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One ehalacteﬁstic of sociology ianermany, as we will continue to see throughout this book; is that it is
deeply influenced by philosophy. This was already the case with the founders of sociology. Ttinnieé’ work was
deeply influenced by Hobbes and Arthur Schopenhauer. The central influence on Simmel and Weber was not
_only Wilhelm Windelband;s and Heinrich Rickert’s Neo-Kantianism, but also Friedrich Nietzsche and
Wilhelm Dilthey’s Einleitung in die Geisteswissenschaften (Introduction to the Human Sciences) published n 1883.
~ Weber and Simmel, .who had positively received Spencer until 1892, both shared Dilthey’s criticism of
philoéophical movements that were committed to positivism, organieism, and historical speculation, and that

were dominant in English and French somology Dilthey emphasmed the dliferences between the humanities and ‘

the natural sciences. ®While the natural sciences strive for the dlscoverv of causal relations that allow for an

explanalzon of natural phenomena, the humanities and social sciences try to reconstruct meanings that allow

for an understanding of cultural phenomena. In a way, Dilthey’s approach caught the spirit of the age since, in

those days, a central concern was how to interpret and understand the dramatic and pervasive social changes (rather |

 than to explain them). ®In a certain sense, the beginning of sociology in Germany, with Simmel] and Weber, was

“‘anti-sociological’.

It was especially Max Weber who promoted the formation of seciology as an independent discipline by
attempting to mediate between the two opposing approaches toward 'inveetigaﬁon, explaining, and understanding,
Accordingly, he defined sociology as an undertaking that was to combine both understanding and explaining; |
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“Sociology [...] should mean: a science which attempts the interpretive understanding of social action in orderv
thereby to arrive at a causal explanation of its course and effects” (W eber 1988b [1921], p. 542). Furthermore,
it was Weber who strongly advocated a new understanding of science and scholarship in general. As Weber
argues in his famous lecture “Science as a Vocation” “\Nissenschgﬁ als Beruf”), research requires an austere
fulfillment of duty and self-critical specialists (Fachmenschen as Weber would say) who have to refrain from
any “academic prophecy” (Weber 1994 [1917] [1919], p. 23), that is, any claim to be a spiritual leader,
prophet, or redeemer. A scholar should devote himself/herself to the cause. He or she should not indulge in

sensationalism or self-idolization.

©Basically, Weber’s focus on pure science and academic specialization can be interpreted as a

reaction to a general feeling of uncertainty and crisis widespread among the educated German bourgeoisie.

Due to the rise of mass culture, this class feared for its superior social status as well as for the primacy of its
traditional pattemn of interpretation that revolved around culture and education. Trust in science as well as
the traditional ideal of self-cultivation vanished, thereby questioning the bourgeoisie’s self-understanding as
culwre-deﬁning group. The functional change of science was accompanied by fears of a functional loss of

education and self-cultivation. “One the one hand, this led to an appreciation of “culture,” as one can see from

the establishment of “new’’ disciplines like ‘‘cultural philosophy.”’ “‘cultural sciences,” “‘cultural history.,” and

“cultural sociology””: on the other hand, it led to a widespread perception of a prevailing cultural crisis. This

perception of a crisis was caused partly by internal processes ‘in the academic field, such as an increasing
criticism of historicism, and partly by the expansion of higher education, a “growing numbers of students,”
and an “increasing specialization” of the academic field. Many feared that science and scholarship, decoupled
from education and self-cultivation, would no longer be meaningful and prestigious. In these debates around
culture and education, Weber adopted a kind of “midpoint in the field of power” between the “Mandarin and
| modemist positions inside the university social sciences field”.
*Mandarin : fR-FEIBE
[Hi#t] Moebius, Stephan, 2021, Sociology in Germany: A History, Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 14-16. (—%Z)
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