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In roccnt.ycnrl, rural l)ciology -has beap the subject of socio=
loaicnl 1nqu1riou., Many of th.l. have been' highly critical. railing
quoutionl about the ontolegical nature of the. disciplino. in this
paper, wobrxtond thil tradition. Ve provido a brief hiatorical ‘analysis S a
of rural sociology's roots ad both thcoroticld and applied. and ve thon‘ '
crit;quo cirrent rural lociology in a c;itical thoory porupqctiv,‘v In. .' .
this way 3; r;ilc quiutiona sbout rural sociology's very being and ask
how 1§ could become more policy-oricnted. We diucuas examples from
economics which ve foel luggolt a "direction in which rural lociology
could gg ~- a direction in which research apd p;actico are more inter-.
woven rather than marely didculiod; We ciond by cautioning'furnl
uociologiltl that to not addreas the qhestionn ve ask is to run the risk

/
of a ociantificnlly pure but lubstnntivoly vacuous discipline. .

o « e
’ M M




: o "~V BRINGING RURAL SOCIOLOGY BACK IN
Ym . v

{ In the last few years, rural sociology seems to ﬂave undorgone -
Vlomething of a rqyolution- Falk Pinhoy (1978. P 556) tlicd to "make
lonoe of tho c;;cept tural" and cgncludcd that "if there is no rural,)
can thoro bo a 'rural’ lociology?'" At the same,time, Picou, Wells, and
Nybcrg (1978) panncd rural sociology for its "theoretical monism."
Boalcr providad his own counterpoints (aee Bealer. 1978,41979; 1981'
198%3; 1983b). Subsequont 7..:5 havo seen a spate of articles (l{g,!
.V o Newby, 1986, }982, 1983; Friedland, 1983! Gilbert, 1982) railing in one
vay or ﬁnothof the general 1luu? of what Amcricanizcd }u;al loéiology'io
supposed to be a].],, about., It mip 1n\that genrc that the present \papot ,

«  has been propared. We propoae another wvay for rural uociologiltl to

¢ ,ﬁ\\ . reinvigopate the diucipline.- to become moto policy-relovant Yia

[ partilnnlhip on behalf of‘their own 1ntcrnutaz ' ?f N

"I Been Dovﬂ'So L ng It Lookl Like Up." .- .

It is relatively llfl to arguc that Jhral lociology has alwvays

' o : , been;-at least in the United Statol, a kind of stepchild in the larger P
) sociological connun}ty. Indccd;~£ts very 1nlt}tutionai'robtn'irc to be, S
o : \found in its loparaégon from rather then its inclusion 1h general
! sociology. Th; subsequent hilto}y offghril lociologyhhal‘bdﬁn one of, '
o off;and-on flirbiné vith the general dilciplinct but novcr/é;mplotoly' .
)E:E}tulating to it. This is borne out by 1tu present uneasy |
\ relaticnship with the American Sociologicll Allociation (ASA). thhin;

bears out our unealy" comment better than thc contentiou.n.uu of nnny
. N : ‘




RSS nonbori over the lite‘of thoir annual’ nooting. Hhilo individual
Rufal Sociolo'ical Society (RSS) members havc had tural uociology L . ”-'

\\loctions 1nc1uiod in the ASA lnnual program. the' RSS continuon to hold

\ - .
1:- own annual nut:lng imediauly pribdr to thc ASA'I.2 . 3 .
« ' 9

o -. The carly 19708 found goneral ;ociology in what Gouldner calloa a

‘"crisia.”3 Ncwby. howovor. cautiorned against too strict an application :

\ 4 * 4 . . v,

of ‘the "crilis mentality," a caution’ with vhich we agree;- But, - .

rogardlcll of what ve call 1t. something new 1a afoot 1n rural

sociology.. Indeed, Newby has been at thevforofront of Vork under the

"

aegis of the ' nev rural lociologf. . Thio q;y comes ‘as naws to some of

the RSS brctﬂrcn who mly juutifiably ask vhataver happoned to (or vas
| wrong with) the "61d" rural lociology. Rather than catafog 1ts portonded .

e

) ills, w. will only cite Newby (1980,afq/,:ho long version; 1982 and 1983

‘ for distilled vorsions) It is Newby 8- thesis that rural lociology in .
America can be charactorizod by 1ta "{nstitutional” qualitiol. 1n
]
» ° particular 1tl style which "determines its lubltanco" (Novby and Buttal.

'3

'1980:%), Loboely tranalated this has givon rise 'to & unique branch’ of

research which of,n.collity (by virtue of tgrel nocidlog!fg common
location in the land grant university exp;:inant station loiting) has
So‘n scient{stic, p:sitiﬁistic;fihductive and supposedly apgliad: The

problem with this, of course, is that it may bracket in and thereby

exclude from consideratioh certain research p;obleml.° For example, it'

is nét unreasonable to assume that the full range of sociological
" theories cannot be considered when going to the oxperimont‘ltdtion for
' funding since certain tenets of certain theories might be objectionalile

to cxperi@ent station administrators. vho must, after all, give the




S inicial Qpprbmn} to nxpnrim‘nt'ltation prqinc;i (see Lacy and Busch, .
J i’ ‘ . s b . -
1982). & ) 5 : '

’ ‘i'rf

3 ¥ )
. . Vo1 1- thia typn of thing that brings us to the new rura{ sociology: - '
Uhat is ntw" 1- preciloly the willingneus to bu uodﬁwhat more critical
' ) . .
of the rural lociology thht haa gone ‘before it and thc willingness to ' R

Y

connf&er lociological pnrapectivnl which might bc aqalytically useful \ k3
Nt -

even if possibly mauting with dilfavor from agricultural administrators. |

-
L]

e
(Here, of course, we réfer to Harxiam as well as the "Ln;;/ﬁhberianilm

. now current in Britain,) 1In this sense, the "néw" is'potentially akin

o

issue here are domain aquumpti ] and) consideration of costs and

benefits being derivud from ny particular set of action'. - e

The Summers work cerfainly had definite policy 1mplicltionl. fhil
is prccilcly vhat th.éﬂét rural lociology--thc lociology of agricultuqe '

in particular--appar tly lackl (Nevby. 1982) Yet one of the main

’ rationalnl for a ruyral sociology in the first place vas it’ policy

relevancn. irs ap licd‘"problem-colving orinntation. In light of thn

current paucity/of policy presériptions, we think 1t may be uoeful to

takc a brief iltorical ‘look at the field. Why did rural lociology
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Early Rural Sociology: Applied and Theorgiical

The firct ltudonte\of rural lifc/in thc Unitcd States were
) [}

frequently ninisters or cducatorl.rﬁfh alwayl reformcrs‘ They aougﬁt a

of-the~century Amcrica) meant an

+

better-rural ‘sbciety¥s which (in tu
improved life on the farm. They were problem-oriented, practical men
(Nclaon. 1969). The same holds true for the earliest rural’

sociologictl. One significant indication of this ovcrwhelmingly -

v applied, nonthcoretical interest is that C.J. Galpin. the founding

father of the discipline in the U.S., prefcrrcd the term "rural lifaw

(the title of hic 1918 text) ‘to "rural cociology.' He did so bccause.:
the lntter implied netcly thc study of, rather than aqluticnlhto.'rural
problems (Nélson, 1969:33). L | -T

- Furthcrmore. the first textbook in the fiald onltructivc Rursl

ociologz diatinguilhed itsclf by . practical oricntation. It lought N

to "lcad the vay to.a right policy and useful action" (Gillctte,
1913:3). Gillette's. f§TBnd text (1922 6) asserted that the

\ grcat business of rural cocioldgy is, and pcrhapl ever
will be, the|at qinncnt of a sympathetic understanding
of the 1ife of farming communities and the application
to them of rational principles of social endeavor.....
We may think of rural sociology as thgt branch of
sociology vhich systematically studies rural communi-
ties to discover their conditions and tendencies, and
to fornulato principles of progress.

~  Rural sociology van thus seen as an applied lcicnce. and as such asked: _'.

-

"what shdll or dhould\bc donc?" It providcd the basis for social rcform

(Gillette. 1922:7-8) There is no doubt that the original rural

sociologistl vere committed not just to acience But, in Qddition. to a

conl:ructivc"}inprovcment of society.’ P / i
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) ]
o And thooroticll ocionco., He saw onch dimension as boin; nocooaary to/ .

0 - .
Hovever, this early view of the discipline did not remain

unchallq\:ed. In fact ,the most 1nf1uont1a1 ext publiohoo-botwoon the

.o & f 7
world vars urgod\a oharply different 1doolo3y for rural oociology. In

their Principloo of Rural-Urban Sociolo‘z (1929) Sorokin and 21umornan '

L]

presented the field as a thooroticll ocienco. Probably in direct

1

*

roaction to Gillotto s formulation of the rural oociological tolko,

Sorotin and 21mmerman’(l929 vi) stated oxplicitly that a oympathptic"

undorstanding of rural-life was unscientific. The point of a

'thoorotical rural sociology was not to preach or ovaluato. 1nprovo or
\

reconsﬁkuct. provide advico or lOlV. probloms. Rathgx.‘oociologioto
ohould firot doocribo. then explain. difforonces in’ rural and urban

social wordo. Thon. perhaps, an appliod rural oocial.tochnology may be
] : ' ' :
called fo: (Sorokin and 21nmormon. 1919 8-10).

»

bbviouoly. thio ‘version of rural oociology vas at odds wit? tho

i

diociplins s priginal ltatomonts of ' purpooo. Just as obviousl '» this
later ociontiotic" poropoctivo eventually came to doniqoto q‘y

e fleld,
" Sorokin and 21mmorman (] ggrk ‘began tho oclipoo of the "Country Lifers"
and the ' problomo approach in rural oociology (Nelson, 1969:113). The

1930s nnrked tho pertod during which the shift occurred. Hooko (1983)
4

has recently providod an oxcollont analysis of this tranoition for rural .
sociology.
In tho 1930s, Carl lelor exemplified the oynthooio of both oarlior

(and usually separate) aopocto of rural oociology: .appliod roforniom \

v ""

k)

ﬁ tho othor 1n ordor to have a fully dovolopod aiociplino ¢Hooks, ,f -

L 4

©1983:399)., 1In contraot was tho position of anothar proninont tural :

,\

sociologist, Dwight Sandoroon. who favored a politicallx_conoo;v:tiyo.




iinductiva" and "conlcncua" approarh. Hiltorically. Sandaroon s vcrsion
* won out--but not duc to cny scicntificd supcriority. On the contrary,

: Tcylor s brand of cngagcd rural 8 ciology dihd a‘quiee political dcath.

- of "socicl chcorv and gocial action. w3 The ov:rriding point hore 1s not

_ta»rocount history but to underlinc the 1nhcrent1y polieicizcd nature of.
" riral aociology (Hookr. 1983). That being thc case, we can now iurn to

| a diocucﬁion of how ve might begtn bringlng rural lociclogy

» . back 1n—- 5 prlctical 1rrelcvance. to policy issues cnd debatol.'”

| ctitichl of thc ctatui quo, and (b) any policy cuggestionl fhcy lct ..

L S

_ othcr hand cxilcl the agricultu:al cxpcriment ce-tion with (potcntially) v

) Al
- AL I

Largc landowncrc in California qnd Hiasissippi vere greatly offendcd liy
S —

some studics (c.g., G?Idachmidt. 19#7) that Taylor bud fundod nnd

.aupportcd. Thcy vere 1nstrumentp1ljn kiiling off Tayiir ] (19b0) merger

[y

. :,.. ‘/}H
Our roading of thc current rural uociolcgy litcratur lcadl us to.
’

conclude that (l) rcrely arc ru:al aociologiltc 1nc11ncd to be vcry

Critical Thcory and Policy Rcsenrch

-

forth nro often cimid and lcrve only to porpctutte vhat exists (albcit
'uith comc minor tinkcring). ,That thia 13 thc case 1- quitc cuuily

undcrutood. " The prinary cxplanation 1. derivcd £rom tho rcalization‘ )

thct rurﬂﬁ lociology occupies vhat nany would admit 1c a ‘.'ginal

pouition Liko Seoncquict 8 (l937) ‘rargincl nnn," ve havc\our £cet

planted 1n diffcrcnt campa, ecch with%itn ovn sct of nornative

-

ltandardl. Wo luspect that on thc onc hand thcrc is ccndcmic rural S
sociolosy- complcto with comc prctext of "acadcmic frcodom"" cn the

. 8y lonowhct diffcrcnt vorldvicv. Holt cxpcrincnt ltation-bnled rural

cociologiuic have some concciousncll of thc nccd to "fit 1n." which nay,

. . ot / . , '
| . B - A

’ N .
! ‘ ! . : . . ' o .
i ’ o . 9 o ' .
] , .




't

‘ in a kind of Stephen Fttchit faahion. vo gou elong and zeté elbng."...-

'~eomeuhet eocomuodating to our henofactora. ao whet? Everyone playo the
;‘Qnes thut apply to ue.
;'problenyf-We do not experience any real otieis in our daily livee

Lthe contrary. What moet of ue do iu to ensconce ouraelves under the
p guisp of. ecience.;? Thie ceets all oT our work in a velue free otence
'“,‘which means thet in the'm t objectivi

'.‘data collection. enalyaib.
o fvsuggeetion or two.» This s vary much like the model outlined by Jamee

E}Coleman (1974). Colemon.;

. his ecientiot" cloak behind. ﬂ Lo e e

N oh occeeion. take the foru of becoming "one of the bo?e. More harahly.

' Ue oimply went the freedom to do uur'echolarly work‘ if we heve to be o~

P

& : . ,

- mf]game according to oome set of ruleg. and theee juet heppen £o. be the R

EX IS (]
i
,
H

N
y 1

ERE Of course. for moot of ue thio does not really represent a- mejor T

D'~“','e.. \

' t~becauee we foel thot we ore being,leaa than conpletely honorable. Quite

? . 1

way poesible we proceed with out

heorizing and. perhape..even a policy &

who certeinly hee better credentiela in t fe .

f”:reelu of eociel policy reneerch than nearly any othor eociologilt, ie

g 1;very clear on hie belief that policy reoeerch is to be done in a Velue

free etyle.“ Hie pouition 1a widely.qdopted by oocial cientists.

'including rurai eociologiete. It is only tt the otegeo of problem

oelection end edVocacy of reeulte thet the eociel eciontiet ney leave -
The etnnce we wioh to eugaeet is a radicel elternetive to this.

Our poeition. lkin to that outlined by Nolen. Hagen. end Hoeketrl

v

e(1975). is grounded in "oriticel theory. Criticcl theoriete.(e.g..

:4 Hebermaa. 1970) meintein thet the production of scientific knovledge

(not to mention its epplicdtion) s genere]lytideologicel. i.e., ueed to




iegitimete a perticgler value position. We lay claim to a central pre-.

miee. Policy directed reeeerch; as well as policy oriented reeeerchere.'-:

!
can be maximelly effective only if reasearch queetionc are stated in the
e i v

P

context ‘of desired ansvers. In the perlence of critical theory. this

1

-meens an avowed commitment "to a oociety (a) that is based on the

intrineic worth of all individuale. and (b) thet(meximizee human free-n'

.'dom. Criticel theorietu ergue.further thet the Enlightenment values of

- truth, justice. end freedom are neceosarily interreleted. As Hebermhc

;(1§71 317) puts it. the "truth of atetements is linked in the last

| .enalyoie to the intent on- of the good end true life..." Thie poeition,

.,‘~" . —— o

eeperetee fecte end ‘values (deecription and evaluation. ecience and

critique). Critical th oriste eim‘et precieely the cuperceecion of

_ theee dichotomiee--for V' thout bridging that gulf. there can be no

l

.'criticpl theory of eociety. The empiricel ard the normetive must be in

- close/ end definite releti&p tc one another in ordeF thet theory and

"Prectice Pizht be unitex \ R S
Hebermee (1971:301~ 17;\holde that "knowledge and human intereete"'
. are inextricebly bound up vith one enother.) Theo eticeL science and
'eociel prectice are intimetely releted. Both tre itional philosophy and
modern poeitivicm reflect contemgletive vieve of knowlwdge.’ Both th;e |
ignore ‘the essential "cognitive\intereete" of humenkind. three of which .
Hebermee ‘elaborates. Pirst of ele. people have an innll.?intereet in .
. instrumental control.-. He have to\eurvive in the neturel vorld, 80 we
_undertek\ to master, the environmcn through the cctivity of labor. The’

correeponding eciencee to this inte eet-ection are the empiricel—

analytic. Through technical (functignal, formel) retionelity,




~ ., which allows us to dominate nature. " The loconﬁrhuman intoreot lies in

| practice oriented tovard 1iberation. The theory that informs it is

f Tbese first two typea of lcience. the empirical and historicol. exist in ‘

fweber 8 (and the Nooaxlntians') diotinotion~botween explanation and - /

v . *

fhey produce ,predictive knowlodga'(thc dgductive~nomological model)
/ R

nutual undorstqnding. tho oocial activity of ymbolic interaction..

Language’ communication oxemplifies this concorn for-practical ndrnutive'

rationali%y, claooical political thooty. for oxlmple. deals with ouch
iaoues as domocratic consensus anQ agreement—formation. The relgVant k=S
sciencea horo are hiotorical-hormenoutic. which do not predict but

»

rnther intarpret in order to discover-nganing and to organize lociety.'

l —

undorstanding\ Habermas reconstructs them in terms of univeroal
dognitive inte&olta.li.e.. on both theorotical and practical groundo.'
The third knovlodge-activity dcrivoo more from Marx and Froud. tn,

‘human interest in emancipation. In actual oociotieo. both of the firut

”twb'oOgnitive“intoroots”becono~fruutrated.-wThe;need-to control. nature .
is extended to ehe doninntion of people, who are treated as things in

violation of ‘the human interest in free ond open intoroction. The

b
.

predictivo ocicnce model approachoo oocioty aa & naturo-liki objoct when
it is actually a human croation. oocially conltructod. Thil

instrumental meuns~end view of society: dotracts from opocifically
) .

I'oociaI rolations. i.e., nutual cooperltion. Socio}\\cicnco thus bocomoo

technocratic and manipulative, ignorqnt ok\ito basis in oharod

»

understanding. The result io.lyltematicaliy distorted cogmunication, or
ideology. - < | : e :.' ' | N

N : - ; ) 0,
The social dctivity of this third .cognitive intetest is critical

critical sociology, whose knowlodse is omnncipatory; iio.. the cfitiquo

. : . \
’ oy A Lo o . .
\ - : N ) 0

‘Q




So-called caulal 1.vn nay bq diicovcrnd the better to abolish them both

A f 10
. ) e

of ideology. Freud, for example sees neurosis as ;olf-manipulat1on.'and
) - . . IL'

Marx Vil'l.cailodity-f.tilhill as gunctionaily hecessary to capitalict . -

society. 1In tho.vay thnfv!rcud' Zplychéanalitic ptnetico seeks to

¢
concludo vith a/liboratod pcrlon. free from inner donination. Marx wants

to "curo" society !ro- clall cxploitntion. The prinary interest of this

-

third typc'of lcicnco 1s not prodiction or interpretation oxcopt Inlofar,

as these can conqributc to clancipation. That is, it 1s useful to ,~ﬁ

]
interpret ?rcanl. or to uncover the "laws" of notion of capital. in

_ order to do-g;oy their domination over 1nd1y1dual;and society. -

SQGNingly natural objectivities are exposed as historical ideologies.

¢

in 1nd1v1dua1 eonlcioulnoll and locial roality--thil is thc aim of f “;\ o

critical thcory._ A critical locial lcioncc. thon.\il concornod to go

o e Y | SN e PRS-

beyond the establishment of nomolpgical knovladgo, on to "dotormino vhen

thoorotical atatanontl granp 1nvariant rogularitiol of .ocial ac;ion as ‘

- such and when they oxprcll 1dcologically frozcny;,lqtionl of dcpcndoncc
1

that can in principle be: transformed"” (Habermas
\.'/ \

1t 1- thil “trlnlformin; quality which' i olpccially attractive.

971:310).,

since it takol us bavond analylil into the rel

"Wy

does not means that the lcicntilt him/hefself hust be the chan;c agent
. ]

but it does -akc the scientist an /;hitcct for things which could be

lm of change ithlf. It -

done. Clearly, this 1- onl -ndo go--iblo by the explicit rccognition
of the 'idoologically fro:on z‘lationl of dependence.' This is a

necessary although not lugticiont conditipn for beginning the change

' process, and to bogin thil procoll ve. lulr have some idea of the typo of

change that'is dolitod. Phranod difforcntly. and to roturn to our

,/

LY




e ’ ' . . 11

T v

L ~ earlier key prcni@i: "Policy directed research...can maxiually be
/ i . .

, : col , .
effective only if research questions are stated in,the context of

desired ansvérs." To piit somé meat on the theoretical bones we have = '

“outlined thus far, we turn nov to ;he'fie;g_pflcconomiclm

) ) -,

?hc Example of

Economics

’ ’ , r A great 411‘imn.£or rural sociologists who are-omplo}od in . »
k_” /// I ‘ ' . - .
. expcr,ncnt“ntntionn is that we are constantly reminded of our
//, N ' i

, margi ‘lity. This nay be because we are often housed jointly with

\ ‘*;gficultural economics which flVUIU?lly the larger of the ;wo
dﬁpartnong::‘lnd*budgct and tiﬁa'and resource allocation are Pncqual.
-xﬁost sften (and most connciou?ly, porhap.)fbu marginality bocoﬁol
) apparent wheh agricultural "5rothr;n“ diqefi thoir clientele; that is,
‘thoiefgrqupo«to;uhonmthcy_citop.wtowvhon-t y -are important, and from ,mm;ﬂy;i
ihbm.thdy'ofteﬂ’rccoivc grantl.- 1t is hége, more than on an§ other - |
, lihglo critction; vhere rural .ociolbgy falls lh;rc--and it 1is this
point that causes us to suffer a kindhof'inforiogity con;ioi,\at'lcaot

~for us in the agricultural cpllcgel. \Almoot-vithout cxcnpﬁion, vwe have -

no specific Eliantclc group who will lobby our case, who will 5111

administrators that our work is ﬂiportant, who will use our fo.u&tl in

';mportant Hl;l. .Horcovor. 1h most calci. no A%rcct 1ine can'be drawn

froin our vork-tovlouc.gangib e output. Rarely, if at all, do we make

uomo.ontcrpfilo n;fi profitable or functional,‘or make any person or .
. group ful' better about things, or help farm people to understand their

roles and to improve the quality of their daily lives, While ve are
T admitted -tudoﬁtl of rural life, ve are u.uqily on the gutlidc looking .,

in; rargly are we part of the action. As Friedland (1982:605) said, we

are "essentially irrelevint to what is going on in the world."
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> : | Butﬂ thin‘ dou need to be the case. Even 4n our amorphous,

clicntclalon\oute , We can make ourdelves knovn. How? Vo can do 1} by .

‘clearly dircctrng our work toward ondu that ve dooiro. We can do 1t by . .

)
ﬂiocarding any protoTho of value Srooncoo. at least as that torm applioo

to pdq};iu&{tic. ociontiotic rurul sociology vith little tbought or
concerw for addroooipz Lynd)u (1939) udnonitiop, "Knowledge for what?"
_ These otopo are not as radical or without historical proccdont as
some might think. By do&ign or by default, thoy rogﬁlarly occur 1n -
extension rurql oociology f;co this ar¢3‘10 concornld first‘and y |
‘ foremost vith appli;atlon.' Also, oxtcnoion oociologioto are oftcnipn
. rcgulnr cont:;t vith individuals 'who do, in offoct, conotitutc clientele , fﬂ,,f4*
groupl.“of course, our collsagues in agricultural economics find naoior .
application of thcir work 1nco it is duoigncd to bo q:f—t:l--vhothor it

iy

bc for counodity groupo. financo groups, or,othoro.. But these cases,

‘both in axtcnoionﬂnociology and agricultural ccononicl. are not exactly
vhere we bclicvc the case can bolt be made for rufl@ sociologists (or

\ .vcn oociologiato generally, for that nnttor). or' thnt.,ve turn to the

L 4
area of economics.

> . ,
) Economists have had a much easier time of being accepted by policy
AN ~
\ makers than have sociologists. Setior socioldgy colleagues have on many

occasions talked about the President's Council of Economic Advisors with

’

mpri than a littlo envy in their voiccd. What do ncnbiro of this.

.

"councdl knov that ve. don t? How solid are their cmpirical results and -

L)

theoretical explanations? Why isn't there a Prooidcnt'o C#uncil of

v N
Sociological Advisors or a similar ;roup for th. s.crotnry of Agri-
culture made up of mr’al oociolog}‘{o? ' . »

-~
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Althou;h the answers to theuo qucltiona go {rr Hryond tho scope of
this paper (and would de opeciouo anyvay), it seems patcntly obvious to
us that econcuists are not terribly bound up in gnashing tﬁi}f testh and
vringing tﬁcir hands ovcf "vqs:r frounolo. Instead, thcy adlit at the

outset that- thoy arc/lupporti of some vorld view, and then tﬁ)y

. L

proceed to documnt ‘how thc world works ‘dthin the parmctorl of t’hio .

et

world view, We will briofly {llustrate only one case of thio-—a‘gaac. x

4
' »

as it turns out, vhich w111 sound all too familiar.' ot
Oncc Preaidont Konncdy discovered povorty~1n Anerica (via Michael =

Harrington s The Other Anoriua), and once the U:S. embarked on 1t| "var

1

on povcrty", a major emphasis vas placed on "humnn resource e
devolopuonf." Translated, this meant that 4ndividuals WAre aquatcd with
connoditiol, they could bc dovclopcd ind improved upon just likc :
inanimate objects. In his pr.oidential address to the American
Economics Association, Theodore Schultz (1961) diocuslod éhc po;cntial
for developing "human capital.” Loarning new. okillu. going to. pchool,

having valuable work ‘experiences--these were all vays of 1nvoot1ng in

oneself. The successful person was the one who could viocly ﬁévoot in

hinoolf‘br herself and then parlay that investment into an ocfnonic
ae
payoff in the labor market. It was just like inv¢sting in stocks,

) cxccpf that this tife the "over-the-counter sale" 1ved

(i\ 3
\

1nd1v1dual“ not paper. ' | .

~

Not* too: surprisingly, thin kind of perspective was wi\ely

adoptod--in language nnd in practico--nnd there was a rast of "manpower"

.trainin; pro;rano, all |u1dnd by one central premise: bgtter trainod

pecple get batter jobs. 1It is crucial to understand thjt th}a trend in

w .
! \
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govnrnnont policy was no fluke; it vas part and parceh of a theoretical

paradigm in mainstream economics. ' ' ( ' ] )
“But by the early 1970s, this progran. and the procusl it holpnd to
spavn and to justiff, vas bou‘i criticizcd. It placod too much emphisis

on thc“dndividual,and not cnough on tho atructural conltraintl under

)

“which the individual labored (or at least vished o). It failed to Y«

L

' racognize that race and sex, among: other thingl, wnro»inportaqt S /

¥ 4

conlidoratio’ "for hov one fared in the job market. Critics asked how

ewo nqually qualifiod individuals (but of diffnron[ races or lnxca)

. coyld have such lharp learnings difforcnceT? Tpe ansver was found in =

foculing on the ltrugturo of thoi"onony. It could not be takln for
granted that the economy van.a~honogcn¢ou| entity that opdrated on free
narkot principlua. Not cvcryonc had equal accnll to all parts of the -«

marko:. Even vhere accoln wvas relatively open, not 111 entrants fared
-, , - )

-~

oqunlly wfil.
The research tradition that sprang up around this critical
oriontat)&n is generally rclathd toypolig;cal economics. It is.not
ixcluliveyy Marxist in 1t|‘1nh011¢ctﬁal roots but a ;opdlacal.oflnariint
thoushtlisnféﬁnd thers, That by itself would not:make it gither good or

bad, betteg or wgtse than any other competing orientation. What we do

/

~ find particularl ‘attractive about it, however, is that its adherents do

not make any prétonlo about h;ding behind qoni veiled and opjoétivc.
value free viev of the world. Instead, thl; assault vhat,o;%ntl and ask
how it can be cgangod. They rilku1|k1n;\axiologica1 qucltionl‘and'
posing axiological anlworl. * In lhort values are very nuch a part of
thair research agendas--not as a lpocyzi.topic. but as an ongoin; part

of their work. Paraphrasing on ontological expression from Marx, here

17
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is a group of r‘laarch;rl vho 3ra themselves in and out ofﬂth‘ii'wprk.
A

Thcyﬁa;o not the androgynous characters which manygsocial scientists
. . . » .
| . claim to be. They observe what goes on around them, . They comment on .

vhat thoylliko’nnd dilliko. They passionately argue for why things
should be changed as thoy would like. In the best sense of the term,
' they ucrioully grapplo with C. Wright Mill:T-w:Bnéological 1m¢;1nation. '
They try to undorltnnd tho individual and his/her placc 1n~tho VOrld
o -

wvith an cyc towqrd 1nproving the relationlhip.

)

N\

Two recent oxamplca from thcir litcratur# well illultratc this,

First ‘luutono and Harrilon s book (1982) on "deindustrializing

LR 4

\\ Amcrica" 1- a classic case of dolcribin; what exictl lololy for the

purpon. of improving it. Thoy carcfully document najor historical
/

. trends in the 1nduq;rialization of Anorica.' They refufe such popular
A\ "
nytha as attribu the dcclinc in Ancrica s industrial base to higher

vages and iabor difficulties bllncd on unions. They ‘document how

»

investment decisions made with;oqu@i;ioully dcsircd results have led

.

the U.S. industrial base 1nto the prdnqnt'icato.' Thpy‘concludo vith a

vcry clear agenda of items which nult be undcrtakon .to improve the

oconomy. Chiof smong these 1s the need for a ccntrally plannod economy,
: which sounds and probably is somewhat locialintic. Thcy call this a .8

"democratic reindustrialization of the Annricqn economy.". .Second,

Bowles, Gordon, lnd'wgiikopf (1983) have undertaken a very similar 0

analysis of the Alorican economy (aithou;h theirs' is richer in detail)

and dravn similar conclusions. They, too, provide a point-by-point

a;cn%a for what ldnt be.done to once again make the U.S. competitive.”

And, like Bluestone and Harrison the 1nporta§:c accorded the individual
1 . . ; '
K »
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' “'[ is paramount’ 1n fact, their concluding soctionlio titled "An Economic .
o0 mnet Rghes” N A S
B b Value Proo Rurah Sociolo‘x? ) Jl o | "
; 'We ou‘poct that nsny rural oociologioto are a bit oquoiniah about
s "flying our coloro" to the degree that we have oucgootod. The vork by
the politica ocononioto (cited above) 1- olpqcially opinionatod}and

polcnical. ere is little pretense about objcctivity as ve noﬂnally

use that te t in oociol ocionco. This seems to fly in tho Iaco’of

particularly oacrod oociol ocicnco canon. harking back to Uobor s (1946)
classic oooay qp ocionco as a vocdtion. . What we- are. ouggootiﬁg is

. thct it may bo poooiblo ‘and, dolirablo to work toﬁard a mnrgor of . o t\ﬁ

' : ‘.

polonico cnd rorearch. . . "r o ;

i ) o
’ . i v

At least iihco Gouldner's (1962) seminal ooooy og the myth of vgluo

 free oociolo '. aociologioto have recdgnized that their roocarch P N

, 4
~_pur|u1t| ver not vithout some unltaccd 1dfologica1 trappingo of one

f

.- kind pr on:7 er. As Kaufunn (1971:398) oayl. the "nont dangorouo

theorist is' the one vﬁ% says he has no thoory. Out #hluol -uot enter

our work. We are human beings before we aro’écooarchorc. cnd our
[ L I' .4
humanness does not ouddonly .ot divorcod from our ontological oxporionco

onco ve put on our -ciontific clolko. Pure objoctivity. even voro it

pooliblo. would have ao.ito co.t that ve. boro no rooponoibility for how

!

,our work was used. We vould simply be courtooano for uhoncvcr vi-hod to N

pay the bill.' Market contribution- w uld provail an thoy do in othon

buyer-seller rolationohipq rural oociology Vould bocono ollodifiod. ////
\ ( L I

ﬂc are claining that 1f thoro is a connitnont to 1ndiv1dual worth

'y f

and human freedom, then ouf research agendas ohould bo conductod in

light of those connitlontu.' Thil 1is not roally a11 that radical. As we




have alroad&_indicatod. much éariy ruralfn&ciologicul research was con- -
ducted vith high moral and locill'PUFPOl.. It was AOno vitﬁ\fho' T“W?“TI
lpogific intent o% helping 9£ho}; and iaprowﬁng/bocioty;'it reflected’ ;””
.what -ay'be r;ral locidlogy'l most noble hi;torical cglling, In fact,

Kaufman (!971) traces th, paralloll'b‘tﬂdon-ruigl sociology and the

"radical" sociology of the early 1970s, Although tf} two c.orta(inlyA had’

different styles, Both ridical;apd rural ldciolojilgl shared a problem-

) ~oriuhto¢ approach‘to tﬁgir dilcipline. Kaué;an_(l971:601) conciﬁdon'

., that "the sociologist in his practice is a.vholo,nnn."' It vas precisely
in the denial of,thil_"ibrglnbaligﬁof ooci&lé;ical Srnctico" that rural

~tl0910108y_n1ll.4”th. Boat,v;lﬁ becomirg 80 incredibly bound yp iﬂ "
lcionti;od rural pociolpky, the Erucial;"ﬁuman touch" was lost. Yoi.'vn,
ltudy~connunitio|}'|qil Q:OIIOQL_RP;ulqiiqﬁ éhanjo. ad naun,n. but to

_vhat_end?  Or as Lynd (1939) put it, .'.'i;nqﬁlcdso,...t’éx _what?" Ve are |

"essentially re-asking hil'quhltipn--but,ﬁith a rural twist. And we ate

oy - .
proposing an answer: human worth and freedom.

)

" while the Nolan et al. (1975:452) characterization of cgitical

theory may not be porf.cﬁ; ve qoncthoioll find their major points and

-

the application’of those points to rural sociology instructive:

First, crftical theory has a distinctive and definite
view of the nature .of man; second, critical theory
offers a unique position on the role of knowledge in

. the construction of theory and how such knowledge is to
be obtained; and finally, critdcal theory offers a
clear=cut set of objectives for constructing the sought
after social world., Rural Sociology, it seeme~to us,
lacks all of these distinguishing features. There 13 mno
clear-cut definition of what constitutes ths nature of
man; the scientific method is generally ac epted without

. criticismj and most certainly thera is no ¥ision about
vhat rural society ought to look likel... Until

rural sociologists have some notion of what constitutes

the 'otghta' of a "'good' dociety there will be very

little they can say about social policy.

)

“ o, y "
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v . These accunationu arc disturbing. The picture paiucod of"con-. : e
v o . teaporary rural lociology is anything but flattcring. worac yct. they :
/ Y . - P .t \I‘.
R - are hardly alone in these obucr#ationl. As coPp (1972) obucrvod in his f \
. 14 .
* + RsS Prouidcntial*addronn:'i S ' ',- j..'x

In my. opinion. ve %ﬁaw less about contemporary rural - ' "
society in 1972 tHat we knew....in the 1940s....1f . b
" most of the resesrch which rural sociologists were ‘
‘doing in 1969 and 1970 vere to have soashow
) - vdilappoarcd. /7 vorld would have noticed little loss.

Or‘Dcvoy s (1960) ‘pithy; ltatamcnt about thc rural-urban continun. "rcal
but relativoly unimpoytar t. Or Friedland's (1982: 605) Marxist charzc.
4Unt11 rural lociolo 1lﬁ$....can work....not uinply to 1nt.rprot thc
vorld but to chang 1t....rural nociology v111 rcmnin ouuantially

~ {irrelevant to th% is going on in the world."
i . . oy 4 '

. . . . . ' . . ' . ' . (Y ‘\‘ '
, Where From u.;{; . . 4 . K

As the Aritish say, "What to do?" In Alvin- Gouldner's. (1970)

i
B
i

terms, wo/hrc calling for a "reflexive" ‘rural uociology--one that : v

aaoouuow/ituolf and roalizon the 1nhorcnt difficulty in uoparating the

.
3

researcher from hillhor rclcarch. We are oncouraging.,a- Kaufman puts

f

1t./tho’"vholc man" (person), not the fra;n.ntcd role-player which we

often feel compelled to be.

1f followed, our ideologically-semsitive, poli€y-oriented rural

,/. . ey .
’ // sociologist has before him/herself the task of creating clientele. All
that we have said:thus far is risky only on intellectual grounds. But
o + courting particular constituencied is another nittcg-rit is politically )

risky. It involves choosing ligil; casting your lot in one way rather )
s . '
than another. It weans that the costs to an l;ripuuincuu approach, to
vw“thkc.but one example, must be woikhcd as vell as the benefits. That the
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‘ unaccoptable. That cogeiinity dcvclopmcnt npanl Junt that-—c nit! .

. in natural resocurces rc-oarch. 1f rolourcca ‘are scarce,. 1f they are.

".conaumcd at a pace fastcr than thpy can be reproducod, then clearly lomq

.

creation of "human resources" (an.1nd1v1dua1'iattlr)-vifhout‘¢&qa1

httontion to the creation of jobs (a structural -attcr) is limmly ;

dcvclomnont-u oppoud to "dcvelopnmt." vhothcr the genoral comun:lty

enters this at a point whoro docilionl mult bo mado about the ' uoo

must bo‘givon to the issues ailod by Nolan, ct al.: What type o; rural - -

B )
bcncfitl or not. [

W

L.t .us take tpe.cuo of natural ruourcel. ",Natural r“ourcu" :l,l
¢

implicity profacad by the tcrm~ lclrce. Indeed, the conlumption of
these resources at a pace which did not lufficiently allow for their
]

rcplaccnont 1| diroctly (but not lolely) rcnponniblc for the largo boon "
T

v

difficult conloqucncel face possible users. . ?orcgotng the likelihood of
oquitable diltribution, some form of conpotition to’ gain aceoll to' and

control over thc resource seems inevitable. Thc rural lociologilt

valuo" for one group as OppOl.d to another, Dcciding how 1mportant tho

1 ]

resource is -for any group (its "functional 1npor;ancc") 10 not jult an ’

—~—

cmpirically detcrninod thing. Inltoad it 1nvolvcs valuco, chooning on!

.

thing over anothc:. And it is ”onc thing over over anothor," ulually.

v
Parity is more often a desire that a rcalizodAobjcctivo.

.

ethos prevent us from using our r¢search as a tool for chango? fIl 1£ ¢

vrong in lcioncc to advocato as gart of ono ¥l nciontific activity? or. o i

does such advocacy transcend the boundl of scicdﬁo? A;ain. thi- is ;

' R2 : | ﬁ . 'ﬁ§
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case of valuoo. Our ar;unont 1: that it nay not be wioo to separate tho

: .roaoarchcr from his/her rd‘oatch. Othorl, of courno, vill dioagroo. '

.. 1f we take rural obciologioto ‘at their word, thon thoir colloctivo
path and 1nnt1tut1onal 1dont1ty seen likoly to continue uuabatod.

Review articles by Stokes and Hillor (1975) and their forthconing update

-docunont the pooitiviotic side to rural. lociology.a- Concorn about too

- much science, too littlo lubotanco vas appatont in the nss Prodidontial

Addresses of Copp- (1972), Ford (1973) and Harnor (1974). Copp and rord

. were aloo concornod about'public policy and (in Pord'o caoo) public B

' oorvico. In 111 caooo, :horo vas 4 oonoo -of hlvin; lomohow lost sight ~

of a grander roooarch than currontly prowailo. There vas an oxprooood '
)

- need to call a "tino out" and take a hard look at puroolv.o.. To. account

for the good but to also ask vhat vao not boing done’ and to ouggoot_now

that this paper has boon dovolopod.- . ‘ : '“:{ .

What wo are calling for here is a far cry fron conVontiongl rural

L]

- sociology. Hhat are callin; for io nothin; ohort of .a conploto over-

hauling of how we approach our oubjoct -nttcr, of how ve concoptualizo

" and oubooquontly oxocuto a roloarch projoct, of the liooion ve oot out )

LN

for ourootho.' What we are calling for 1s the rcnoval ot 1doo1o;1ca1

blindoro. Our pooition asserts that 1t is foolioh to continuo

: separating th!‘caok1 ‘of thought and action.’ If rural lociology vishes

to bo a participant and not oinply ‘an oboorvor, thon it must make 1toe1f

o

known. And thio cannot be done, effectively, ¥ hilo dancing around in

oonelvaluo-froo guioo. 1f we have oonothing important to oay, then we
|

_must do so 1n;i polcnical vay. 1t must be polemical because’ vithooe

passion thoro is 1little reason to bslieve that even we put such oéock in

"directions., It 1u particularly with rooppct to these lator tvo issues f |

}




et al.(1975:44&§ 452);'ngy-ut111 be all too-iccurato:'_. A

ﬁhat‘wo say. In the absence of thio,ithc bitter aoqopomcntAof §614n;
A

_ K . . . -0 e /
(As) long :as rural sociologists a¥lov a methodological
.. tall to wag their reseatch dog (as it currently seems
to be the case) they will never have very much to offer
in the way of social policy recommendations....lf after
. self appraisal, one can say that he or she is satisfied

. *_with s research style that is essentially idsographic

. and tends to perpetuate the status. quo....then so be
it. At least, the image of our discipline as 'applied’
and unique would be seen for vhat it ig=-a myth, -
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1 ' FOOTNOTES
A particulartly good Boaler aphoritm 1s found 1n his nss

'\

Prclidcntial Address. Conjuring up an appropriatoly "rural" 1mage.

.

Bcalcr ltato. that "Old 'chestnuts' can make. good feed." Anyonc vho can
I‘ . | : . '
tu:n a phrau. like that nnritl some attcntion.. '

ZChoouing the litq for thc RSS annual noeting is an cv.nt worth
1n oltigation by political l¢1.?tiltl. Apparontly vo ire going to Salt

Lakc City as opposed to San Francisco, on the hoels of’ Collego Station
P
ovcr San Antonio and. Blackuburg. Virginia ov,r walhington. D. c., Onc can

only wondcr about a type of self—flagellation among thq\rcarty loull of --

\‘

" RSS. a - ' \

t

Q 3To be Bure, thc»nagnitud. of thil"crilia’ meant more to . A

! o -uociologilcl than anyone olae since the larger co-nunity. academic aad

| _othervise, prJLably sees uociology as little more thuh a.diversion fra- ‘
'noro prolling n{&&:ru. As thc h.ldliltr.ll at Falk's son' s school in "W
England said to him when told of hil professional 1d¢nt1ty. "I n afraid
that sociology is loncthing of minefield in England."

Arriedlana (porlonyl corrclpondcnco) is quick to nake the chlo that

thc lociology of agriculture he has outlined 1- by design policy
orﬂcntcd (for cxamplc. e Friedland 1982), thUI his view otandl 1n'f

R s
S contrast to that cited by Newvby (1982). '

- ' { pg we’hope will be clear, at ldast by example, we ses Taylor's

lociolbgy as ;n exemplar for'our_oun view, " At the recent RSS annual

meeting, Ed Moe told us that Taylor hndcrltood. better than most, the

3
|

22
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C N,

A _ pioncoring lociological work whicn vas po.liblo under the rdbric qf
A S ,
‘rural sociology. X ! | - N ﬁmh i

6Thc Stokes and Hilloi'paper. at the 1986 RSS uocting,,lpocifically

Lnotod the continuation of this trcnd since 1974. Thil pipor will be .

_publishod in a lpocial 50th annivcr-ary 1Q|ua of gural Sociolol£
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