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Sociology has always studied the existence and social configuration of individuals, the dynamics of how they interact and organize, the way they are ordered by the social game and the conflicts this gives rise to. And humans are eminently cultural beings who express themselves, act and communicate symbolically, who develop an identity, who know things, both social and natural, and understand their meaning, evaluate them and justify them; in short, humans live immersed in a symbolic world and it is only through this that they exist as individuals and interact with other people and with the world. This is the way it is, obviously, and so the social dynamic that sociology studies is always a cultural dynamic too. In approaching its subject, sociology has therefore been unable to disregard the cultural facet. Another matter is what - out of the repertoire of social subjects it studies - sociology analyses and how it does so, to what extent it recognises and considers the symbolic aspects of that social game, what importance it gives and how much attention it pays to the purely symbolic creations that human beings produce with increasing intensity. In this respect, sociology has indeed been able to touch briefly on the cultural facet in its analysis. And it has often done so simply by pre-supposition. In its genesis as a discipline, sociology did not concern itself with conceptualizing and operationalizing the cultural referent - in stark contrast to anthropology, its sister discipline. And for a long time it paid very little attention to cultural creation. However, there is no doubt that the situation in this sense has now changed completely. Interest in culture has been growing steadily in sociology for over forty years. Today it can be said that culture and the interest in studying it are to be found at the very heart of the discipline. 

However, the fact is that the pathways and expressions of the gradual thematization of culture within sociology have been very varied and heterogeneous. To a great extent they have come about independently in a large number of specific sub-disciplinary contexts: some are closely linked to specialized cultural production, like those of religion, the arts, science and law; others are closely linked to the previously mentioned ones, like those of communication, education, leisure and consumption; and yet others are of a more generic character, as is the case of sociological theory along with those of the sociology of organizations, the economy, politics, social movements and youth. This heterogeneity has so far prevented the forging of an articulated, coherent perspective for the sociological analysis of culture. Nevertheless, the way sociological work on cultural topics has proliferated and matured over the last few years and the institutional convergence it has seen in some forums have brought about a rapprochement between perspectives which were far from each other originally. This convergence is now making it possible for a substantial level of consensus to be reached, while also giving rise to areas of significant controversy in the field.

In the course of this talk I will be trying to show, however sketchily, the process of sociological thematization of culture that has taken place over the last few decades. With this outline, I hope to be able to show, first of all, some of the keys to explaining this highly important development of the discipline. At the same time I will also try to provide details about some of the main areas of consensus and controversy that have emerged in the field over the last few years. Finally, focusing in particular on the controversial question of what approach should be adopted by sociological studies on culture, I will describe some of the main challenges which - in my opinion - the discipline faces today.

A history of disagreement: sociology's inhibition vis-à-vis culture

The concept of culture as such is not made explicit in the work of the classical founders. Durkheim and Weber hardly use the term. But both of them, as we know, do in fact concern themselves a great deal with cultural subjects. As does Marx. The specialized cultural referent appears to a certain extent in his analyses of the society of his time. And in the case of Weber, it takes on great structural importance within his work (Rodríguez Morató, 1988). But the inclusive referent - that of culture as a symbolic dimension of social reality - is even more important for them. Insofar as their theoretical ambition is all-embracing, the three of them must find a place in their outlines for the dichotomy between the ideal and the material, which is deeply rooted in Western philosophy. Therefore they have to make room for culture, assuming some determined role for it within the social dynamics. If the main thrust of their research is the development process of the modern world, then the cultural dimension of social reality - which is the language in which the change is written - must necessarily be one of the main elements of their work. In Marx, consciousness and ideology; in Weber, tradition and the change in values, the dynamics of charisma and rationalization; and in Durkheim, the sacred, anomie and collective representations; these are all ideas contained in the classical founders' work on cultural change. In this sense the cultural analysis of the classical founders, especially Durkheim and Weber, is very important, regardless of the fact that they do not present a coherent, explicit conceptualization either individually or considered together.

The analysis of the symbolic dimension of social reality was later eclipsed in the transition to the contemporary phase in the development of sociology. There can be no doubt that the lack of harmony and explicitness in the classical founders' cultural analysis contributed to this, but there were also other crucial factors involved in bringing about this situation and the long period of inhibition that followed. One reason is that the research programme that the classical sociologists represented suffered drastic cuts to its historical side when it was adapted to the academic-professional development framework that was established in the US after the war and which would later become dominant (Wagner, 1991). With historical themes marginalized and devalued, the classical founders' most obviously culturalist analyses - dealing with primitive societies and the prehistory of modern society - lost much of their influence on the contemporary development of sociology. However, there is a second even more important reason. In their eagerness to highlight the historic specificity of their society, the classical founders tended to exaggerate the rationalist (and in this sense, in the way they understood it at the time, acultural) character of modernity (Dobbin, 1994: 118). As Jeffrey Alexander wrote on one occasion: “Caught up in the ongoing crises of modernity, the classical founders of the discipline believed that epochal historical transformations had emptied the world of meaning. Capitalism, industrialization, secularization, rationalization, anomie, and egoism - these core processes were held to create confused and dominated individuals, to shatter the possibilities of a meaningful telos, to eliminate the ordering power of the sacred and profane” (2000: 33). 

The most influential post-war sociological framework - the works of Talcott Parsons - despite declaring its synthetic position, only intensified the loss of the classical referents regarding culture, especially the legacy of Max Weber (Tenbruck, 1989: 27). Although Parsons places culture as one of the subsystems - a respectable title - of his functionalist model, it is also true that the abstract quality of this categorization, based on values and not symbols (Alexander, 1990: 5) and certainly not its producers, made his idea of culture completely ineffectual. Alexander himself, a former neofunctionalist, criticized that: “While Parsons theorized that 'values' had to be central to actions and institutions ... he did not explain the nature of the values themselves”. He then concluded that: “Instead of its commitment with the hermeneutic reconstruction of codes and narratives, he and his functionalist colleagues observed action from the outside and deduced the existence of guiding valuations using categorical frameworks supposedly generated by functional necessity” (2000: 34). A key to this particular inability of Parsons to give analytical sense to his idea of culture was provided by Tenbruck, who pointed out its anthropological origins (via Kluckhohn, his Harvard colleague) and stressed its obvious unsuitability vis-à-vis modern society because of its essentially static and ahistoric character, as it had been elaborated in relation with primitive societies (1989: 28). 

For twenty years, therefore, through the 50s and 60s, various factors came together to bring about the inhibition of sociology - led predominantly by America at the time - vis-à-vis culture: on the one hand the inadequate, flawed legacy of the classical founders, and on the other the inappropriate conceptualization of Parsons. This also took place in an intellectual climate of diminishing social contradictions, the “end of ideology”, to use the expression of the time. Nevertheless, factors deriving from the particular situation existing in American academic circles probably had the greatest influence in determining this loss of direction: the joint effect of the advancement of a professionalization  project of sociology, which required it to have a practical focus and limited its field of action; the corresponding predominance of structural funcionalism and instrumental positivism together (Bryant, 1985); the subsequent marginalization of other sociological perspectives along culturalist lines, such as symbolic interactionism; and finally, the fact that anthropology was given exclusive sovereignty over the cultural analysis of society within the framework of a Solomon-like agreement sharing out roles with sociology, aimed at ensuring that both disciplines could coexist in harmony.

The boom of the 60s
How did this come about? It was a combination of a number of factors coming together. First of all there was a new sensitivity in the discipline as a whole, and particularly in the US. Grand theory and abstract empiricism lose influence and a micro-sociological and qualitativist turn occurs (symbolic interactionism is revived based on the teachings of Everett Hughes; the derived drama of Erving Goffman, the ethnomethodology promoted by Harold Garfinkel and the phenomenological sociology of Alfred Schutz are all developed). Each of these sociologies reintroduces an interest in meaning (in action, in interaction, in identity) and tries to operationalize investigations into it. The rise of these new or renewed tendencies is due to generational change both inside and outside the academic world of sociology which will ultimately favour the culturalist sensitization of the sociological community. It is a change that is accompanied by a growing politicization, which increases the influence of Marxism. In this sense, the evolution of Western Marxism towards aesthetic concerns will be an important factor
. 

At the same time, theoretical and empirical developments are beginning to take place in fundamental specialized cultural areas. In the field of education appear the first works of Bourdieu, followed later, in the 70s, by those of Bernstein. In the area of knowledge and science appears the seminal work by Berger and Luckmann (1966), and the Mertonian Programme gathers strength. However, the most significant change turns out to be that taking place in the arts, more than anything because of its radicalism. It can be said that this, in fact, is where a real repossession of disciplinary ground takes place, since these studies had until this time been in the hands of the humanists (Goldman, Francastel, Adorno), although under a supposedly sociological flag. Dumazedier, Bourdieu and Moulin in France, and Becker and later Peterson in the US, are among the many who would now take up these themes using truly sociological - empirical and analytical - parameters. It was also an exemplary change, because within it are revealed some of the main structural keys to the general surge in sociological work on cultural areas during those years.

One key that stands out is the importance of the demand for knowledge in this surge. In this sense, it can be said that one of the fundamental driving forces behind these new studies came from the demand that arose from the cultural field itself, which was on the rise in those years. This happened especially in Europe (this being the case of the Bourdieu-led study on photography and the work on cultural practices carried out by Dumazedier – which was connected to its militancy in the Peuple et Culture association - and also, generally speaking, of all the research set up by the nascent cultural administrations)

A second structural key revealed by the change in sociological studies on art concerns the academic context in which those studies would be carried out from that time onwards. These studies are always, in fact, going to set themselves up against important disciplinary developments that are not strictly sociological. In the case of sociological studies on art, more than anything it would be cultural studies - a tradition that arose at that time from within the framework of literature studies in Britain - that would, as we know, become a powerful competing model for cultural analysis. A similar case in the sociology of science area would be the so-called science studies. 

The conclusion is that the thematization of culture that takes place within sociology starting in the 60s and continuing through the following decade is very important, but it comes about in a very piecemeal and disconnected fashion, within the framework of independent sub-specialities. These sub-specialities are connected to well-established institutional sectors and come up against powerful concurrent disciplines (in the arts, the history of art and cultural studies; in science, the history and philosophy of science; in communication, communication studies). As a whole, therefore, no significant advance is made towards an all-encompassing, articulated vision. Tendencies towards disintegration are very strong.

The decisive period: from the 70s to the 80s 

The specialized sociologies of culture mature intellectually and, thanks to this, sophisticated ambitious models are produced which enjoy wide disciplinary projection. Bourdieu's symbolic production theory and Becker's art world model are examples of developments of this type within the sphere of the sociology of the arts which reach maturity at that time. In the sociology of science, Barnes and Bloor's strong programme  and actor-network theory - both of which have the same character - are formulated and have their greatest impact during these decades as well. The medium also matures institutionally, with significant meetings being organized (the series of American conferences on Social Sciences and the Arts and the important conference on the Sociologie de l’art held in Marseille in 1986) and key academic structures taking shape (like the culture section of the American Sociological Association, for example, also founded in 1986). These developments are accompanied by attempts to put together a general perspective of the sociology of culture with which to break out of the more restricted sub-disciplinary limitations. This is true of the production of culture approach, started by Richard Peterson in the 70s with various meetings and publications, and it is also the case of the disciplinary project launched by Pierre Bourdieu from his Centre de Sociologie de l’Education et de la Culture. This evolution does imply, on the other hand, a certain academic enclosure of sociological studies on culture.

At the same time as this was happening, a hidden cultural turn was taking place in sociology as a whole. To the neo-institutionalism in the sociology of organizations and the new culture-style economic sociology are also added various culturalist developments in political sociology, in the sociology of social movements and many other fields. And something that will have an even greater effect also takes place during these years: the revival of sociological theory, now based on a cultural viewpoint. This evolution is clearly visible in the US and Germany - the culture sections of their respective associations develop exchange programmes which turn out to be crucial in this respect - and in a different way in Great Britain, too, with the appearance and brilliant success of the journal Theory, Culture and Society. 

Deep down, serving as a foundation for these disciplinary changes, a complete transformation is also taking place, making culture the new social centre of gravity (Rodríguez Morató, 2003). The new professional middle classes spread post-materialist values (Inglehart, 1977, 1999). With the appearance of identity movements - ethnic, territorial, gender - and cultural-type sub-politics, politics undergoes a process of culturification. The post-Fordist restructuring of the economy after the crisis of the 70s is also carried out in the name of culture (Lash and Urry, 1994). Based on the aesthetic reflexivity that the expressive individualism of the new middle classes sets up as the new social model, this restructuring means an intense aestheticization of consumption and eventually brings about changes in production processes which stress the role of design and promote a new “creative” model of work management (Boltanski and Chiapello, 1999). Communications, meanwhile, become more and more mediatized and grow rapidly in importance (Thompson, 1997; Martín-Barbero, 1987;Castells, 2009).

Ambiguous apotheosis of the sociology of culture starting in the 90s

Research programmes in specialized sociologies of culture proliferate and now include new subjects such as the globalization of art, collective memory, hybridization, etc. (Peterson and Anand, 2004). At the same time, however, the epistemological consensus that had been reached in some areas in earlier stages no longer holds. Anti-humanist methodological standards in the sociology of art, for example, which were widely accepted in the 80s (Passeron, 1986), are now being relaxed considerably. The attempts made in previous decades to articulate a sociology of culture - Bourdieu, Peterson - now seem exhausted or unsuccessful, while interdisciplinarity is favoured in more restricted fields (art, science).

At the same time, the cultural turn in American sociology goes from strength to strength. The culture section of the American Sociological Association becomes the second biggest in the organization. An ambitious programme of cultural sociology is formulated (Alexander), aiming to convert all sociology to cultural analysis. In Britain, meanwhile, influential post-modernist sociology with a strong cultural accent is developed (Urry, Lash, Featherstone, Lury). Interest in culture is to be seen more than ever in the discipline as a whole, with a great number of influential figures placing it at the centre of their analysis (Bauman, Beck, Latour, Castells, Alexander, Collins). And in 2007, Cultural Sociology is launched as the second journal of the British Sociological Association.

The signs of the discipline's culturification are therefore numerous. Nevertheless, the result of all this is still the persistent fragmentation of views on culture in sociology.

Is there some consensus in spite of all this?

There is, to begin with, empirical consensus as to the growing weight of culture in contemporary society. This has been shown by the real evolution of sociological studies on specialized culture, especially in the fields of the arts, science and communication. The proliferation of subjects and sub-sectors to be covered - new sciences and technological-scientific developments, new art sectors, new media and the exponential growth of the social areas taking shape around them, the continually expanding area of heritage, and the even more rapidly growing world of the internet - provide more than enough evidence of this. The growing economic and strategic value of these activities along with their ever greater political importance are aspects that all economists, geographers and sociologists who have studied these subjects (Castells, 2009; Nowotny, 2001; Florida, 2003; Scott, 2009) join together in highlighting. 

For sociologists of the arts, science and communication, this growing weight of the specialized cultural sphere is a unanimously accepted fact, as is the greater intertwining of the various cultural activities and sectors and their ever increasing intersection with other institutional contexts and everyday life. In the area of the sociology of the arts, an expression of this consensus was the international congress on The culture society. Convened on the basis of these ideas, this congress, which was held in Barcelona in 2000, attracted a large number of sociologists from all over the world and many of the main figures in the speciality. Its success showed the generalized acceptance of this approach.

These ideas have also been accepted among sociologists with a more generalist approach to culture, although in certain cases reluctantly. Some of these sociologists, such as the British post-modernists, have made these positions their starting point, as I mentioned earlier. For them, this evidence, along with more that accompanies it or can be inferred from it, such as the idea of the aestheticization of everyday life and the culturification of politics, is a fundamental heuristic key to interpreting the contemporary world. In other cases the acceptance, while being explicit, is more lukewarm. Jeffrey Alexander, for example, in a recent interview in the European Journal of Social Theory (Cordero et al. 2008), accepted that “knowledge workers, including sociologists of culture, move from an economy of things to an economy of signs... (and this) undoubtedly provides a good deal of social explanation for the cultural turn (in sociology)” (511). But he continued: “I do not accept the idea that (cultural sociology) is the reflected image of post-modern or post-industrial theory, namely that before 1920 or 1950, or even in the 19th century, we somehow inhabited a world of materiality”. For their part, Roger Friedland and John Mohr, in their introduction to the book they published a few years ago with material from The Cultural Turn conferences (2004) which they organized in Santa Barbara between 1997 and 2003, wrote: “Why the turn to culture in American sociology? Certainly it may reflect a new political-economic order in which image and identity increasingly matter... By this account it is the world that is becoming more cultural and we who must retool or reconceptualize if we are to stay abreast of the changes in that world”. But immediately afterwards, just like Alexander, they specified: “This explanation is insufficient. If the cultural character of the social world is becoming increasingly apparent, that is not to say that culture was any less important for sociological explanation before these events” (3-4). The idea of the new centrality of culture, then, is shared, although it is interpreted in different ways by different people and confusedly accepted by others.

In any event, the common acceptance that interest in culture and the new relevance attributed to it within sociology are linked to the new centrality that culture acquires in society constitutes a significant empirical consensus, because the establishment of a common point of reference for all practitioners of the sociological analysis of culture virtually unifies the field of this analytical practice. From that point confrontation becomes possible and also, in the long run, the strengthening of agreements and an advance towards an articulated perspective for the sociological analysis of culture. As a scientific consensus, however, it is still somewhat superficial since it does not in itself give rise to any unified perspective for research. In fact, for some people the idea of the centrality of culture is a fundamental key to analysis, while for others it is an explanatory factor of only relative importance, and for yet others it is no more than a contextual element of little relevance. There is also the fact that, as we have seen, this agreement contains a number of contradictions.

Consensus is the basis for dialogue and disciplinary advance. Controversy arises from consensus. The absence of a common focus and a base of shared assumptions in sociological studies on culture have for a long time prevented the appearance of debate. As I pointed out earlier, however, a certain level of maturity has recently been reached in the field along with institutional convergence in some forums, and this has enabled a number of controversies to appear. One of the most significant is the one set off by Jeffrey Alexander regarding the most suitable disciplinary focus for this type of study. 

Around ten years ago, first in the bulletin of the culture section of the American Sociological Association (Vol. 10, No. 3-4, 1996) and then, after a little more preparation, in the Canadian journal Sociologie et sociétés (vol. XXX, No. 1, 1998), in this case with the collaboration of his colleague Philip Smith, Alexander presented an article-manifesto - Cultural Sociology or Sociology of Culture? Towards a Strong Program - in which he made an agonistic diagnosis of the situation as regards sociological studies on culture and a defence of his own position. He suggested that the main fault line dividing the field of sociological analysis of culture - a fault line to which, in his opinion, the main critics and debates could be consigned - was the one drawn between what he called the sociology of culture and what he categorized as cultural sociology. Alexander placed himself on the side of cultural sociology and, from a generalist perspective, characterized this position as that of an analysis in which individuals and the definition of institutions are conceived as being composed to a large extent on affective and symbolic foundations. The basic idea was one in which culture had full autonomy. According to this idea, these foundations act upon the social reality, influencing its structure from their own unyielding cultural logic. In this way the influence of the cultural, even if not considered to be exclusive, is indeed conceived as fully independent. Culture acts as an independent variable, according to Alexander, and it does so because it constitutes a specific reality, with its own laws. This ontological premise would eventually be followed by an important methodological corollary: sociological analysis of culture would demand that the most general social relations be bracketed in order to focus attention purely on the social text, on the cultural structures. In an opposing position, the sociology of culture would be characterized by making culture a dependent variable. In this way culture would have to be explained analytically through the use of other “hard” variables of the social structure. Its influence in shaping social reality would only be relative and indirect, and in no case would it contribute to the production of social relations, at most only to their reproduction (Alexander and Smith, 1998: 98).

This is the controversy as presented by Alexander in his article. But can it be said to be consistent? Is this really the main fault line in the field of sociological studies on culture? I would say that really there is a considerable amount of mystification in the way Alexander sets up the alternative between cultural sociology and sociology of culture. This opposition, as Alexander defines it, based on the idea of the autonomy of culture, distorts the reality of the field to a large extent. It does so, firstly, because the opposing space drawn - that of the sociology of culture - is not terribly consistent as such. Alexander discusses a whole series of programmes that he considers fall within this space - programmes he calls weak. In this respect he considers three cases in some detail: British cultural studies, Bourdieu and Foucault. These are all authors with a generalist approach to culture (Bourdieu would be the exception, but Alexander considers him in this sense). However, using the sociology of culture label, Alexander also refers clearly and explicitly to other, much closer (and more numerous) colleagues: American sociologists who practise sociology of culture orientated towards specialized culture or who adopt an institutional approach (Alexander mentions the perspective of culture production and neo-institutionalism, and in a recent interview that I quoted earlier he also includes the interactionist perspective). In fact all these sociologists are at the opposite pole from the type of generalist sociology of culture that Alexander defends. 

In addition to this, the opposition that Alexander declares exists between one sociology that sees culture as a mere dependent variable and another that considers it as an independent variable is fictitious, since hardly anyone today defends the former. Richard Peterson, for example, a great supporter of the production of culture approach, pointed out in an interview published in Cultural Sociology a short time ago that both research strategies should complement each other. And he is not the only one to distance himself from this idea. In fact, in the wide field of sociologists dedicated to sociology of the arts, which Alexander would appear to place quite expeditiously in the space marked sociology of culture, the tendency is for the currently predominant approaches to be those against the social determination of culture. In what we could call a post-Bourdieu turn, it can in fact be said that the current sociology of culture and the arts is no longer centred exclusively on the social determination or production of the cultural object, but also increasingly on the cultural production of the social reality. 

That fact is also highly significant because it outlines an incipient theoretical consensus between the majority of sociologists who deal with the sociological analysis of culture, whether from a specialized perspective or a generalist one. This is a consensus on the complexity of the symbolic game and its relevance in the social dynamics. In fact in this respect, sociologists of culture using specialized perspectives - although most of them do not accept Alexander's idea of culture being an area independent of reality and with its own laws - do acknowledge the complexity of the textual configuration and relevance of his analysis. Today many devote themselves to it using different but equally sophisticated strategies. Referring to the American academic world, Roger Friedland and John Mohr, in the book I quoted earlier, say that “Today... the differences between those who study the sociology of culture and those who make cultural sociological studies have been effaced at both rhetorical and practical levels”(2004: 55). This statement, although an exaggeration, nevertheless accurately points to the consensus that I have just mentioned. 

The fictitious opposition that Alexander constructs hides a more definite - although less virulent - split between a confined vision and a more generalized vision of the sociology of culture. This is a split Alexander prefers to ignore, probably because his outline works more in favour of his rhetorical strategy of promoting his own position. His strategy really points beyond the field of the sociology of culture as a speciality, as he himself has explicitly declared: “My own ambition for cultural sociology is that, rather than a speciality, it will change the manner in which sociology is carried out” (Cordero et al. 2008: 513).  

This attitude of not acknowledging the difference between the specialized focus and the general focus of the sociology of culture, however, means that Alexander has to overlook a fundamental fact of cultural reality: the existence of an institutionalized and specialized area of culture, an independent domain which is a historical construct, with autonomy based on specific values. This is a fundamental structural feature of the modern cultural order, today in transformation, and it is vitally important to take it into account. In this sense one might think that, if Alexander's strategy were to triumph and cultural sociology dissolved into general sociology, understanding of the contemporary cultural dynamics would be seriously weakened. Alexander's approach, although it may be quite promising as a specific research programme, does not therefore appear to be the most suitable model for the general configuration of the sociological approach to culture.

But if it is not the one Alexander suggests, then what is the most suitable disciplinary approach for the sociological analysis of culture? Our main challenge is undoubtedly to increase our knowledge of the culture dynamic in contemporary society. To do this we need to start from the actual configuration of cultural reality and not go round it. In this sense, the enclosed area set up by the old sociology of the arts label now looks rather unsuitable too. Its limitations from empirical and analytical viewpoints are clear. The post-modernist perspective of the symbolic economy, which in principle aims to accurately link up with the cultural object which is shaped in society today, is on the one hand too amorphous (it does not show the structural predominance of specialized culture) and on the other very epistemologically biased. The perspective of the sociology of culture, once the misunderstanding as to its supposed materialist determinism has been cleared up, is in fact the most suitable. This perspective does not have to be focused in a single direction. It can and must take on a double directional position: one specialized, focused on the cultural sphere, acknowledging its specificity and institutional pre-eminence; and the other general, focused, as Alexander wants, on any sphere of action and any institutional area. The challenge in this respect will obviously be to link the two together. 

Finally, there is another challenge which, even if we cannot tackle it fully here, is at least worth bearing in mind: the challenge of its impact on society. We are agreed that culture, in all its variants, is gaining increasing weight in social dynamics. However, the sociology of culture still has little - certainly insufficient - presence in the public sphere. Of course some of its expressions and orientations are present - its work on racism, identities and collective memory, for example - but there is still an overall imbalance. A policy-oriented sociology is needed in many areas (vis-à-vis cultural policy topics, for example), and this needs to be linked to the more academic sociology. This is a real challenge for the future.
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� According to Perry Anderson's well-known thesis in In the tracks of Historical Materialism (1983), the hesitancy of the workers' movement after the First World War was responsible for this drift. Lukacs, the Frankfurt School and Della Volpe would be its main exponents.


� A significant antecedent of this type of developmental logic had already taken place in the US in the 40s and 50s with the communicative research carried out by Lazarsfeld at Columbia at the request of the radio industry.
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