
Introduction

This book follows on from, and at various points exploits, my earlier

work On Sociology (2nd edn 2007). It has, however, a significantly

different character. On Sociology was a collection of rather diverse

essays that were brought together under the headings of ‘Critique

and Program’ (volume 1) and ‘Illustration and Retrospect’ (volume 2).

These essays were mainly written around the turn of the century – a

time of intense debate over how sociology as an academic and intel-

lectual enterprise should be viewed and of great uncertainty over the

future course of its development. During more recent years I have

become aware of a significantly changing situation. Some at least of

the kinds of sociology that I earlier criticised – for example, ‘grand’

historical sociology and ‘post-modernist’ ethnography – would appear

to have fallen into decline; and, of greater consequence, the version

of sociology that I argued for programmatically and sought to illus-

trate has, at least in certain respects, flourished to a degree that I

find surprising – although, of course, pleasantly so. I would naturally

like to see evidence here of the influence of On Sociology; but, as a

good Popperian, I have to accord crucial importance to the ‘logic of

the situation’. Research designed to address well-defined sociologi-

cal problems and based on the quantitative analysis of extensive and

high-quality data-sets – even if not backed by theoretical advance to

the extent I might wish – has been increasingly recognised as having

premium payoffs, in both its ‘pure’ and ‘applied’ aspects, and has in

turn become increasingly attractive to working sociologists and to

funding agencies alike.1

1 The main exception to this general statement unfortunately arises with my own
country, Great Britain, where, especially within university departments as distinct
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2 sociology as a population science

Consequently, there now appears to be less need than previ-

ously for critical or programmatic interventions, and I would, in turn,

wish to emphasise the following point regarding the present work. In

seeking to make out the case for an understanding of sociology as a

population science, my main concern is not to propose to sociologists

how they should conceive of and practise their subject. It is rather

to suggest a way in which a fuller and more explicit rationale than

has hitherto been available might be provided for what a large and

steadily growing number of sociologists in fact already do – although,

perhaps, without a great deal of reflection on the matter. If asked what

purpose the elaboration of such a rationale might serve, my response

would be twofold. First, I believe that some greater awareness on the

part of the sociologists in question of what it is that they are about

should enable them to proceed more systematically and effectively in

their everyday work. And second, I believe that, as well as helping to

create such awareness, an understanding of sociology as a population

science affords the best basis on which these sociologists can articu-

late and pursue a goal in which, I believe, they would largely share:

that is, the goal of developing sociology as a science in a sense that

allows for a meaningful degree of continuity with the natural sciences

while still preserving sociology’s proper distinctiveness.

It may well be that some of the sociologists I have here in mind

will not be ready to accept my interpretation of the sociology in which

they engage as constituting, or even as moving in the direction of, a

from – often interdisciplinary – research centres, a strong hostility to quantitative
sociology persists. Interestingly, my earlier book, while widely reviewed elsewhere,
whether in its original form or in later Italian, Polish and Spanish versions, was not
reviewed in Sociology, the official journal of the British Sociological Association,
nor in the Sociological Review. But even perhaps in Britain, ‘the times they are a-
changin’. The Q-Step programme, launched in 2013, with a budget of £19.5 million,
aims to substantially extend and revitalise the quantitative training of social science
undergraduates. It will, I hope, achieve its goals in sociology, despite efforts that are,
apparently, in train to subvert it. A number of remarkably ill-informed claims have
of late been made to the effect that quantitative methods of a kind labelled as
‘conventional’ are now largely outmoded and irrelevant and should be replaced by
others (e.g. Byrne, 2012; Castellani, 2014). Some of the alternative methods proposed
are critically considered in the course of the chapters that follow.
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introduction 3

population science, nor again my view that this represents the most

promising way ahead for a scientific sociology. Responses to my book

made on these lines I would regard as very welcome ones – provided

that they are accompanied by alternative interpretations of how soci-

ology is in fact developing as a science and by some indications of

how this development might best be furthered. Discussion of the

issues that are likely to arise in this connection could be of particular

value at the present time.

I do, of course, also recognise that there are many other sociol-

ogists who would disagree with me in a more fundamental way: that

is, in doubting that sociology can claim scientific status and indeed in

believing that it is not even desirable that it should try to do so. These

sociologists I would regard as selling sociology short – as standing in

the way of it realising its full potential – and I can have little common

ground with them. Moreover, I can now see little point in engaging

further in the already protracted debates that have taken place on this

matter: the future will decide.

In writing this book, I have aimed at clarity and brevity. In the

interests of clarity, the book is structured around nine propositions.

One of these propositions stands at the head of each of the central

chapters, and the chapter itself is then given over to elaborating and

supporting the proposition. Readers who would like to have an ini-

tial overview of the argument of the book can simply read through

the propositions. In advancing the case for sociology as a population

science, I have found it necessary to cover a rather wide terrain and

to refer to literature from a range of different fields apart from that of

sociology itself. However, in the interests of brevity I have in general

indicated only the essentials of the way in which I would see the work

on which I draw as being relevant to the positions I take up, and I have

then left it to readers to use the citations given in order to check, if

they so wish, that my use of these sources is appropriate. It may be

noted that, for a short book, there is a rather long set of references.

In one respect, I have given some weight to clarity as against

brevity. Insofar as the arguments I advance are of a general and abstract
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4 sociology as a population science

character, I have tried to bring out more clearly the main points that

they seek to make by providing particular and concrete illustrations.

In the case of specifically sociological arguments, these illustrations

may perhaps be thought to be too often taken from my own fields

of research interest, in particular social stratification and mobility.

But, to the extent that my knowledge has allowed, I have entered into

other fields as well.

The book is aimed primarily at professional sociologists and at

more advanced students. I have therefore assumed a certain amount

of background knowledge, including some basic technical knowledge

in relation to methods of data collection and analysis. However, I

have kept the text itself as non-technical as possible: there are no

formulae or equations. At the same time, though, I have found expos-

itory advantage, in particular in the chapters dealing with issues of

data collection and analysis, in taking a historical approach. Robert

Merton once complained (1957: 4) that in discussion of sociological

theory, too much attention was given to history at the expense of

what he called ‘systematics’. But as regards the discussion of research

methods in sociology, one could almost make the opposite complaint.

That is to say, too little attention is given to why methods presently

in use are as they are. Why did these methods emerge? What preceded

them? What were the problems for which they provided better solu-

tions, and how? Addressing such questions seems to me to be often

highly illuminating.

In completion of this Introduction, there are two further obser-

vations of a more personal kind that I might make. The first refers

back to my earlier remark that over recent years I have become aware

of a significant change in sociology in the research styles that are

assuming prominence – a change that I find highly congenial and

that led me to believe that there might be some point in a book

of the kind I have now written. I would like here further to say

that the main context within which this change was borne in on

me was that provided by the European sociological research commu-

nity: in particular, by conferences and workshops organised by the
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European Consortium for Sociological Research and also under the

auspices of two EU-funded ‘Networks of Excellence’ in sociology –

CHANGEQUAL and its successor, EQUALSOC.2

With American readers chiefly in mind, I might add here that

there has been some tendency within American sociology to see the

most distinctive European contributions to the subject as being made

at rather rarefied levels of theory or at the intersection of methodolog-

ical and philosophical issues (with an attendant exaggeration of the

importance of some, chiefly French and German, authors). While this

view was always questionable, it is by now quite clearly out of date.

Over the last twenty years or so there has been a rather remarkable

expansion of sociological research, of a largely quantitative character,

in almost all of the major European countries – research that is of a

technical standard quite comparable to that of American work and

that is often of at least potentially greater theoretical interest, in hav-

ing a comparative cross-national or cross-regional basis.3 I frequently

draw on this body of research for my illustrative purposes. In addi-

tion, it could be noted that it is European sociologists who have been

prominent in developing the ‘mechanism-based’ approach to causal

explanation that, as discussed especially in Chapter 9, I would regard

as most appropriate to sociology understood as a population science.

2 The partner institutions in the CHANGEQUAL network were the Economic and
Social Research Institute, Dublin; the Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique
EHSS LASMAS, Paris; the Swedish Institute for Social Research, University of Stock-
holm; the Zentrum für Europäische Sozialforschung, University of Mannheim; and
my own institution, Nuffield College, Oxford. In the EQUALSOC network, the
CNRS institution became GENES/GRECSTA and eight further institutions were
added: the Institute for Advanced Labour Studies, University of Amsterdam; the
Centre for Social Policy, Antwerp; the Universita Degli Studi di Milano Bicocca;
the Department of Political and Social Science, University of Pompeu Fabra,
Barcelona; the Department of Sociology and Social Policy, University of Tartu; the
Department of Social Sciences, University of Turin; the Department of Sociology
and Social Research, University of Trento; and the Wissenschaftzentrum für Sozial-
forschung, Berlin.

3 The British exception has again to be noted. At the conferences and workshops
referred to in the text, the virtual absence of young British researchers has been
sadly apparent.
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6 sociology as a population science

My second, more personal observation is the following. I have

written this book somewhere towards the end of a rather long life in

academia (a circumstance in itself favouring brevity), and my views

have obviously been in various respects influenced by my own expe-

riences over the years in question. Indeed, in some instances I have

made this quite explicit, and especially where I have to acknowledge

the influence of a teacher or a colleague. I would like to think that

in this way also the book benefits from a historical perspective – and

one that is, I would suggest, much needed in order to offset sociology’s

rather manifest lack of collective memory, leading to an unfortunate

neglect of the deeper origins of current problems and often in turn to

the rediscovery of wheels. But I realise that I might equally well be

regarded as harking back unduly to issues that have been long forgot-

ten, and with good reason.4 At all events, examples of what might be

regarded as my anecdotage have been largely confined to the notes.

4 A reviewer of a paper that a similarly aged colleague and I recently submitted to a
leading sociological journal objected to the fact that articles were cited that were
published before he or she was born. Clearly, nothing of importance could have
happened before that date.

terms of use, available at http:/www.cambridge.org/core/terms. http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781316412565.001
Downloaded from http:/www.cambridge.org/core. National Library of the Philippines, on 06 Oct 2016 at 09:43:33, subject to the Cambridge Core

http:/www.cambridge.org/core/terms
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781316412565.001
http:/www.cambridge.org/core

