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The Imperial Entanglements of Sociology and the Problem of

Scientific Autonomy in Germany, France, and the United States
George Steinmetz

Sociologists and Empires: Outline of a Project

My current research project is a history of sociologists who have analyzed, theo-
rized, advised, and criticized empires. My project has five conceptual and empirical
components. The first involves reconstructing the legacy of sociological theories of
empire. There is growing interest among sociologists in the study of colonialism
and empire and in the related project of ‘decolonizing’ sociology (Steinmetz 2006,
2013; Randeria 1999; Bhambra 2007; Connell 2007; Kemple/Mawani 2009; Gutiér-
rez Rodriguez et al. 2010; Boatci/Spohn 2010). At the same time thete is a gteat
deal of disciplinary amnesia, even among specialists in colonialism, about valuable
eatlier sociological contributions to the study of empire formation and to topics
like colontal cultural hybridity.

The second part of my project tracks the ebb and flow of sociological interest
in empires and tries to make sense of these historical shifts. This part of the project
was inspired by Connell’s (1997) important asticle, which detailed the colonial
interests of the founding generation of American sociologists. This article also
implicitly suggested that sociologists’ focus on domestic rather than international
phenomena is not necessarily driven by ongoing geopolitical or impetial events. I
have found that most of the leading French sociologists focused on colonialism
and decolonization during the 1950s and 1960s (Steinmetz 20092) and that German
sociologists became more — not less — focused on imperialism during the Weimar
Republic, even though Germany had lost its colonies at Versailles (Steinmetz
2009b). It has long been argued that British sociologists ignoted colonialism after
1945 even as the British Empire was crumbling (Turner 2006), but this has now
been disproven (Steinmetz 2012). Sociology has seemed to respond to external
geopolitics, however, since 2001, when the US entered an intensified impetial
phase (Harvey 2003; Steinmetz 2003). In retrospect, however, we may realize that
the current wave of imperial studies in sociology arose largely in response to events
within academic fields.

The third part of my project entails rethinking scientific fields in spa#al/ and
transnational terms. This approach is particularly important in the histoty of colonial
science, whose fields have often been configured according to the geopolitical scale
and shape of empires. Of course cultural fields often exceed the boundaries of the
nation state (Bourdieu 1998: 41; Casanova 2004). But colonial science fields almost
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always encompass metropolitan and peripheral sites and sometimes connect differ-
ent peripheral locations to one another. Imperial scientists’ careers move through
spaces defined by the very empires they study. This can be seen in the research
trajectory of the sociologist Georges Balandier, who moved from one French West
Aftican colony to another during the 1940s and 1950s. A different pattern is fe-
vealed by the careers of sociologists Abdelmalek Sayad (Bourdieu/Sayad 1964;
Sayad 2004) and Albert Memmi (Pérés 2002; Memmi 1957), both of them intellec-
tual migrants from Notth Aftican colonies. Norbert Elias was dtiven out of the
Nazi empire to France and then Britain and then took up a sociology professorship
in 1962 in independent Ghana (Korte 2004).

Fourth, I ask why some sociologists who study empires are able to maintain a
degree of intellectual distance from external imperial interests, while others align
their work closely with these extrinsic demands. Here there are both social and
psychic mechanisms at work, which underscores the need for a socioanalytic rather
than simply a sociological approach (Steinmetz 2009b). At the end of this paper I
will discuss the determinants of scientific autonomy and heteronomy and methods
of identifying them.

The fifth set of questions is inspired by postcolonial theory, which argues that
metropolitan culture is shaped in important and often hidden ways by imperial
ideologies. Many of sociology’s classical theoretical apptroaches have been shaped
by ideas generated in imperial contact zones or re-imported from colonies
(Steinmetz 2006). Even mote abstract ontological and epistemological assumptions
may have roots in empire. For example, sociology’s entrenched “methodological
nationalism” (Martins 1974) — the equation between society and the nation-state —
may have been reinforced by the typical political configuration of the modern
empire as an asymmetrical powet relation between a core state and one or more
colonial states. Nonetheless, postcolonial ctitics often downplay the ability of cul-
tural fields to provide a buffer or a ‘prism of refraction’ through which external
discourses must pass in order to be taken up inside a given cultural field. I will
illustrate this latter point through a brief discussion of Max Webet’s
“Konfuzianismus und Taoismus™ in his Gesammeite Aufsitze qur Religionssogiologie.

In most of the paper I will concentrate on the second and fourth points, con-
cerning the ebb and flow of sociological interest in empires over the past century
and the question of scientific autonomy versus heteronomy. I have otganized my
comments by country, focusing on the United States, France, and Germany.! This
mode of presentation may seem to contradict my comments about methodological
nationalism. But scientific fields, including colonial and imperial ones, have nation-

1 Given the space limits here T cannot look at British sociologists or sociologists who came from the
former colonies.
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al as well as transnational colorations (Heilbron 2008): The nation-state is not sim-
ply a phantasm but also an institutional reality that powerfully shapes social science.
Yet my discussion will also explode the constraints of the nation-state centered
approach soon enough.

Sociology and Empire in the United States

Connell (1997: 1535) argued that American sociologists wete concerned with ques-
tions of global difference before WWI but turned inward toward questions of
“social difference and social disorder within the metropole” after 1918. I am find-
ing a much more complex pattern. The 1930s actually marked one high point for
discussions of empire in the AJS and ASK, the two leading US sociology journals

(Figures 1, 2).

Figure 1: Number of mentions of the words “impetialism™ and “colonialism™ in the
pages of the Awmerican Journal of Sociolegy, 1898-2006
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Sonrce: Ametican Journal of Sociology (JSTOR online searchable version).
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Figure 2: Number of mentions of the words “imperialism” and “colonialism™ in the
pages of the American Sociological Review, 1936-2006
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Source: Ametican Sociological Review (JSTOR online searchable version).

The Ametican sociologists who discussed imperialism during the 1920s and 1930s,
however, rarely supported empire, in contrast to the mixed situation before 1914.
Wisconsin sociologist Edward Ross now turned against imperialism and racism and
wrote a ctitical report for the League of Nations on labor in the Portuguese colo-
nies (Ross 1925). Ross suggested that he was “altogether in sympathy with Otiental
resistance to Western aggression” (Ross 1934: 172). Sociologist W.E.B. Du Bois
(1915) connected overseas empire to the oppression of blacks in the United States
and argued that colonialism' #nderdeveloped the colonies, turning them into the
“slums of the world” and destroying indigenous culture (Du Bois 1945: 17). Du
Bois argued in the pages of the American Journal of Sociology that the social sciences
themselves wete being “deliberately used as instruments to prove the inferiority of
the majority of the people of the world” (1944: 455).

Colonialism and informal empire continued to figure as important topics in
American sociology after 1945, initially in the guise of modernization theory and
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area studies. American foreign policy was increasingly otiented toward an impetial
but non-colonial approach that eschewed conquest and direct control over foreign
states. Modernization theory provided a blueprint for this difference-effacing form of
empire (Gilman 2003). But if modernization theory applied a uniform developmen-
tal model to the entire postcolonial world, the American state also sought more
detailed information about specific sites of geopolitical interest and supported this
demand with programs like the Title VI grants for foreign language and area stud-
ies. American sociology became increasingly international in its focus due to the
overseas expetiences of many sociologists during WWII, the influx of European
émigrés, the rise in area studies funding, and the influx of students from the former
European colonies and zones of US imperial influence, some of whom studied
colonialism and postcolonialism (e.g. Hermassi 1972; Magubane 2010).

These postwar trends reshaped US sociology. The Aftican Studies Association
was created in 1957 and its directors and presidents in the 1960s and 1970s includ-
ed sociologists E. Franklin Frazier, Leo Kuper, and Tmmanuel Wallerstein. Sociol-
ogists such as Robert Cooley Angell, William O. Brown, John Collier, Oliver
Cromwell Cox, E. Franklin Frazier, and Horace Miner, whose work was limited to
domestic American topics before the war, now broadened their focus to include
colonial and postcolonial societies. Angell, who held positions in UNESCO and
the International Sociological Association, argued that American sociology had
reached maturity with the “throwing off of colonialism in the 1950s” which had
spatked a “great interest in underdeveloped wotld” (Angell ca. 1962). Brown, who
had written his Chicago sociology PhD dissertation in 1930 on Ametican race
prejudice, became deeply involved with Africa and colonialism during WWII as
Chief of the African Section of the Office of Strategic Services. As Professor of
Sociology at Boston University after the war Brown established the first Aftican
Studies Center in the US and forged close connections to the netwotks of the
British Colonial Social Science Research Council and the Rhodes-Livingstone Insti-
tute in Lusaka. John Collier, the pioneer of the so-called New Deal for Native
Americans during the Great Depression, became a Professor of Sociology at City
College of New York and began connecting the plight of Native Americans to that
of overseas colonies, aligning himself with the British Fabian Colonial Bureau
(Collier 1947). Frazier (1955) seems to have become interested in colonialism while
serving as Chief of the Division of Applied Social Sciences of UNESCO (1951-
1953). Miner shifted his focus from French Canada to Northern Africa during his
military service in WWIL -
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Sociology and Empire in France

From the late 19% century until the late 1960s, French sociologists’ interest in colo-
nialism was intense, reaching a ctescendo during the Algerian War of Independ-
ence. One reason for this emphasis was the legacy of Durkheim and Mauss, who
saw overseas colonies and ancient land empires as central sociological objects. This
imperial orientation went well beyond the use of data gathered in colonial settings.
Sociologist Georges Davy collaborated with an Egyptologist on a study that used
Durkheim’s theory of totemism to make sense of the centralization of power in
ancient Egypt (Moret/Davy 1926). Marcel Mauss, the most influential teacher of
sociologists and ethnographers in interwar France, co-founded the Institut
d Elthnolggie, whose mandate was to study the colonies (LLévy-Bruhl 1925). Many of
Mauss’ students, including some who defined themselves as sociologists and were
part of the burgeoning sociological field, conducted fieldwork in overseas colonies
(e.g. Roger Bastide, Maurice Leenhardt, René Maunier, Paul Mus, and Maxime
Rodinson). The other contenders for leadership of French sociology at the turn of
the 20t century — René Worms, Frédéric Le Play, and Gabtiel Tarde — also studied
colonialism and empire (Worms 1908; Le Play 1906: 450-451; Toscano 2007).
French science policy reinforced French sociology’s interest in imperial phe-
nomena (Steinmetz 2009a). A worldwide array of colonial research institutions,
from New Caledonia to Madagascar, sponsored sociological research. This differed
markedly from the British situation, in which colonial social science was dominated
by anthropology — at least until WWII, when the British Colonial Office also began
to prefer the language of sociology in colonial research funding and government
posts (hiring ‘Government Sociologists” rather than ‘Government Anthropologists’
in many of the colonies, for example).? For example, the French Scientific Mission
in Morocco, founded in 1904, sponsored research that was closer to Durkheimian
sociology than to Orieatalist literary traditions (Schmitz 1998: 109-110). Indeed,
the entire Moroccan Scientific Mission was transformed into a ‘Sociological Sec-
tion’ of the French colonial government in 1919 (Brown 1976: 195). Sociology was
strongly represented in the French Institute of Black Africa (IFEAN), created in
1936, and in ORSTOM (Office de la recherche scientifique et technique outre-

2 1 discuss this shift to preference for sociclogy within the British Colonial Office during and after
WWIL in my forthcoming book (Steinmetz forthcoming}. The memoirs of British Social Anthro-
pologists suggest that many felt that power, funding, and academic posts were slipping away from
them to sociology. But this was not because the government had lost interest in the colonies, by
any means. Many inside the Colonial Office believed that Africans saw anthropology as tainted by
colonial racism, while sociology promised to analyze Afticans using the same cenceptual tools ap-
plied to European society. The government was still focused at this time on teforming rather than
backing out of colonial rule in Africa. The idea of sociclogy appealed as a new framework for
managing modernizing, urbanizing, detribalizing colonial societies.
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mer). Sociologists Paul Metcier and Georges Balandier both directed West Aftican
TFAN research centers after the war (Calame-Griaule 1977: 128; Balandier 1977).
The French state’s efforts to reform its colonial empire after 1945 led to a further
expansion of colonial research institutes and organizations.

Sociological intetest in imperial topics increased sharply in the decades after
1945, This initially reflected the French experience of Nazism and the postwar
reconfiguration of global geopolitics. In The Age of Empires, Raymond Aron (1945)
argued that France should unify the European nation-states into a bloc against the
three great ‘empires’, which at this moment included the UK as well as the US and
USSR. Aron switched into the Algerian independence camp in 1957 and published
extensively on colonialism and imperialism. Lecturers at the Centre d'études
sociologiqnes, created in 1946, included Roger Bastide (1948), a specialist in post-
slavery Afro-Brazilian culture, on “the interpenetration of civilizations,” and André
Leroi-Gourhan (1949) on the Japanese colonization of the Ainu people of Hokkai-
do.

We can get a good sense of the centrality of imperial topics after 1945 by
tracking the contents of the leading French sociology journals. Sociologist Bastide
edited the Année sociologique until 1974, and he devoted considerable space to colo-
nialism, postcolonialism, and non-western cultures. Sociologist Balandier, author of
a famous article on “the colonial situation” (1951), edited the Cabiers internationan
de sociologie from the mid-1950s until 2011 and focused intensely on colonial topics
during the early decades. Even the more professionally oriented Revue frangaise de
sociolagie published several articles each year on colonial and imperial themes duting
its first three decades, though these topics have almost disappeared in recent yeats

(Figure 3).

Figure 3: Number of articles published annually in Revue frangaise de sociologie discuss-
ing impetial ot colonial topics, Vol. 1 (1960) through Vol. 45 (2004)
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Sociology and Empire in Germany

German sociology emerged before 1914 in the context of a nationwide debate over
the pros and cons of land-based continental imperialism and overseas colonialism.,
German sociology also grew out of a specific array of disciplines that had studied
ancient and modern empires, including history, ethnology, historical economics,
and Staatswissenschaften. Most of the founders of the Deutsche Gesellschaft fiir Sogiologie
and holders of the earliest German university chairs for Sociology analyzed coloni-
alism and empire. Max Weber presented an original interpretation of the Roman
empite (1891) and discussed imperialism in Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft. Alfred Weber
published a detailed critique of the new ‘protectionist imperialism’ (Weber 1904).
Albert Schiffle wrote a book-length article (Schiffle 1886-1888) on colonial poli-
tics. Leopold von Wiese (1914a, 1914b) published extensively on British colonial-
ism, and was known even after WWII as an expert on India (1956). Franz Oppen-
heimer (1926) combined a Marxist theoty of economic imperialism with a
Gumplowiczian theory of political imperialism. Albert Vietkandt (1896), who held
the first Sociology chair at Berlin University, published a book on the categories of
Kulturvilker and Naturvilker, which wete central to German colonial native policy
before 1914.

After 1918 a number of German sociologists resisted the Marxist redefinition
of the word imperialism as an intrinsically economic rathet than political-military
phenomenon. Max Weber agreed with Hintze and Schumpeter that the military
conquest theory of empire was not obsolete. Sociologist Walter Sulzbach (1929)
argued that imperialism had existed before capitalism and that capitalist accumula-
tion was not necessarily or typically linked to foreign conquest (also Salz 1931).

The loss of the German colonies did not lead to the disappearance of colonial-
ism as a topic of university study. During the winter semester of 1930-1931, at least
239  university courses were offered on colonial subjects (Deutsche
Kolonialgesellschaft 1930). One of these courses was called “the sociology of colo-
nialism in light of contemporary Africa” (my translation) taught by Richard
Thurnwald, who had come to Berlin University in 1924 as a Professor of Sociolo-
gy, Ethnology, and Viélkerpsychologie. Between 1918 and 1936 Thurnwald (e.g. 1932,
1936) developed a critical analysis of colonialism as cultural devastation, based on
extensive fieldwork in New Guinea and East Africa. Thurnwald’s work during this
period was autonomous from government agencies and was financed mainly by
institutions outside Germany (Steinmetz 2010).

All of this changed after Hitler came to power. Mote than half of the German
sociologists were driven into exile after 1933, though some of them, like Sulzbach,
continued to analyze imperialism. Many of the sociologists who stayed in Germany
now saw their careers flourish as applied policy researchers (Klingemann 2009).
Thurnwald began working for the Nazi colonial planning office, and in 1939 he
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published a 500-page treatise outlining a Nazi approach to colonial role in Africa.
In 1940 Thurnwald joined the Nazi Party, and in 1942 he began working on re-
ports on the labor deployment of foreign workers for the Ministry for Armaments
and Munitions (Reichsministerinm fiir Bewaffnung und Munition)> Other sociologists |
including Carl Brinkmann, Wilhelm Miihlmann, Karl-Heinz Pfeffer, and Ernst b
Wilhelm Eschmann, carried out research that was directly relevant to the Nazi
Empite’s administration and ethnic cleansing of its occupied territories. Scientific \_
autonomy was almost entirely eliminated in Germany, even though some sociolo-

gists, like Alfred Weber, went into a kind of inner exile.

Scientific Autonomy and Heteronomy

The problem of scientific autonomy and heteronomy can be approached on three
analytic levels, which we can call textual, contextual, and psycho-phenomenologi-
cal.

At the Zextual level we can explore the difference or similarity between the ide-
as, arguments, and tropes found in a given scientific text and those associated with
the relevant imperial or colonial institutions and ideological formations. Converse-
ly, scientific heteronomy would be suggested by closer correspondence between
text and context. An example of the latter would be Thurnwald’s (1939) treatment
of colonial policy, whose arguments rely centrally on categories such as racial seg-
regation, the ‘Fibrer principle’, and Lebensranm. An additional criterion is to examine
an authot’s work written before the emergence of powerful external pressures. In
Thurnwald’s case, the most striking change is from a view of colonialism as fun-
damentally destructive to an effort to make ‘constructive’ contributions (Steinmetz
2010).

What about the context of scientific production? Key aspects of a field include
the level and distribution of generic (economic) and field-specific resources, and
the positions and strategies of members. The impact of research institutes in the
French colonies kept the interest in colionalism alive while also allowing sociolo-
gists to carry out autonomous research of lasting importance (e.g. Balan-
dier/Mercier 1952). The relative autonomy of the universities in Weimar (Germany,
or in the United States during the mid-1990s, made it possible for sociologists to
continue analyzing colonialism despite the relative geopolitical quiescence of their
respective nation-states during those years. A field may also lose its autonomy
“through subjection to external forces” (Bourdieu 1998: 57). The Nazi state radi-

3 Thumnwald to Dekan, 31/10/1942; Thurnwald to Westermann, Feb.-May 1946; Humboldt-
Universititsarchiv, Richard Thurnwald Papers, Vol. 6: 200, 238,
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cally reduced the autonomy of most scientific fields after 1933 (and eliminated
some fields altogether), determining who could belong to them and who was ex-
cluded and what could be said and published, channeling resources to some lines
of research and cutting off others. The correspondence between Thurnwald’s
analysis and Nazi doctrine after 1936 was due these sorts of extra-scientific pres-
sure, in other words — features of the field and its environment.

What about the psycho-phenomenological level of analysis? Here we need to look
fitst at individual strategies within semi-autonomous fields. The importance of
examining context and individual strategy rathet that pursuing a strictly textual line
of analysis is revealed by the case of Max Weber’s treatment of China in his
Religionssoziologie (Weber 1920-1921). A textual postcolonial critic might be satisfied
to point to the apparent synchronization between Weber’s text and external
imperial ideology. Weber reproduced the dominant Sinophobic tropes of European
imperialism —cultural stasis, stagnation, and inferiority — and he did so in ways that
exceeded the needs of his argument, claiming for example that the Chinese
language had “weder der Dichtung noch dem systematischen Denken ... die Diensie listen
kinner” (ibid.: 412). Yet Webes’s adoption of these offensive and Towbrow’ views
of China was not due to any ditect suppozrt for the German imperial interests in
China nor even to a generalized racism on his part, but to his strategic otientation
within the German academic field. In his “Konfuzianismus und Taoismus” (1920)
Weber associated himself most strongly with the arguments of China specialists
Ferdinand von Richthofen (1877-1912) and J. J. M. de Groot (1892). Both men
held the position of Pryfessor Ordinarius at Betlin University by the time Weber was
writing on China. Their location within the German Sinological field was
homologous to Webet’s own position in the German sociological field — they were
academic mandarins in terms of their exalted academic status, but they were also
‘modetnists’ with extensive practical expetience in overseas imperialist settings
prior to their university careers. Like Webet, they were ‘modernist mandarins’
rather than traditional German academic Mandarins with their “héchst exkiusiv
literarische, buchmafige’ education (Weber 1920: 410; Ringer 1969). Richthofen and
de Groot also both happened to hold views of China located at the Sinophobic
extteme of the quite diverse German Sinological field. Weber failed to cite
German-language scholarship by China specialists located at lower-prestige
institutions such as the Betlin Seminar fiir Orientalische Sprachen (e.g. Wang 1913), or
cited them while ignoring their actual arguments. Weber completely ignored the
work of older academic mandarins like Geotg von der Gabelentz, who had argued
against the idea of Chinese stagnation and linguistic primitiveness (Gabelentz 1888:
2-4; Leutner 1987: 35; Steinmetz 2007). A similar pattern of alignment with the
most prestigious scholars in the relevant field characterizes Webet’s analysis of
India. Here Weber relied heavily on the wotk of “berrvorragenden dentschen Indologen”
(Weber 1921: 2 n. 1) like Albrecht Weber (Betlin Ordinarius 1867-1901) and Richard
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Pischel (Betlin Ordinarins 1902-1908). Pischel ctiticized carlier Indologists for the
“yehemence” with which they “insisted on the superiority of European science” to
“indigenous Vedic criticism” (Pischel/Geldner 1889: IV; Sengupta 2005: 114). If
Weber’s analysis of India was less permeated by imperialist racism than his
discussion of China, this was partly because the scholars like Pischel who dominat-
ed the German Indological field after 1900 did not typically depict India as stag-
nant, despotic, ot racially infetior. In sum, the correspondence between Weber’s
analysis of China and extra-scientific imperial ideologies resulted mainly from his
strategic orientation, which sought authorities in area studies fields whose positions
wete homologous to his own position within the sociological field.

While economic resources and political freedom ate necessary conditions for
scientific autonomy, they are not sufficient: We also have to considet the desire for
autonomy (of conversely, the desire for dependence). Although 1 have not been
able to discuss this question here, in other work I am compating sociologists who
have similar resources and face similar contextual constraints and oppottunities,
and who still make different decisions when invited to contribute to an imperial
project. This is the properly socioanalytic level.4

Conclusion

We ate currently caught up in two related crises: the crisis of the universities and
the ctisis of empire. In the United States the connections between these two crises
are obvious. Military sources made up the latgest share of social science funding
from WWII until well into the 1960s. During the last decade, funding for social
scientific countetinsurgency and military research and employment expanded again
even as university jobs disappeared. There is increasing pressure “to make academ-
ic research serve political ends” (Guttenplan 2011). The most extreme example is
the involvement of anthropologists as ‘embedded” advisors with military troops in
Afghanistan. The Defense Department’s Minerva Project called on sociologists and
other social scientists to discover methods for “more effective, more culturally
sensitive interactions between the US military and Islamic populations.™

The entanglement of social scientists with empire, discussed by C. Wright Mills
(1958, 19592) and Pierre Bourdieu (1963, 1993), is thus once again our own prob-
lem. Mills insisted (1959b: 106) that “if social science is not autonomous, it cannot

4  The word “socioanalyse” was used in 1983 by Bourdieu’s psychoanalytically-oriented colleague
Francine Muel Dreyfus (1983) who presented sociology as a form of psychoanalysis of the social
wotld.

5 See Department of Defense, BAA No. W911NE-08-R-0007; http:/ Jwww.atl.army.mil/ www
/default.cfm?page=362.
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be a publicly responsible entetptise.”” Bourdieu called on intellectuals to “take their
‘irresponsibilities’ setiously” (1998: 27). As fesearch and academic employment
opportunities continue to shrink it becomes even more important to defend scien-
tific autonomy, both for its own sake and as the precondition for any useful politi-
cal engagement by social scientific intellectuals.

References

Amselle, Jean-Loup/Sibeud, Emmanuclle (eds.) (1998): Maurice Delafosse. Paris: Maisonneuve et
Larose

Angell, Robert Cooley (ca. 1962): What does History offer Sociology. unpublished lecture, in Angell
papers, Bentley Library, University of Michigan (no pagination)

Aron, Raymond (1945): 1.’Age des empires et I'avenir de la France, Paris: Editions Défense de la France

Balandier, Georges/Mercier, Paul (1952): Particularisme et évolution. Les pécheurs Lebou du Sénégal.
Saint-Louis, Sénégal: Centre IFAN-Sénégal

Balandier, Georges (1951): La situation coloniale: approche théorique. In: Cahiets internationaux de
sociologie 11: 44-79

Balandier, Georges (1977) : Histoire d’autres. Paris: Stock

Bastide, Roger (1948): Initiation aux recherches sur l'interpénétration des civilizations. Paris: Centre de
documentation univetsitaire

Bhambra, G. K. (2007): Rethinking Modernity: Postcolonialism and the Sociological Imagination,
London: Palgtave Macmillan

Boatcd, Manuela/Spohn, Willfried (eds.) (2010): Globale, multiple und postkoloniale Modetnen. Mu-
nich: Rainer Hampp Vetlag '

Bourdieu, Pierre/Sayad, Abdelmalek (1964): Le déracinement. Pasis: Editions de Minuit

Bourdieu, Pierre (1963): Erude sociologique. In: Bourdieu et al. (1963): 257-267

Bourdieu, Pierre/Darbel, Alain/Rivet, Jean-Paul/Seibel, Claude (eds.) (1963): Travail et travailleurs en
Algérie, Paris: Mouton

Bourdieu, Pierre (1993{1975]): For a Sociology of Sociologists. In: Bourdieu (1993): 49-53

Bourdieu, Pietre (1993): Sociology in Question. Landon: Sage

Bourdieu, Pietre (1998): On Television. New Yotk: The New Press

Brown, Kenneth L. (1976): People of Salé: Tradition and Change in a Motoccan City, 1830-1930.
Manchester: Manchester Univetsity Press

Calame-Griaule, Geneviéve (1977): Paul Mercier (1922-1976). In: Cahiers d’études africaines 47(1): 128

Casanova, Pascale (2004): The World Republic of Lettets. Cambridge (US): Harvard University Press

Chevalier, Sophie/Privat, Jean-Marie (eds.) (2004): Norbert Flias et Panthropologie: nous sommes tous

i étranges. Paris: CNRS

Collier, John (1947): Ametica’s Colonial Record. London: Fabian Publications Itd.

Connell, RW. (1997): Why is Classical Theory Classical? In: American Journal of Sociology 102: 1511-
1557

Connell, Raewyn (2007): Southern Theory. Cambridge: Polity

de Groot, J. J. M. (1892): The Religious Systens of China. Vol. 1. Leyden: E. |.Brill

Deutsche Kolonialgesellschaft (1930): Kofonialwissenschaftliche und vermandte Vorlesungen an dentschen Hoch-
schutlen. Vol. 2. Berlin: Deutsche Kolonialgesellschaft

Du Bois, W.E.B. (1915): The African Roots of War. In: The Atlantic Monthly 115(5): 707-714

Du Bois, W. E. B. (1944): Prospect of 2 World without Race Conflict. In: American Joutnal of Sociolo-
gy 49(5): 450-456

Du Bois, W.E.B. (1945): Color and Democracy: Colonies and Peace. New Yotk: Harcourt, Brace




Sociology’s Impetial Entanglements and the Problem of Scientific Autonomy 869

Frazier, E. Franklin (1955): Impact of Colonialism on African Social Forms and Personality. In: Stillman
(1955): 70-96

Gabelentz, Georg von der (1888): Confucius und seine Lehre. Leipzig: F. A. Brockhaus

Gilman, Nils (2003): Mandarins of the Future: Modernization Theory in Cold War America. Balti-
more: Johns Hopkins University Press

Gutiérrez Rodriguez Encarnacion/Boatci, Manuela/Costa, Sérgio (eds.) (2010): Decolonizing European
Sociology: Transdisciplinary Approaches. Butlington, VT, Ashgate

Guttenplan. D. D. (2011): Attaching a Price to Academic Freedom? In: International Herald Tribune
4/4: 10

Gunther, H.O. (ed.) (1956): Indien und Deutschland. Frankfust am Main: Europiische Verlagsanstalt

Hamilton, Gary G. (1985): Why No Capitalism in China? Negative Questions in Historical, Compata-
tive Research. In: Journal of Developing Societies 1(2): 187

Harvey, David (2003): The New Imperialism. Oxford: Oxford University Press

Heilbron, Johan (2008): Qu'est-ce qu'une tradition nationale en sciences sociales? In: Revue d’histoire
des sciences humaines 18: 3-16

Hetmassi, Elbaki (1972): Leadership and National Development in North Africa. Berkeley: Univetsity
of California Press

Kemple, Thomas M./Mawani, Renisa (2009): The Sociological Imagination and its Impetial Shadows
In: Theory, Culture, and Society 26: 228-249

Klingemann, Carsten (2009): Soziologie und Politik: Sozialwissenschaftliches Expertenwissen im Drit-
ten Reich und in der frithen westdeutschen Nachktiegszeit, Wiesbaden: VS Verlag

Korte, Hermann (2004): Le regard ethnographique de Norbert Elias. In: Chevalier/Privat (2004): 29-33

Kuo, Heng-yii {ed.): Berlin und China. Berlin: Colloquium Verlag

Le Play, Frédéric (1906) : Frédéric le Play d'aprés lui-méme. Paris: Giard & E. Briére

Leroi-Gourhan, André (1949): Initiation aux techerches de la symbiose technique (Ainous et Japonais).
Paris: Centre de documentation universitaire

Leutner, Mechthild (1987): Sinologie in Betlin: Die Durchsetzung einer wissenschaftliche Disziplin zur
ErschlicBund und zum Verstindnis Chinas. In: Kuo (1987): 31-56

Lévy-Bruhl, Lucien (1925) : L'Institut d’ethnologie de Puniversité de Patis. In: Revue d’ethnographie et
de traditions populaires 23-24: 1-4

Magubane, Bernard (2010): Bernard Magubane: My Life and Times. Scottsville, South Africa: University
of KwaZulu-Natal Press

Martins, Hlerminio (1974): Time and Theoty in Sociology. In: Rex (1974): 246-294

Memmi, Albert (1957): Sociologie des tapports entre colonisateurs et colonisés. In: Cahiers
internationaux de sociologie 23: §5-96

Mills, C. Wright (1948): International Relations and Sociology: Discussion. In: American Sociological
Review 13(3): 271-273

Mills, C. Wright (1958): The Causes of Wotld War IIT. New York: Ballatine Books

Mills, C. Wright (1959a): Crackpot Realism. In: Fellowship. The Journal of the Fellowship of Reconcilia-
tion 25(1): 3-8

Mills, C. Wright (1959b): The Sociclogical Imagination. Oxford: Oxford University Press

Moret, Alexandre/Davy, Georges (1926): From Ttibe to Empire. New York: Knopf

Muel-Dreyfus, Francine (1983): Le métier d"éducateur: les instituteurs de 1900, les éducateurs spécialiscs
de 1968. Paris: Les éditions de minuit

Oppenheimer, Franz (1926): Det Staat. Vol. 2, System der Soziologie. Jena: Gustav Fischer

Pérés, Shimon (ed.) (2002): Lire Albert Memmi: Déracinement, exile, identité. Paris: Editions Factuel

Pischel, Richard/Geldner, Karl F. {1889): Vedische Studien. Vol. 1. Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer

Randeria, Shalini (1999): Jenseits von Soziologie und soziokultureller Anthropologie: Zur Ortsbe-
stimmung der nichtwestlichen Welt in einer zukinftigen Sozialtheorie. In: Soziale Welt 50(4): 373-
382

Reuter, Julia/Villa, Paula-Irene (eds.) (2010): Postkoloniale Soziologie. Bielefeld: transctipt

—



870 George Steinmetz

Rex, John (ed.) (1974): Approaches to Sociology. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul

Richthofen, Ferdinand Freihetr von {1877-1912) China. 5 Vols. Betlin: Dietrich Reimer

Ringet, Fritz (1969): The Decline of the German Mandarins. Cambridge (US): Harvard University Press

Ross, Edward A. (1925): Report on Employment of Native Labor in Portuguese Africa. New York:
Abbott Press

Ross, Edward A. (1934): Review of Herbert Adolphus Millet, The Beginnings of Tomorrow. In: Journal
of Higher Education 5(3): 172

Salz, Arthur (1931): Das Wesen des Imperialismus. Leipzig: B.G. Teubner

Sayad, Abdelmalek (2004) : The Suffering of the Immigrant. Cambridge: Polity Press

Schiffle, Albert (1886-1888): Kolonialpolitische Studien. In: Zeitschrift fiir die gesamte Staatswissen-
schaft 42: 625-665; 43: 123-217, 343-416; 44: 59-96, 263-306

Schmitz, Jean (1998): L’Afrique par défaut ou Poubli de Porientalisme. In: AmselleSibeud (1998): 107-
121

Sengupta, Indra (2005): From Salon to Discipline: State, University and Indology in Getmany, 1821-
1914, Heidelberg: Exrgon

Steinmetz, George (2003): The State of Emergency and the New Ametican Imperialism: Toward an
Authotitarian Post-Fordism. In: Public Culture 15(2): 323-346

Steinmetz, George (2006): Decolonizing German Theory: An Introduction. In: Postcolonial Studies
9(1): 3-13

Steinmetz, George (2007): The Devil’s Handwriting: Precoloniality and the German Colonial State in
Qingdao, Samoa, and Southwest Africa. Chicago: University of Chicago Press

Steinmetz, George (2009a): The Imperial Entanglements of Sociology in the United States, Btitain, and
France since the 19th Century. In: Ab Impetio 4: 1-56

Steinmetz, George (2009b): Neo-Bourdieusian Theory and the Question of Scientific Autonomy:
German Sociologists and Empire, 1890s-1940s. In: Political Power and Social Theory 20: 71-131

Steinmetz, George (2010): La sociologie et Pempire: Richard Thurnwald et la question de I'autonomie
scientifique. In: Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales 185: 12-29

Steinmetz, Geotge (ed.) (2013): Sociology and Empire. Colonial Studies and the Imperial Entanglements
of a Discipline. Durham, NC: Duke University Press

Steinmetz, George (2012 forthcoming): The Intellectual Productivity of Empire: Colonialism and the
Second Founding of British Sociology after 1945. In: Political Power and Social Theory 23.

Steinmetz, George (forthcoming): Imperial Intellectuals: Sociologists as Theotists, Advisers, and Critics
of Empire in Germany, France, Britain, and the United States, 1880s-1960s

Stillman, Calvin W. (ed.) (1955): Publication of Norman Harris Memorial Foundation Lectures on
Africa in the Modern Wozld. Chicago: University of Chicago Press

Sulzbach, Walter (1929): Nationales Gemeinschaftsgefithl und wirtschaftliches Interesse. Leipzig;
Hirschfeld

Thurnwald, Richard (1932): Die Neger an der Schreibmachine. Soziale Wandlungen in Afrika. In: Die
Koralle 8(4): 154-157

Thurnwald, Richard (1936): The Crisis of Impetialism in East Africa and Elsewhere. In: Social Forces
15(1): 84-91

Thurnwald, Richard (1939): Koloniale Gestaltung, Methoden und Probleme tiberseeischer Ausdehnung.
Hamburg: Hoffmann und Campe Verlag

Toscano, Alberto (2007): Powers of Pacification: State and Empire in Gabriel Tatde. In: Economy and
Society 36(4): 597-613

Turner, Bryan 8. (2006): British Sociology and Public Inteliectuals: Consumer Society and Imperial
Decline. In: British. Journal of Sociology 57(2): 169-188

Vietkandt, Alfred (1896): Naturvolker und Kulturvélker. Leipzig: Duncker & Humblot

Wang, Ching Dao (1913): Die Staatsidee des Konfuzius und ihre Bezichung zur konstitutionelle Verfas-
sung. In: Mitteilungen des Seminars fiir Orlentalische Sprachen zu Betlin 16(1): 1-49




—

Sociology’s Imperial Entanglements and the Problem of Scientific Autonomy 871

Weber, Alfred (1904): Deutschland und der wirtschaftliche Imperialismus. In: Preussische Jahrbiicher
116: 298-324

Weber, Max (1891): Die tSmische Agtatgeschichte in ihrer Bedeutung fiir das Staats- und Ptivat-
recht. Stuttgart: F. Enke

Weber, Max (1920): Konfuzianismus und Taoismus. In: Weber (1920-1921), Vol. 1: 276-536

Weber, Max (1920-1921) Gesammelte Aufsitze zur Religionssoziologie. 3 Vols. Tiibingen: Moht

Weber, Max (1921): Hinduismus und Buddhismus. In: Weber (1920-1921), Vol. 2.

Wiese, Leopold von (1914a): Die gegenwirtige Stellung Ceylons in der Weltwittschaft im Vergleich mit
Vorder- und Hinterasien. In: Weltwirtschaftliches Archiv 3(1): 139-162

Wiese, Leopold von (1914b): Die Rodias auf Ceylon, In: Archiv fiir Rassen- und Gesellschaftsbiologie
11(1): 33-45

Wiese, Leopold von (1956): Die klassische Grundlagen der Sozialorganisation der Inder. In: Giinther
(1956): 104-114

Wotms, René (1908): Etudes de sociologie coloniale. Paris: Giard & E. Briére




Transnationale
Vergesellschaftungen

Verhandlungen des 35. Kongresses
der Deutschen Gesellschaft fiir
Soziologie in Frankfurt am Main 2010

- Herausgegeben in deren Auftrag
von Hans-Georg Soeffner

Band 2

Unter Mitarbeit von Kathy Kursawe

@ Springer VS




	Steinmetz 2013 Imperial entangements-2
	Pages from Steinmetz 2013 Imperial entangements

