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INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS AND SOCIOLOGY 271 

the research must be done by a single person, 
then my choice among the different kinds of 
social scientists would be a sociologist. This is, 
perhaps, an expression of personal and profes- 
sional bias, but to my mind sociology is, of all 
the social sciences, the most comprehensive and 
versatile. 

American sociologists, in particular, have 
demonstrated their ability to do the kind of 
empirical research in modern cultures which we 
have in mind here, but they have worked almost 
exclusively in their own country. The time has 
come, if our science is to prove its importance 
in politics and international relations, to extend 
our interest and activity to other parts of the 
world. In this way we may be able to stimulate 
similar research among the sociologists of other 
nations-even have some of them investigate 
what is to them a "foreign area," the United 
States-and thus achieve international scientific 
cooperation and mutual sociological enlighten- 
ment on a level never before attained. Inter- 
national problems are intercultural-not merely 
economic and political-and if we are to validate 
our claim that sociology is the science of society 
and culture we must demonstrate our ability 
to deal with these problems and to contribute 
toward their solution. 

DISCUSSION 

C. Wright Mills 
Columbia University 

The sociologist may relate himself to inter- 
national affairs as a student of comparative 
societies; as an expert advisor of powerful 
actors involved in deals now being made between 
governments; and as an independent political 
intellect searching for orientation in a world of 
seemingly permanent war. 

Professor Crawford's major point is that as 
students of society many U. S. sociologists are 
provincial. His minor point is that sociologists 
are not in much demand as expert advisors or 
statesmen. He does not consider the sociologist 
as independent political intellect. With his major 
point I am in complete agreement. I think his 
statement of the minor point is somewhat 
politically shortsighted. And I shall argue that 
his minimizing of the sociologist as political 
thinker is unfortunate, although the most pene- 
trating comment in his paper is that the soci- 
ologist does "not permit the political to be 
separated from the larger cultural whole of 
which it is a part... 

What I should like to do is relate the prob- 

lems of a comparative sociology and those of 
the sociologist as a world expert to the prevail- 
ing political acquiescence among not only sociolo- 
gists but among the practitioners of U.S. social 
science in general. 

THE COMPARATIVE SOCIOLOGIST 

Professor Crawford has covered well the lack 
of concern of members of our discipline with 
comparative sociology. We have lost touch with 
the grand tradition of sociology, which such 
men as Comte, Spencer, and Weber carried so 
well, the tradition of taking great cultural and 
historical wholes as the unit of our understand- 
ing. he career of the young sociologist is now so 
oriented towards microscopic studies of histori- 
cally irrelevant topics in U. S. society that it is 
possible, indeed it is so, that a man can get a 
doctorate degree in sociology without knowing 
the slightest thing about the shape of Byzantine 
bureaucracy, or of the current Russian state 
system, or of the character of Nazism as a social 
structure. Indeed there are many full professors 
in American Sociology who would be completely 
floored by simple questions about these social 
structures. 

Anthropologists have taken a broader view 
but mainly of narrower areas. They have focussed 
upon cultures that are unimportant in world 
history: they have seemed to prefer, until quite 
recently, to examine only the backwash of 
world affairs, although they promise now to 
consider, e.g., Southeast Asia instead of some 
isolated singular island. 

But two things seem to imperil the work of 
the social scientists today when he takes up 
comparative tasks: (I) his study is likely to be 
oriented towards becoming an expert adviser 
of statesmen, (2) he is likely to study culture 
without any explicit consideration of the world 
issues of power. 

i. The career chances of the comparative 
sociologist set him on those problems that will 
be of factual aid to what passes as the political 
orientation of U. S. statesmen. In this respect, 
he moves from provincialism to nationalism, 
rather than from provincialism to a genuinely 
world standpoint. I do not think that a com- 
parative sociology worthy of the name of science 
can be carved out by sociologists who are always 
on the lookout for the main chance with the 
current run of statesmen. 

2. What they are likely to do is to talk 
of culture without talking of the power aspects 
of world culture. Simple notions of cultural 
diffusion, drawn from observations of plains 
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Indians do not seem to be very useful in a 
world of tight national boundaries. "Peoples" do 
not "adjust" to one another; their relations are 
determined by decisions on political policies 
by statesmen. The point is that culture today 
does not proceed by anthropological growth, as 
much as by power decisions made by national 
elites; culture has become an object of bureau- 
cratic manipulation, and "understandings be- 
tween peoples" are merely public relations 
gestures made half seriously by competing 
statesmen. 

THE EXPERT 

The expert is a man with learning but without 
power who advises a man who has power but 
who feels he is without learning. Mr. Crawford 
complains that sociologists do not get the chance 
to be experts; I should, on the contrary, com- 
plain that those of them who are interested in 
comparative sociology are often a little too 
thoughtlessly anxious to become experts. 

The only people whom I can see for the 
comparative sociologist to advise are powerful 
men who are now caught up in a power situation 
that moves them towards war. How would the 
sociologist help those men? They would end up, 
it seems to me, (i) providing information about 
war potentials and psychological resistances of 
various peoples of the world to the administra- 
tors of warfare. As Mr. Crawford implies, their 
knowledge would be used for psychological 
warfare upon enemy peoples, and as psycho- 
logical aids to the administrator of the cultures 
of conquered peoples. (2) They would also 
provide nationalist public relations men with 
materials of use in propagandizing American 
culture to those in enemy and backward areas. 
In doing so they would talk of culture, in the 
liberal anthropological manner: without explicit 
policy reference. If that were so, it seems to me 
they would obscure to themselves and others 
what is happening in and to world culture. 

Rather than their becoming involved in these 
ways I should prefer more autonomy of function 
for the social scientist of world affairs. 

Political retreat now, in the hope of the 
coming experts for any side of the struggle that 
is now coming up, is tantamount to cynicism 
as political men and capitulation as free intel- 
lects. The expert is free as a man and as an 
intellect only to the extent that his masters 
allow him to be free, and no more. Should we 
not, then, now above all else, struggle to keep 
open-ended ideas alive, rather than become the 
experts for one or the other of the closed 
political alternatives? 

I should hate to see the sociologists of com- 
parative society surrender their chance to be 
political orienters for the sake of careers as 
experts for power politicians. The international- 
ism of science is now more needed than ever, it 
seems to me; but to the extent that sociologists 
become slanted in their work and as men to 
becoming experts, they lose the chance to create 
a third camp of science. I am for the university 
as a permanent third camp in world affairs 
rather than as a cradle from which retinues of 
experts are drawn at will by statesmen. 

To be sure, such a position would seem to 
restrict the power, which the expert often be- 
lieves he has; it would restrict the prestige and 
the experience he gains as an expert, but no 
one should believe that careful statements issued 
from the university as a third camp, as a world 
intelligence center for the people, would be 
powerless. The need of statesmen for experts 
in a world where the areas of required perception 
are vast and complicated should be evident. 
Observe the U. S. Army and Navy scurry after 
physicists and observe the fright of the authori- 
ties when atomic scientists even threaten effec- 
tive organization. We are not so important in 
this world, but a concerted withdrawal of social 
intelligence from a modern government would 
not be an idle nor a powerless gesture. 

THE POLITICAL THINKER 

To be responsible as a political thinker, or 
even to retain integrity as an expert, demands 
competence and objectivity of the highest order 
as comparative sociologists. It means to see the 
relations of world power to specific cultural 
wholes and, since culture is the seed-bed of 
personality, it means to trace the effect of 
political decisions of the order now being made 
upon the types of men who are to predominate 
as inhabitants of this earth. 

I cannot here, of course, even begin to lay out 
the major issues of world affairs on which men 
require sociological orientation. But at the risk 
of appearing dogmatic-since there is no time 
to state matters slowly and accompanied by their 
fuller justifications-I should like to outline 
some assertions and questions which confront 
the sociologist-I should rather say, the in- 
tellectual-as a political thinker.' 

1 These questions were worked out in several dis- 
cussions between Louis Clair, Irving Sanes, and 
myself; I wish to thank them for allowing me to 
use them here in a modified and fragmentary way, 
prior to our joint publication in the magazine, 
Politics. 
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i. War is no longer a struggle for pieces of 
the earth but for the earth itself. The late war, 
as Harold Issacs has said,2 "did not decide 
the issue of human progress but the identity 
of the main protagonists . . . the globe is 
crushed in helpless agony between two super- 
nationalist entities . . . in so far as they repre- 
sent different social and economic systems, the 
issue is fraudulent because neither is pregnant 
with any decent promise for mankind. . . . Be- 
tween (them) . . . the peoples of the earth 
are caught in a condition of permanent war." 

2. The great question is whether we are yet 
come to an inevitable choice between them: 
Will there we a political interlude between the 
late war and the war that seems to be coming 
up? If there is not, and especially if there is 
not inside the United States, then our free 
political function as social scientists is termi- 
nated. War means an end to really free work 
in social science. Only between wars are there 
political interludes during which free ideas 
might become relevant to the turn of affairs. 

Do we really have already to choose? Or, is 
not Sartre correct when he asks so wisely, 
". . . who forces us to choose? Is it really by 
choosing between totalities simply because they 
are given, and by going over to the stronger, 
that one makes history? Or, on the contrary, 
is it not rather that historic action is never 
reduced to a choice between given realities 
.. . ?" Is it not our political job, as social scien- 
tists, alerted to world affairs, to refuse to capitu- 
late, as experts, to frozen political alternatives 
which lead to war, and to address ourselves to a 
third camp of the intellect, to project its image 
of world culture and to seek ways by which it 
might be constructed? 

3. If we refuse to choose between the two 
camps into which the world is being polarized 
for war, and if we try to find a way of enlarging 
the political interlude between wars, then should 
we not in that interlude recognize that the center 
of world political initiative is now the United 
States? If that is so, then a grave responsibility 
is imposed upon us as a vanguard of world 
citizenship. I think that it is so. Western Europe 
is incapable of political initiative; what happens 
in Europe, clutched in the squeeze play, is more 
a result of what Russia and the United States 
do, than what any power on the peninsula of 
Europe tries to do. Unlike Russia, the United 
States emerged from the late war with produc- 

2 H. R. Isaacs, "South Asia's Opportunity," 
Modern Review, December, I947. 

tive facilities intact and potential greatly in- 
creased. The chance of men who would act for 
economic and political freedom, no matter how 
small and difficult, and perilous is still larger 
in the United States, a parliamentary democracy 
than in Soviet Russia, a totalitarian state. And 
power gained in America, when harnessed to 
the idea, will count for more because of the 
industrial weight of this country in foreign 
affairs. 

4. If America is the center of world political 
initiative-the place of decision for what the 
cultures of the world will be like a quarter of a 
century from now-then, can we trust, can we 
believe, that those who are now deciding for 
America will make the decisions that will avoid 
war and build a world of peace and freedom 
and security? And if our answer is no-and that 
is my answer-then should we not consider how 
the distribution of power within the United 
States might be decisively modified. Is not that 
question now the key to world politics which 
we as politically alert social scientists should 
figure out how to turn? The only way for us 
to try and create new alternatives for European, 
and for world culture, is to try and create new 
political choices within the political economy 
of the United States of America. 

DISCUSSION 

John W. Gardner 
Carnegie Corporation of New York 

In discussing collaboration between the social 
science disciplines, I find it useful to divide the 
fields into two groups. On the one hand there 
are the fields of sociology, social psychology, and 
anthropology. These three fields have glade real 
progress toward interdisciplinary collaboration. 
On the other hand there are political science, 
history, economics, and the related field-the 
still pretty amorphous field-of international 
relations. These fields too have made important 
strides toward collaboration among themselves. 
The great rift in the social sciences today is 
between these two groups. 

Every thoughtful person who has taken a 
serious look at the whole range of the social 
sciences is convinced that great gains will come 
from what has been called the "interpenetration 
of the social sciences." Now the point I wish 
to make is that in attempting to accomplish 
this interpenetration, the greatest problem-and 
I think personally the greatest promise of ex- 
citing gains-lies in bridging the gap between 
sociology, anthropology, and psychology on the 
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