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Traditional research on the history of socialogy is characterized by a finalistic approach.
Society is wrnrnonly presented as asmething like ar natural phenomenon that bad
remained undlmvered until the nineteenth century. Moreover, this approach gives the
impression that once certain intellectuall and social requirements had been met, the
discovery of society more or less automatically led to the development af a separate
discipline. Chapter I challenges this traditional amount of the developmlemt af sociology,
By considering a few examples it is argued that a finalistic view, particularly if based on
a jigsaw- or pigmrhole-model of disciplines, does not question. the idenrig! of a
discipline, but rather takes it for granteel. Within this framework there is no room Far
problems as to how milolog acquired its features and the ways in which It changed
throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Again, certain elements of Phe view
in question will lead to the present-day historian's presupposing a notion af historical
continuig instead of questioning it. Thirdly, whoever does not make an issue of the
identity and continuity of a discipline, will always assume its legith~aieposition as a
scienlific discipline without looking into the ways the members loif this discipline came ro
acquire their legitimate position within wrtain fields. Finally, by ignoring the quamian as
ra haw soc5ology managed to secure its legitimate posiiaorr an the aa&dernicscene, ane
will leave aside the question as t e the ways in which it aimed for cultural authorby
among other disciplines. These: four problems traditional research on the origins sf
sociology has passed over are the main focus of the praent work. At the same time, the
present study on the identity of early American and German sociology is an enquiry into
the continuity, legitimate position and authority cannecked with its history and status,
The Finalistic approach to history not only ignores a number of disciplinary pmblems,
but also helps to f o m disciplinary l e p a . For example, we have bleen led to believe
that the first sociologists entered an empty stage, as If they were the fiat to ever make
society Ehe ob~ectd scientific enquiry. Chapter II corrects this view and discusses two
f o m of pre-disciplinary m i a l science practised during the second half of the nineteenth
e n t u r y in the United States. In addition it presents a non-finalistic interpretation of the
decline of pre-disciplinary scientific practices, explaining it instead as a period of
tramitian indicating the development of new convenrions regarding scientific forms of
explanation.
Chapter III deals with the establishment and demarcation of sociology w an academic
discipline in the United States. It f m s a on three: a s p a of this develaprnent, vit. the
ways in which sociolagists, by establishing boundaries, c r a l d not only a social, but also
a cognitive fieEd of enquiry, the vmbulary they produced in their attempts to tonstrue a
m i d o g i m l reality, and the social practices the new discipline became associated with.
me first American sMcjolsgists present sodology as as separate science but do not

a n s i d e s i t a spwialism. Their vilemi on the pasition of &ology are. mmpletely in line
with their vocabulary that suggests a progressive evolutionary develloprncnt, and have a
cultural-pliriGa1 meaeanjng. In their batties against scientific as well as soda1 desiniegratlonr s a f a b g i s t s attempt: to bring public opinion to a higher level.
In the Unit4 States the atablkhmenr OF m c i o l o g had nothing to do with pleas for
k e p i n g sdenm value-free. In Germany, on the other hand, the w-called debate
concerning the value-free nature of science had its impact on the demarcation oh
sociolog. The noo-finalislkc r w n s t r u a l o n of thb debate in chapter IV enables one to
see haw the pleas far keeping science value-frm amoonPed to a methodological strategy
to separate the practice of social seiencss from the older plitical sciences. Other than
in the United Stat=, the demarcation of sociology in Germany was lcss a matter of
establishing a new discipline.
In the period after the first World War the practice of sociolog in Germany and the
a show certain similarities. In Germany, too, sdciolog is gradually
United Slatw bcgia m
transformed into a discipline. Moreover, like wrly American sociology, German
sacfaJi01gy squirm a cul.tnra2-political significance. Nevertheless, important differences
remain. Chapter V pays special attention to lone of the main differences beween the
two traditions. While in the United Slates sociolog is based on one vocabulary onlyl
German sociologists use different linguistic styles to present their arguments. All the
mma, in lihe Republic of Weimar sociolog does succeed in acquiring its own Identity as
a discipline, an identity that mlnsists nor in the sharing of one vocabulary, but af one
practice. Almost all sociologists were active in the field of public education.
The prewrioius chapters prirnsarily fwus on the way in which sociology became an
established digdplinr;. In chapter VI It is illustrated thar the development of a discipline
a n &!so lao; reconstinsctd in a non-finelistic manner. If one considen what h a p p n e d in
the 6;9nIt&d Stales, it a p p e m that the changes that took place in sociology in the period
between 1935 end 1935 are not connected with any ~eleologialp r o w s . Rather they
should be charaelerizd as a selective p r o m s of variaaion. Far theoretical as well as
pmetial reasons, the vocabulary suggesting a progressive eeolulionary development is
~ ~ d ~ ~ in
s t cvanlous
d
way. The fact that American socioYogy breaks up into diverse
schwls and sclantific cammunifies does not, however, mean that it thereby loses its
disciplinay identity. In the s t o r i ~they relate to each other sociologists continue to
pms1?~Isociology as a mllective and purposeful enterprise.
The history of science carried out in the presenr work is based on a number of
m e r h d o l o g i a l and philosophical assumptions that are discussed and assessed in the
final chapter, In addition ideas are presented for a theoretical framework of the histoq
of disciplinies. Whoever intends to answer the problems brought up in the first chapter
mnccrning the formation of disciplines should concentrare on the ways in which the
members of the disdpline in question establish the boundaries of their discipline
(dermarcafiom),the ~cxobuSariesthey use and the (social) pro~ticles they focus on.

