background
and a situation calling for interaction, re-
wards are maost likely to be obtained from
those with whom one interacts frequently.
To the extent that the reward-punishment
ratio in the interaction is actuarially posi-
tive, the mechanism of reinforcement will
operate.l” To the extent that one actor de-
velops positive feelings for the other, the
likelihood increases that he will reward the
alter.

The mare alter is rewarded the more likely
it is that he will reward ego. In this reciprocal
process, then, to the extent that the inter-
action that has now heen set in motion dis-
closes common interests that are observablie
and wvalued by the actors, the likelihood of
mutually rewarding behavior is increased.
The “benign cycle” will be further facilitated
to the extent that complementary interesis
and “symbiotic” emotional needs are found
to be served by the interaction. It is through
the cumulative interplay of these processes,
that mutually gratifying relationships of
solidarity emerge in interpersonal communi-
cation.1®

Tt is immediately evident that this account
is consistent with several lines of develop-
ment in sociological wark, for example,
Merton and Lazarsfeld and Williams and
associates on the role of similarity of values
in friendship-formation, Winch on the com-

17 One may even be allowed to suspect that the
interpersonal relationship which supplies #e rewards
Is a limiting thecretic case. Almost any interaction,
no matter how “unpleasant” at the time, contajns
some gratifications, even if these be largely un-
conscious.

18 These formulations are consistent with the
first of Glaser’s hypotheses: “Change in an identi-
fication pattern tends ta occur in one of two se-
auences, as follows: the first sequence which we
call ‘reflexive conversion,” invalves first, a change
of feelings araused by contact with persans of a
particular ethnic identity, then a change in asso-
ciation preferences, and lastly a change in ideology;
the alternative sequence, which we call ‘idealogical
conversion,’ invalves a change in ideology first,
then a change in assaciation preferences, and lastly,
a change in feelings aroused hy contact with per-
sons of a particular identity.” Daniel Glaser, “Dy-
namics of Ethnic Identification,”’ American Sacia-
lagical Rewiew, 23 (February, 1958), p. 35.
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plementarity of needs in marriage, Homans’
and Bales’ propositions concerning relations
in small groups, and Parsons’ account of the
basic processes in psychiatric therapy, to
mention only a few. Obviously the notions
sketched here are highly incomplete and
tentative, and we have said nothing of the
counter-posing processes which eventuate in
misunderstanding, mutual defensiveness, al-
ienation, dislike, fear, and interpersonal con-
flict. But it is to be hoped that we may be
permitted to deal with one thing at a time,
and, that at least some of us share the opinion
that the formulations we can now present rep-
resent continuity in theory and research, a
not inconsiderable funded achievement of
past thinking within the profession.

Of course, what has just been presented
represents only a small part of our present
knowledge and disciplined speculation con-
cerning intergroup relations. We have sugges-
tive evidence that even in discordant or “prej-
udiced® interaction which, for any cause, is
continued over a considerable span of time,
the participants mutually come to have in-
creased concern for one another: the rela-
tionship grows in salience and importance.
The data also suggest that in"the conrse of
such interaction the interpersonal perceptions
and affective attitudes will become increas-
ingly differentiated, complex, and organized,
that is, cognitive, cathectic, and evaluative
orientations become richer, more dense, maore
elaborately structured. It is presumably
through such processes, resulting from the
impetious confrontations of interpersonal
communication and the inevitable revelations
of innumetable aspects of personality, that
intimate and long-continued intergroup con-
tacts tend to modify or dissolve previously-
held rigid and affectively gross stereotypes.
But let us resist the temptation at this tire
to excavate farther in this particular vein and
turn instead to one other illustrative set of
substantive problems.

A Miniature Theory of Formal Organiza-
tign. Another example of a small “island’ of
interrelated generalizations and hypotheses,
derived from much empirical research, that
now appears ready to be recast in coherent
and partly deductive form concerns behavior
in formal arganizations directed toward uni-
tary task accomplishment. Let us begin by
noting an empirical tendency for larger size
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of such organizations to lead to greater spe-
cialization of function.’® In any case, with
a mare elabotate division of lahor there
arises increased differentiation of interests,
of status-ranking, of rewards, and of contrel.
It seems on the whole that this greater differ-
entiation increases the likelithoad of tensions
and clashes of interests; yet at the same time
the differentiated structure results in height-
ened interdependence of individuals and sub-
units within the organization. The high
degree of interdependence, we postulate,
tends in turn to lead to a recognition among
the participants in the organization of the
impottance of preserving the existing order
of relatienships, in whole or in part. Then,
if the importance of maintaining the organi-
zation is so valued as to outweigh the dis-
satisfactions generated by the processes just
described, differentiation will lead to in-
creased formality in communication, in-
cluding face-to-face interaction among indi-
viduals occupying different positions.® Thus,
it is the combination of clashing interests
with an effective desite to maintain the organ-
ization that is decisive: farmality becomes a
structural means of controlling tension, per-
mitting the needful activities to proceed in
a predictable way.

And simultaneously, formalization or con-
ventionalization is favored by another set of
conditions. The larger the size of the organ-
ization, in general, the longer its lines of
communication. The greater the specializa-
tion of function, the more complex will he
the communicative network. Both of these
circumstances, in turn, will lead directly to
formality, by definite processes we will not
now stop to describe.

Now, one consequence of formality is to
create difficulties of expressive-emotional

18 This is nat an invariably necessary ot sufficient
condtion. One can imagine that as a result of
changes in lechnology or group objectives, an
arganization might actually shaw increased special-
ization with a decrease in size. Howewver, with given
technology and goals, greater size does favor spe-
cialization. This can be asserted withaut falling inte
the Durkheimian error,

20 Tt iz further hypothesized that the degree and
extent of formalization will be the greater, the less
the chared interests and wvalues of the rmembers,
apart from theit organizational differentiation.
Other factors, of course, also contribute to for-
mality, e.g., rational considerations af reliable and
accurate cammunication.
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communication, including the *“corrective
feedback” of feelings which is so omni-
present in informal social relations. And the
greater these difficulties in the f{ormalized
channels of interaction, the greater will be
the tendencies to form informal subgroup-
ings and off-the-record lines of communi-
cation.

The factual tendency for informal or off-
the-record channels of communication to
emerge arises also from the impossihility of
providing for all organizational exigencies
within the (necessarily) abstract and gener-
alized formal rules, The more varied and
changing are the problematic situations aris-
ing in the course of the organization’s
activity, the greater will be the part played
by such ad koc, informal communication.
Independently and simultaneously, informal
groupings are being generated by the inter-
action occasioned by common activities
among aggregates of like-circumstanced indi-
viduals, brought together by the organiza-
tional allocation of specialized and interde-
pendent “functions.”

Still a third set of sequences can be
discerned. Given the facts of large size, dif-
ferentiation, clashing interests; extended and
complex channels of interaction, and formali-
zation, we know empirically that there wiil
be marked tendencies toward centralization
of control and the development of a hierarchy
of influence and authority. This centraliza-
tion then further contributes to the blackages
and distortions of expressive, as contrasted
with instrumental, communication already
generated by formality.?' The same result,
therefore, is reached by two routes and the
two sets of processes reinforce one another.

We are assuming that patterns of affective
neutrality, universalism, ascription, specific-
ity, and collectivity-orientation are most
likely to be invoked by superiors as require-
ments of alters in dealing with subordi-
nates.?? This is another way of saying that

2t Instrumental behavior is expressive behaviar
“in harness,” and we well know which comes first
in any life history.

22 Among several paossible causes of this phe-
nomenon, we may recall Bales’ suggestion fram the
study of small groups: *. . . there must be some-
thing about high participation and specialization
in the technical and executive directions which
tends ta pravoke hastility.” Talcott Parsans, Rabert
F. Bales, and Edward A. Shils, Working Papers in
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we expect formality to be maximized at sub-
boundaties within the organization, both at
“breaks’ in the formal status-hierarchy and
in interaction across “functional” groupings.
The within-houndary interaction of sub-sys-
tems will tend to be “informal.”

Given the centralized formal structure
and some blockage and distortion in the ex-
pression of aspirations, fears, dissatisfactions
and other affective states among the mem-
bers, it would still be conceivable that the
directing centers of the organization might
be appraised of these states and willing to
allow for them in the “official” channels of
interaction and communication. Ewen in
such an idyllic organization, however; the
necessary “corrections’ will take time, that
is, there is “lag” in the equilibrating proc-
esses. We therefore may reason that large
differentiated organizations must contain in-
formal substructures and that such organiza-
tions must operate by a continuous, rapid
oscillation between the two interlaced struc-
tures, between the formal-centralized and
the informal-local emphases.®® The oscilla-
tions will not be random but will constitute
necessary movements in the accomplishment
of arganizational goals,

Although these generalizations clearly do
not constitute a definitive account, the
present formulation is drawn directly from
well-known and easily accessible research;
it economically summarizes a considerable
amount of knowledge; and, above all, it is
vulnerable to being proved wrong at specific
points by future research. In such respects,
modern sociology does have the valid claim

the Theory of Action, Glencae, Ill.. Free Press,
1953, p. 147,

23 We are here considering specific aspects of the
organizationally disruptive interests and maotiva-
tians of its compaonent actors. Cf. Parsons’ comment
an arganizations: “. . . it is reazonable te postulate
an inherent centrifugal tendency reflecting pulls
deriving from the personalities of the participants,
fram the special adaptive exigencies of their par-
ticular job situatians, and possibly fram other
sources.” Talcott Parsans, “Some Supgestions for
a Saciolagical Approach to the Theory of Organiza-
tions,” Administrative Science Quarterly, 1 (June,
1956), p. 79. It will be noted that the present
attempt to formulate a principle relating “formality™
and “informality” is consonant with Bales' con-
ception of a “halance” hetween goal-accomplishment
and *. . . the diffuse sotisfaction, which depends
upan the aceamplishment of expressive-integrative
goals." Parsons, Bales, and Shils, op. ¢it,, p. 124.
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that it has improved upon our discursive
commonsense knowledge of the functioning
of formal organizations, which loom up so
importantly in the present national and
international scene.

These two examples may suggest the
value of immediate work on recodifications
and systematic formulations of our research-
based knowledge. The evidence is over-
whelmingly clear that we are, in fact, finding
sizable “streaks of uniformity" 2?¢ in social
life. To systematically record our clusters of
substaniive theory, in addition to the con-
ceptual development of theoretic schemes,
would do much to dispel unwarranted pes-
simism based on a century-long rehearsing
of the complexity of symbol-mediated be-
havior, the alleged wvagueness of concepts,
and the alleged interdeterminacy of social
acts. If the test of the pudding is in the
eating, we do not have to wait still another
generation to show that sociology can supply
solid fare for intellectual nourishment. Al-
teady in the literature are hundreds of em-
pirical propositions, going beyond the purely
factual description of a particular state of
affairs, which rest upon repeated successful
tests.? A suhstantial further advance will he
achieved as we organize these findings into
logically inter-connected clusters, warking
toward eventual aggregation in terms of a
systematic conceptual scheme,

ON CHALLENGES AND THE FUTURE

Let us turn, finally, to certain important
challenges and opportunities for future devel-
opment.

First, a scientific sociology, by definition,
cannot he provincial. Among the apportuni-
ties for future research, a high rank accord-
ingly is occupied by comparative or cross-
cultural studies, especially those that will
investigate specific hypotheses hy objective
aperations. This opinion is no longer the
pious hope it once would have been; research
already accomplished shows the scientific
value of transcending a sociology confined

24 Harold A. Larrabee, Reliable Knowledge,
Baston: Houghton-Mifflin Campany, 1945, p. 282.

25 Faor an appraisal of the reliability of some of
these propositions, see Robert C. Hanson: “Evi-
dence and Pracedure Characteristic aof ‘Reliable’
Propositions in Social Science,” American Journal of
Sociology, 63 (January, 1958), pp. 357370,
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to its own national culture. One may call to
mind as ready illustrations the series of in-
vestigations of child-rearing practices stimi-
ulated by the Social Science Research Coun-
cil, Zelditch’s study of sex roles, Becker’s
hypotheses concerning marginal trading peo-
ples, and the rapidly growing hody of cross-
cultural knowledge concerning ethnic and
racial relations.®® Inkeles and Rossi have
shown Important similarities in the culturak
evaluations of types of occupations in the
industrialized countries of the U.S.8.R.,
Japan, Great Britain, New Zealand, the
U.S.A., and West Germany. Freeman and
Winch report a unidimensional scale of social
complexity, empirically derived from ratings
of a sample of quite diverse societies. Ad-
vances in the comparative study of institu-
tions and social processes of complex nationaf
systems possibly are foreshadowed by such
heginnings as the comparisen of social mo-
bility in France and the United States, the
nine-nation UNESCQ study, and the slowly
emerging macroscopic analyses of national
institutional systems.??

In the second place, because the task of
sociology is to discover regularity in social
life, it is easy to exaggerate the concrete
orderliness of modern complex sacieties, in
all their decisive political and military tur-
mails, and this tendency is further encour-
aged just to the extent that research focuses
an. enduring groups and upon massive formal
structures. The implied challenge here is only
to incorporate more fully and clearly in our
theory and our research the study of such:
matters as discontinuities in commmunication,
of fluid and rapidly changing situations, of
pro-normless collective behaviar, of misumn-
derstandings and lack of symmetry in social
roles. Qur world is full of crisis-conditioned,
imperfectly structured relationships among

26 Cf. Andrew W. Lind, editor, Race Relations in
Warld Perspective, Hanolulu: University of Hawaii
Press, 1955,

27 f.g., Robin M, Williams, Jr., dmerican Society:
A Seciolagical Imterpretation, New York: Alfred
A. Knopf, Inc, 1951; Arnold M. Rase, editar, The
Iustitutions of Advanced Societies, Minneapalis:
University of Minnesata Press, 1958; Taleott Par-
sans, The Social System, Glencoe, I: Free Press,
1951; Florian Znaniecki, Meodern Nationolities,
Urbana: University of Illineis Press, 1952; Howard
Becker, “Current Sacred-Secular Theary and Its
Development,” in Becker and Baskeff, a4, cit., pp.
1313-185.



