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PREFACE

For TwO YEARs, between 1966 and 1968, I had the good fortune to
serve as Executive Secretary of the Advisory Committee on Gov-
ernment Programs in the Behavioral Sciences, National Academy
of Sciences-National Research Council. The Committee was
charged with a broad mandate to examine the use and support of
social and behavioral science research by agencies of the federal
government. During the course of the Committee’s deliberations,
the whole area of social science research in the federal govern-
ment became the subject of increasingly serious attention: bills
were introduced in the Congress to establish a National Social
Science Foundation and a Council of Social Advisers; the National
Academy of Sciences and the Social Science Research Council
jointly launched a large-scale Behavioral and Social Science Sur-
vey; the National Science Board appointed a Special Commission
on the Social Sciences; testimony was offered before congressional
committees to set up a National Data Center; and the budgets for
social science research in federal agencies were measurably in-
creased,

The response to social science research in government was
not entirely positive, however. Project Camelot—that vast but ill-
fated program, financed by the Army and designed to study pat-
terns of social change in Latin America—~had marked a serious
disruption of the work of American scholars in many foreign coun-
tries. The Project Camelot affair was but one of several events that
began to arouse suspicions about the role of research under gov-
ernment auspices—suspicions between American and foreign so-
cial scientists, among American social scientists themselves, and
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between American social scientists and agencies of the federal
government. The idea of a National Data Center brought cries of
anguish and fears—principally from journalists and some mem-
bers of Congress—that the centralized accumulation of informa-
tion on individual citizens would lead to dangerous invasions of
personal privacy. There was also a certain disappointment and
cynicism (whether justified or not is another matter) with regard
to the “utility” of research when programs of the federal govern-
ment in which social scientists (and social science findings) were
visibly involved seemed to offer no more of an answer to vexing
social problems than did less systematic, more intuitive approaches
to human affairs,

As the Advisory Committee began its review of social science
in the federal government, it seemed useful (and, for that mat-
ter, necessary) to take a look backward to the origins of existing
research programs and to the experience with earlier efforts to re-
late social science to the processes of the federal government. As
Executive Secretary of the Committee, much of my time was de-
voted to putting the past record together in order to provide the
members of the Committee with a body of information on the
programs they were reviewing and with a sense of historical per-
spective against which the contemporary issues of social science
in the federal government could be appraised.

From the very beginning, it was anticipated that the histori-
cal record I was accumulating and analyzing might provide the
basis for a small book for general distribution. Indeed, the pres-
entation of the material was designed with this prospect in mind.
The work on the Committee’s report was completed in the spring
of 1968 and the report itself, including a series of recommenda-
tions on strengthening the use of social science by federal agen-
cies, was published in September.! I was then able to turn to the
background material I had developed for the Committee and
complete the task of preparing a manuscript for publication. The
work of the Advisory Committee and my own participation in its

1 The Behavioral Sciences and the Federal Government, Report of the Advisory
Committee on Government Programs in the Behavioral Sciences, Publication
1680, National Academy of Sciences—National Research Council (Washing-
ton, D.C., 1968).
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efforts were supported by grants to the National Academy of Sci-
ences by the Department of Defense and the Russell Sage Foun-
dation. My final work on the manuseript was made possible
through the Russell Sage grant to the Academy with the Founda-
tion also agreeing to publish the book. The purpose of this book,
like the background papers on which it is based, is to provide an
historical record and perspective against which to examine cur-
rent issues of social science in the federal government.

Throughout this enterprise I have accumulated many debts,
too many, I fear, for me ever to feel that I shall be able to make
proper repayment. From members of the Advisory Committee
I received not only warm support, but also a broad education in
the social sciences. I am thus truly grateful to Donald R. Young,
Chairman; Herbert A. Simon, Vice Chairman; Frederick N.
Cleaveland; A. Hunter Dupree; George M. Foster, Jr.; Albert Gar-
retson; Morris Janowitz, Herbert C. Kelman; Lyle H. Lanier; Wil-
bert E. Moore; Karl J. Pelzer; Ithiel De Sola Pool; Thomas C.
Schelling; Joseph J. Spengler; Alexander Spoehr; and George K.
Tanham.

To Donald R. Young T must express a special debt. As Chair-
man of the Advisory Committee, Dr. Young brought to us all a
lifetime of concern and devotion to the strengthening of social
science and its application to the problems of society. To me, he
was a source of invaluable information, having participated in
many of the major developments in social science since the early
1930’s. But, more important, he was willing to share with me his
insight, his experience, his warmth as a human being. I will always
cherish the grand opportunity I had to work with him and the
confidence he showed in my own contribution to the effort in
which we were engaged.

As a member of the staff of the Division of Behavioral Sci-
ences, National Academy of Sciences-National Research Council,
I was able to examine the particular issues of social science from
an important vantage point in the politics of national science poli-
cies. Within the Division, Dr. Henry David, Executive Secretary,
was a constant source of support. Dr. David is a knowledgeable
and stimulating man and I could not have hoped for a more val-
ued colleague. My research assistant and secretary was Mrs. Gay



Xii THE UNEASY PARTNERSHIP

Henderson, who contributed a sense of order and competence to
our work that was indispensable. How often I realized my good
luck in having Mrs. Henderson to help me! I also enjoyed working
with Dr. Alexander Clark, who joined the Division during the last
year of my stay. And I am grateful for the kind assistance of Mrs.
Marjorie Wilson and Mrs. Sharon Bauer of the Division staff.

Dr. Frederick Seitz, President of the National Academy of
Sciences, showed a personal interest in my work that I will always
remember. Dr. Orville Brim, President of the Russell Sage Foun-
dation, has encouraged me to carry this book through to comple-
tion and shared with me his own deep concern with the issues
with which I have dealt. Within the Academy, in the various fed-
eral agencies with which I had contact, from universities all over
the country, there were friends and colleagues who permitted me
to question them, to test out ideas, to talk out my problems. I can
do little more than list their names (undoubtedly omitting some
names that should be here), hoping that each will understand my
debt to him: Gabriel Almond, Ralph Beals, Jeanne Brand, Elisa-
beth Crawford, Wilton Dillon, Steven Ebbin, Robert Green, Pen-
dleton Herring, Harold Lasswell, Harold Orlans, Luigi Petrullo,
Raymond Platig, Don K. Price, Henry Riecken, Gene Sunderlin,
Conrad Taeuber, Richard Trumbull, and Stephen Viederman.

Finally, any author bears a special sense of responsibility to
his family; so do I to my wife, Micheline, and to my children,
Catherine, Daniel, and Mark. They, more than others, 1 fear, had
to suffer because of the struggles with ideas and words that T, like
any author, went through before this book was finished. My hope
is that they understood (and continue to understand) why my
attention was often diverted and why the subject of this book has
been so important to me.

But, when all is said and done and all acknowledgements
made, let me insist that I, and T alone, am responsible for this
book. None of the people or agencies that have helped me can be
expected to agree with what I have said. Most especially, the
Russell Sage Foundation, as publisher of the book, is free of re-
sponsibility for its contents. This is my book, as it must be.

GeEnE M. Lyons



FOREWORD

As A BECINNING graduate student in sociology in 1919, and for
some years thereafter, I (and others of my generation) never ex-
pected more than minor support for research, and most of that
from my own university in the form of time free from teaching
duties. In the five decades since then, I have seen funds for grad-
uate fellowships, for advanced research, and for the application
of research to practical affairs become available in (by 1919
terms) unimaginable amounts from private foundations, business
and businessmen, and government. Indeed, in some fields, there
are widespread complaints that there are more research funds
available than social scientists can effectively and productively
manage.

The earliest research support for social scientists in significant
amounts was provided by philanthropic foundations. Perhaps the
most crucial of the early foundation allocations for research in the
social sciences were the sizable grants made by the Laura Spel-
man Rockefeller Memorial in the 1920s. Administrators of the
Memorial felt that “Through the promotion of the social sciences,
.. . there would come a greater knowledge as to social conditions,
a better understanding of social forces, and a higher objectivity in
the development of social policy.”™ Whether or not these broad
purposes were achieved (or approached), the Memorial grants
first demonstrated to a wide group of academic social scientists
the possibilities, advantages, and problems of subsidized research.

*Final Report of the Laura Spelman Rockefeller Memorial {New York,
1933), p. 10.
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Foundation grants of over $4 million were disbursed to the
Social Science Research Council in the decade beginning in 1923
by the Memorial, the Rockefeller Foundation, the General Educa-
tion Board, the Carnegie Corporation of New York, the Rosenwald
Fund, the Russell Sage Foundation, and others. Awarded to social
scientists all over the country, these funds emphasized the com-
mon interests and essential unity of the social sciences. Generally
foundation interest in the social sciences then, as today, was based
on the potential application of research for the amelioration of the
social ills with which the foundations themselves were concerned.
However, few foundations then, again as today, based their pro-
grams on broad support of research as an essential groundwork
for the improvement of knowledge about social behavior.

The interest of business and industry in the social sciences,
like that of foundations, mainly has been based on the expectation
of practical applications, though understandably with less altruis-
tic objectives in mind. Among social scientists, economists natu-
rally were the first to be recognized by business as an important
resource. Not only were economists the first social scientists com-
monly to be employed by corporations, but the economics-based
schools of business also were the first academic enterprises to re-
ceive support from business and industrial companies. Only in
more recent years has an appreciable number of business and in-
dustrial leaders come to understand that all of the social sciences
have contributions to make to their professional problems. It still
is not common, but it now is not rare, to find anthropologists, so-
cial psychologists, and sociologists in the employ of corporations,
with some engaged in research and others in advisory or admin-
istrative positions. Corporate philanthropy, however, has shown
minor interest in the social sciences other than in economics.

There is no need here to make extended comment on the re-
lations of the social sciences and the federal government, for that
is the subject of the book for which this foreword is written, Here
it only need be said that there is a long history of association be-
tween the government and social science and that the federal
government now is the overshadowing source of support for ad-
vanced study and research and for the practical application of the
social sciences as a whole. (It may be added that many social sci-
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entists work in state and city governments, but that this confusing
mass of experience has been inadequately studied and thus defies
general comment. )

The National Science Foundation estimated that $333 million
would be expended by the federal government for social science
in 1968. This estimate may have been somewhat inflated by the in-
clusion by departments and agencies of an unknown but consid-
erable number of activities, such as the keeping of simple statistical
records, which do not fall within the broadest definition of social
science as ordinarily understood. Yet, whatever the proper deduc-
tion from this estimate may be, the remainder is enough to dwarf
contributions from other sources. Thus, the estimate for social
science expenditures just by the Foundation itself and the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, both agencies which do have an accept-
able concept of social science, alone total over $46 million. In the
vears shortly prior to World War II it was practically impossible
to write a text in any social science without relying on findings
from research financed by the private foundations. The same must
be said today of research financed by government.

The sheer amount of money annually invested in the social
sciences by the federal government demands a review of its ob-
jectives, a study of the diversified and complex administration of
research by a variety of departments and agencies, and an analy-
sis of recommendations made for improvement of the role of re-
search. Furthermore, growing skepticism on the part of many
social scientists concerning the practical wisdom and the ethical
implications of accepting federal funds for research, particularly
from mission-oriented departments such as the Department of
Defense and the Department of State, can hardly be viewed in
perspective without an examination of the total governmental ex-
perience such as Dr. Lyons now has completed. Common fears
concerning the possible distorting effects on academic social sci-
ence of heavy dependence on federal subsidies also now may be
considered in the light of the overall situation.

The evaluation of the relations of government and the social
sciences provided by Dr. Lyons provides a model for parallel stud-
ies of the relations of private philanthropy and of business and
business leaders with the social sciences. There are apprehensions
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on the part of many social scientists concerning these two sources
of support, no less than concern about support from the federal
government. Private philanthropy has been charged by respon-
sible social scientists and others with exerting financial influence
to divert their work away from basic into applied research, into
socially irrelevant trivia, and into some specialties and away from
others perhaps more important. Private business, of course, most
often has been criticized for favoring the status quo, if not the
status quo ante, as well as for emphasizing practical results to the
point of unethical concern with profits to the disadvantage of the
total society.

Without debating the merits of such critical views, it is vital
for social science, indeed for all science and scholarship, that sig-
nificant support be received from all three sources—from founda-
tions, private business and business men, and government. Sup-
port is not likely to be in equal proportions, nor need it be, so long
as no one source becomes so large in relation to the others as to be
excessively dominant in its influence. Most likely, the contribu-
tions to the social sciences from each source will be related to
continuing expectation that social research is needed both in the
resolution of pressing social questions and as a basis for long-range
social planning. It is imperative that support by any one source
be so designed that it fully respects and complements the objec-
tives and values not only of the academic community but also of
the other sources of research support.

All social scientists and others who have faith in the current
and future role of the social sciences in the struggle for social ad-
vance are indebted to Dr. Lyons for his analytical and constructive
account of the experience, pitfalls, and potential relations be-
tween the federal government and social scientists. They should
also be grateful that his work has made it plain that, although the
federal government has the resources and the growing will to
carry the major financial burden for social science support, its
dominating position, however understanding and praiseworthy,
calls not for withdrawal from the field as some have argued, but
for increased positive concern by the private sectors of society.

Donarp R. Younc
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CHAPTER I

KNOWLEDGE
AND GOVERNMENT

IT 18 STATED in the proceedings of the American Philosophical So-
ciety that the great French naturalist, the Comte de Buffon, was
among the first foreign scientists to be elected to membership. This
honor was bestowed upon Buffon despite his earlier observation
that the climate of America was practically unfit for human beings
and his consequent pessimism about the future of settlements in
the new land. Buffon’s disparagement of their country was ignored
by the American savants when it came to his election. Perhaps they
were impressed by his impartiality; for when Benjamin Franklin
sent him evidence to the contrary, Buffon, like the honest scientist
he was, modified his earlier speculations. But the possibility that
Buffon might have had a point seems to have lingered in the minds
of some of his American colleagues. For when the federal govern-
ment prepared to conduct the second decennial census of popula-
tion in 1800, the Society petitioned the Congress to include ques-
tions that would ascertain “the effect of the soil and climate of the
United States on the inhabitants thereof.™

The Society’s petition was not acted upon, even though the
influence of climate on human development and on political and
social institutions had been a familiar theme in the writings of
philosophers like Montesquieu whose works were well known to

1 Gilbert Chinard, “The American Philosophical Society and the Werld of Sei-
ence (1768-1800),” Proceedings of the American Philosophical Society,
Vol. 87, No. 1 (July 14, 1943), pp. I-11, See also Henry Stccle Commager
and Elmo Giordanetti (eds.), Was America a Mistake? (New York: Harper
Torchbhooks, 1967), including the rcading from the works of the Comte de
Buffon.
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many American statesmen. There seems, however, to have been
no deep scientific concern about these matters among members
of the Society, as there was undoubtedly little political concern
among members of the Congress. Those who drew up the petition
to enlarge the scope of the 1800 census appear to have been mo-
tivated by general curiosity and by a certain chauvinistic desire
to find evidence “that under the joint influence of the soil, climate
and occupation, the duration of human life in this portion of the
earth will be found at least equal to what it is in any other, and
that population increases with a rapidity unequalled in all others.”
What is significant is that the method that the Society encouraged
toward this end—the systematic gathering and analysis of facts—
was empirical and not doctrinaire.

Much has been written about the scientific spirit that charac-
terized the men who founded and first led the American republic.
A. Hunter Dupree has said that “the natural law to which the col-
onists appezled in 1776 and the faith in reason which they trusted
for deliverance from both political and clerical despotism sprang
in part from science and established a climate congenial to its
growth.” And Don K. Price has suggested that the “first effect” of
the leadership of Franklin, Thomas Jefferson, and their friends
“was to destroy the traditional theory of hereditary sovereignty
and to substitute the idea that the people had a right, by rational
and empirical processes, to build their governmental institutions
to suit themselves.”™ To this, Merle Curti has added: “Franklin
helped tame the thunderbolt, and by doing so helped foster a
more empirical and less fearful attitude toward the world.™

The scientific spirit of the Founding Fathers had its roots in the
Enlightenment with its emphasis on reason, progress, and earthly
salvation. But this spirit was also shaped by a pragmatism and
utilitarianism that grew out of the practical demands of settling a
new land and that have characterized American society and Amer-

2 A, Hunter Dupree, Science and the Federal Government (Cambridge: Bel-
knap Press of Harvard, 1957), p. 6.

3 Don X. Price, Government and Science (New York: New York University
Press, 1954), p. 4 (emphasis added }.

4 Merle Curti, The Growth of American Thought {3rd ed.; New York: Harper
& Row, 1964), p. 93.
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ican science from the beginning, For men like Franklin and Jeffer-
son, science was not an abstraction. Both were eminently practical,
little given to theorizing. Their inclination was to put science to
work to make the lives of people more productive and to further
the development of their country. It might be said that they pos-
sessed the technological, rather than the scientifie, spirit—no less
empirical, but highly utilitarian in emphasis.

The empirical attitude found its way into the Constitution
through provision for a census of population once every ten years
in order that “Representatives.. . . be apportioned among the several
States . . . according to their respective numbers.” The census, as
Price has put it, “thus . . . became the ultimate basis of sovereign
power in the United States.” Initially, however, it was a sensible
and objective way of gaining equality of representation in the
House of Representatives by a direct count of voters. Today, two
centuries after the election of the Comte de Buffon to membership
in the Philosophical Society, it serves many other functions. The
census and other statistical programs of the federal government are
now important bases for formulating fiscal and monetary policies;
for distributing education and welfare funds among states, cities,
and counties; and for public planning of school construction, high-
way systems, airlines routes, and health facilities.

The mountains of empirical data that the government now
collects would undoubtedly astonish the scientists who, under
Jefferson’s leadership, sent the early petition to the national legis-
lature and would bewilder those members of the Sixth Congress
who, to all intents and purposes, ignored it. Nowadays, the activi-
ties of the federal government require continual and cumulative
information about agricultural production, prices, and utilization;
industrial capacity and resources; national income and its distribu-
tion; transportation facilities; housing; population trends and mo-
bility; educational institutions, expenditures, and enrollments;
births, marriages, deaths, and diseases; health and welfare serv-
ices; employment, earnings, and occupational training; the rate
and direction of scientific research and technological develop-
ment—and the list could go on. Official statistics are not only the

& Price, op. cit., p. 5.
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“ultimate basis of sovereign power”; they also have a heavy influ-
ence on how that power will be used.

The information that the federal government requires to con-
duct public business is a measure not only of the expansion of
federal programs, but also of the relevance of social science to
public policies. In the years since the turn of the twentieth cen-
tury, the federal government has had to respond to economic and
social changes that have occurred in the wake of two world wars,
the Depression, new international commitments, the revolution in
science and technology, and new demands for meeting the demo-
cratic promise of equal opportunity. The government responds to
social and economic change by formulating public policies on
various important matters: the allocation of economic resources,
the mobilization and deployment of military power, the protection
of rights and property, the development of educational facilities,
the conservation and protection of the physical environment.

Formulating policy—or, in practice, passing laws or authoriz-
ing programs that define policy and put it into effect—is a political
matter. It is a complex process that involves empirical analysis,
political bargaining, weighing historical precedents, and consult-
ing the experience or intuition of executive officials and legislators.
The policy process has been rightly called a “seamless web” with
no fixed starting point and with a continual interplay of motives,
interests, and influences. The importance of empirical analysis in
this “seamless web” was underscored by Wilbur Cohen soon after
he was appointed Secretary of the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare in 1968. Having risen to the top in a department
in which he had had long experience, he spoke with a certain nos-
talgia of the dependence of policy-makers like himself on the
sources of information and analysis down the line. He placed great
value on the work of statisticians, who “ask the questions, gather
the facts and write the reports which are used to formulate Fed-
eral policies and programs.™

The importance of statistics in policy-making is not, however,
automatic; much depends on their being accepted as accurate and

¢ Reported by Jerry Klutz, “The Federal Diary,” Washington Post, May 22,
1968, p. A 22.
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pertinent. Statistics are a representation of an economic or social
condition: the number of births and deaths over a given period of
time represents a trend in population rise or fall; the total value of
goods and services produced in the nation over one, two, or five
years represents the rate of economic growth or decline; the num-
ber of children attending school under differing conditions of
classroom size, racial distribution, and costs of education per pupil
represents the state of educational opportunity. By revealing such
conditions or trends in the socijal system, statistics provide the raw
information needed to decide on any government policy or pro-
gram.

But do statistics accurately represent the economic or social
state they are intended to picture? And even if they are accurate,
what, in the final analysis, is their significance? The popular skep-
ticism about statistics—that statistics can lie, be distorted, or mean
all things to all men—is balanced by the equally popular accept-
ance of the accuracy and honesty of government statistics. The
validity of statistical information, however, depends on the meth-
ods through which the actions of agencies responsible for collect-
ing data are controlled for accuracy. These methods depend, in
turn, on techniques developed in the social sciences, as well as on
hard work, patience, care, and common sense. The analysis of sta-
tistical information, interpreting its true meaning, depends no less
on the social sciences. The purpose of social science is the discov-
ery of knowledge about human behavior and social institutions.
It is this knowledge that gives form and shape, order and purpose,
to raw information about people, their mobility, their buying hab-
its, their health, their cducational opportunities.

Contemporary social science in the United States is a twen-
tieth-century phenomenon. Its origins lie in the growth of scien-
tific methods throughout the nineteenth century and the special-
ization that by the end of the century began to influence patterns
of research in all fields. From the broad studies of law, history,
and philosophy, the social sciences emerged at a time when bi-
ologists were providing a new understanding of man’s evolution,
psychologists new concepts of human motivation and emotion,
and anthropologists systematic methods for examining human so-
cieties and their institutions. The early development of social sci-
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ence, moreover, coincided with a growing complexity in national
life produced by widespread industrialization and urbanization.
Indeed, these changes in American life brought the social sciences
in closer contact with government, at first with city and state gov-
ernments and later with the federal government.

Early in the nineteenth century, as the elder Arthur M. Schle-
singer has written, “the common man [generally a farmer or rural
tradesman] agreed with President Jackson that any intelligent
citizen could discharge the duties of any governmental office . . .
[and thus he] had an abiding suspicion of the theorist or the
‘scholar in politics.” ™ For by this time the spirit of the frontier had,
to a considerable extent, superceded that of the Enlightenment as
the operating principle of American life, and men in public office
had more faith in independent common sense than in information
provided by specialists. By the end of the century, however, “as the
urban influence became uppermost . . . in a civilization rapidly
growing more complex, men began to place a higher value on thor-
oughly mastering a skill or conquering a particular intellectual do-
main. . . . Even in public life expert knowledge steadily played a
larger part, notably in the administrative services of city, state and
nation.”® For example, some of the major cities established bureaus
of municipal research which played an important role in the reform
movement and in fostering good government through the scien-
tific management of public affairs.

Early in the twentieth century, social science surveys of crime,
corruption, and poverty were as much a part of the reform move-
ment as the journalistic exposés of muckrakers. These surveys ad-
vanced systematic research by developing techniques for interview-
ing large numbers of people, collecting bodies of empirical evidence
about economic and social conditions, and examining the often hid-
den yet crucial workings of economic and social institutions. But
they also had political effects; they brought social scientists into the
ranks of the reformers. The whole question of reform gave rise to
differences and disagreements among social scientists and tended

T Arthur M. Schlesinger, Paths fo the Present (New York: The Macmillan
Company, 1959), p. 11.
8 Ibid., p. 20.
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to divide those interested chiefly in the accumulation of knowledge
from those impelled to take some form of social action. It also cre-
ated tensions between social scientists and policy-makers, for the
latter resented systematic analysis as a challenge to their own intui-
tion and experience, let alone their vested interests.

These two sets of tensions—among social scientists and be-
tween them and politicians—have persisted throughout the history
of government-social science relations since the early years of the
century, Writing in 1922, Walter Lippmann observed that every
“complicated community has sought the assistance of special men,”
in former times “augurs, priests, elders.” In its early stages, “our
own democracy . . . sought lawyers to manage its government,”
and as society grew “furiously and to colossal dimensions by the
application of technical knowledge,” policy-makers called on new
experts in specialized fields. Yet “curiously enough,” Lippmann

said, the policy-maker “was slow to call in the social scientist.”
Why?

The man of affairs, observing that the social scientist knows only
from the outside what he knows, in part at least, from the inside,
recognizing that the social scientist’s hypothesis is not in the
nature of things susceptible of laboratory proof, and that verifica-
tion is possible only in the “real” world, has developed a rather
low opinion of social scientists who do not share his views of
public policy.?

The opinion of the policy-maker, moreover, was reinforced
because the social scientist, as Lippmann went on to explain,
“shares this estimate of himself.” He “has little inner certainty
about his own work . . . only half believes in it . . . his data are un-

certain, his means of verification lacking.” Where does the solution
lie?

The physical scientists achieved their freedom from clericalism by
working out a method that produced conclusions of a sort that
could not be suppressed or ignored. They convinced themselves
and acquired dignity, and knew what they were fighting for. The
social scientist will acquire his dignity and his strength when he

% Walter Lippmann, Public Opinion (New York: The Free Press Paperback
Fdition, 1965), pp. 233-235.
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has worked out his method. He will do that by turning into op-
portunity the need among directing men of the Great Society for
instruments of analysis by which an invisible and most stupen-
dously difficult environment can be made intelligible.2

The years since 1922 have been particularly formative years
for the development of the social sciences. Equally aware of
Lippmann’s warning, social scientists have been giving increasing
attention to “method” since he wrote and gradually seeking to ac-
quit themselves of the accusation of reformism. Indeed, the Social
Science Research Council, founded in the early 1920’s as a source
of intellectual and financial support for social scientists in universi-
ties, had as a major objective the encouragement of increasingly
rigorous methods of research. Since then, the greatest advances
have been made in the field of economics, though all fields have
become more empirical and demanding. By the early 1930’s, meth-
ods of reliably estimating national income had been developed by
the National Bureau of Economic Research, which established an
empirical basis for large-scale economic analysis that has become
increasingly essential to government policy-making. In the 19307,
as well, experiments in opinion and attitude research provided the
bases for choosing small samples of people whose views and con-
ditions represented those of larger groups, even of the total popu-
lation. These methods of the sample survey, in turn, permitted
frequent review of demographic and economic changes, providing
up-to-date information without the time, expense, and complexity
of a full census. They have been of critical importance in the ex-
pansion of the federal statistical programs and in the use of opin-
ion-polling in business, politics, and education.

During the Second World War, advances in the field of social
psychology were made in doing research on troop morale, psycho-
logical warfare, and intelligence analysis. As a new field, social psy-
chology provided a bridge between the study of individual behav-
ior patterns by experimental psychologists and the broader study
of social groups and institutions by sociologists. Anthropologists
contributed concepts about the relations between culture and
personality. After the war, the work of social psychologists and

10 Ibid., pp. 235-236.
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anthropologists served to broaden the study of economic institu-
tions by providing techniques for examining the motives as well as
the effects of economic behavior, and also added a whole new be-
havioral dimension to the study of politics and government. In all
of these developments, the emphasis was on finding out what is
rather than what should be, on penetrating to the core of human
and social processes, and on basing analysis and judgment on as
sound an empirical base as possible.

Despite the developments of the past fifty years, the social
sciences are frequently referred to as “young,” “immature,” or,
more optimistically, “emerging,” particularly when considering
their usefulness to policy-makers. The inference is that these sci-
ences are somehow “incomplete” and that once they are fully
“grown,” they will be considerably more useful than they are now.
Part of the problem lies, it is said, in the lack of an adequate em-
pirical basis for verifying propositions about individual and social
behavior. Theories thus remain untested and highly speculative.
At the same time, there is a great fragmentation in the institutions
of social science, mostly dispersed among various universities and
divided into disciplines and sub-disciplines, fields and sub-fields.
This high degree of specialization was a response to the demand
for increased precision, the need to isolate sets of behavioral phe-
nomena and concentrate on them in depth. It was also a response
to the enormous range of the social sciences and the necessity of
organizing research on an incremental basis. But the search for
certitude went on without strong centralizing forces that could
organize material into a relevant synthesis. There has been no
equivalent of the large industrial laboratories or medical centers in
which all the available data bearing on a particular problem can be
accumulated and verified. As a result, there is frequently a lack
of comparability in the findings of research on similar problems,
little cumulative building of knowledge, and, most important from
the point of view of the policy-maker, a limited capacity to predict.

It is the predictive power of the social sciences that is most
frequently the stumbling block in applying social science to pub-
lic policies, since the decisions of policy-makers inevitably affect
the future and they understandably want assurances about the re-
sults of their actions. Robert K. Merton was quite correct—and his
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observation has, if anything, been confirmed in the twenty years
since he wrote—that “intellectuals concerned with human affairs
in general find themselves in a less secure status than the physical
and biological scientists who affect public policy.” He explained
this by pointing out that “there is considerable degree of indeter-
minacy in the social scientist’s findings, in so far as they bear upon
projected action.”™* This very indeterminacy then leads to tension
between the expert and the policy-maker, since the results of re-
search are rarely decisive. The policy-maker must still perform a
difficult act of judgment based on his own views and experience;
so he may well question the relevance of a social science that, for his
purposes, is inconclusive and yet raises questions about the limited
basis of his own evaluation.

Knowledge is always tentative, however, subject to continual
confirmation, development, or rejection, in all fields of science.
What is learned today may be disproved tomorrow, be subse-
quently assessed as a crucial point of departure for a highly pro-
ductive line of inquiry, or, more modestly and usually, be valued as
part of increasing understanding in a field of study without being
decisive. In applying social science findings to a practical problem,
any proposition about human behavior at a given point in time
may seem so general as to be meaningless for practical purposes, so
conditional as to be a weak reed on which to depend, or so partic-
ular as to be bound by elements of time, space, or culture that
make its wider application doubtful.

There is a misleading but seductive ideal of the research proc-
ess, borrowed from the physical and biological sciences, in which
work proceeds in an orderly, linear, almost deterministic fashion
from the discovery of knowledge to the development of a product
that men can use—an explosive, a pill, a laser, a serum. The ideal
ignores, of course, the countless failures, dead ends, and unex-
pected applications that researchers or their followers stumble on
without premeditation. By analogy, however, research projects on
the behavior of infants are expected to lead to effective programs
for child development, and research projects on motivation and

11 Robert XK. Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure (rev. ed.; Glencoe,
Ilinois: The Free Press, 1957), pp. 210-211.
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deviant behavior to effective programs for crime prevention. They
may-but they may not.

The tentative nature of knowledge, the level of generality or
the level of specificity of propositions about human behavior, and
the lack of any assured development from basic concept to usable
product—these may seem to be fundamental limitations on the
practical utility of social science in government. Or, again, they
may not seem so. And this is true of the physical and biological
sciences as well as the social sciences. What is involved is the level
of expectation. If it is expected that social science will—or should
—provide obviously correct answers to complex and vexing social
and economic problems, then there is bound to be grave disap-
pointment and even disenchantment. Knowledge is not a way of
avoiding decisions.

Yet the limits on the predictive capacity of the social sciences
may also rest on an unwillingness to apply what is known—how-
ever tentative—so that the validity of knowledge can be tested.
By its very nature, social science upsets the preconceptions and
notions that give meaning to human experience. Knowledge about
human nature tests and challenges taboos, ideologies, loyalties,
all the assumptions upon which an individual or a group—a politi-
cal faction, an administrative agency, or a pressure group—has
based his or its case, or even its raison d’étre. So, understandably,
the progress of research and the application of its findings are
hampered, particularly in public affairs. Any group, public or pri-
vate, that has a claim on public resources or an interest in main-
taining the status quo, is bound to resist the systematic analysis of
information that threatens the basis of its position.

It is perhaps important to emphasize that the physical and bi-
ological sciences have been subject to similar constraints. Knowl-
edge about nature and its application can be as destructive of
established beliefs and order as knowledge about man and society.
The examples range from the historic conflicts between science
and religion to more recent attacks by the pharmaceutical indus-
try on new knowledge about drugs and the opposition of military
factions to new weapons technologies. Such opposition persists,
but it tends to lose its force and effectiveness if the problems that
society faces prove increasingly unresponsive to conventional



12 THE UNEASY PARTNERSHIP

remedies and if the society, because of its historical experience, is
structurally and psychologically prepared to apply science to its
problems. For example, the experience of the Second World War
led the United States to recognize the importance of the physical
sciences, and afterwards the government supported research on a
large scale, particularly in the fields of national defense and space
exploration, Since then science has become institutionalized, at
least to the extent that both the President and Congress, when
dealing with a difficult problem of public policy, can now turn to
sources of scientific advice.

The great size and complexity of contemporary public issues
—poverty in the ghettos, economic and social changes in the un-
derdeveloped nations, inflation, urban decay—are so overwhelm-
ing that there is increasing difficulty and inadequacy in basing
decisions on simple axioms that derive from personal experience.
Crime prevention measures, for example, are based on some ex-
pectation of their deterrent effect. Men do respond to fear, and
thus a program of crime prevention might be based on this simple
truth. But they also respond to affection, to respect, to the promise
of prestige, and to financial gain, Presumably these responses, or
some combination of them, might serve as an equally reliable basis
for public programs. But how? And under what circumstances is
one set of motivations more effective than another? And how does
the nature of public programs—and the assumptions on which
they are based—relate to the larger problems of maintaining jus-
tice and order as well as to the immediately pressing problem of
crime prevention?

During the last thirty years, the federal government, in order
to utilize the contributions of science, has had to develop new forms
of administrative management. It has had to create new proce-
dures and agencies, some charged with collecting and verifying
the information needed for public programs, some with the task of
insuring close cooperation between experts and policy-makers.
The growth of government statistical programs is one manifesta-
tion of this development, as is the organization of economic ad-
visory systems throughout the federal establishment. Economists
have played a progressively larger role in government, partic-
ularly since the New Deal. The Employment Act of 1946, by
establishing a Council of Economic Advisers advisory to the Presi-
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dent and a Joint Economic Committee in the Congress, institution-
alized the process of applying expert knowledge to matters of fis-
cal and monetary policy at the highest levels of government.

The critical importance of research and development in the
physical sciences during and after the Second World War also led
to organizational innovations in the areas of defense and secu-
rity. These took several forms: the establishment of government
laboratories, administered by federal agencies or under contract
to private companies; the extension of the contract method in or-
der to finance research, development, and analysis by industrial or
university groups; and the creation of non-profit, government-
financed corporations like the RAND Corporation and the Institute
of Defense Analyses (IDA). Such innovations in administrative
technique have been extended to deal in a systematic and analyti-
cal way with problems of military strategy, international stability,
and foreign economic and technical assistance, as well as with
problems of weapons technology. Organizations like the RAND
Corporation and IDA have also been created by government
agencies to deal with problems of urban reconstruction and social
progress, including the Urban Institute and the Institute for Pov-
erty Research. These semi-autonomous institutions, as well as the
university and private research teams that operate under contract,
have then served to promote the growth of expert staffs within the
federal agencies that make use of their work,

Within the government, as well, new techniques of budgetary
planning and program evaluation have tended to create demands
for new information and new methods of analyzing economic and
social change. These techniques have been formalized in the Plan-
ning-Programming-Budgeting System (PPBS). The purpose of
the System is to find accurate means of measuring the effects of
government programs in order to choose the most effective plan
among various alternatives. Using the methods of systematic
analysis developed in dealing with highly technological problems,
PPBS seeks to apply these to a broader range of social problems
and to relate policy decisions to budgetary allocations in a single
continuing process. PEBS, however, is only the present result of a
long evolution in budget and planning development that began
with the creation of a centralized budgetary system in the federal
government after the First World War. Further progress was made
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in the experiments in national planning during the New Deal and,
later, in the use of “performance budgets” based on the functions,
rather than the agencies, of government in the years after the Sec-
ond World War.

The need for knowledge and analysis in making government
decisions on complex issues is increased by the process of checks
and balances inherent in the operations of the American political
system. Not only is the government accountable to the general
public, but the separation of powers within the government re-
quires that the President and Congress account to each other. The
constant tension between the two serves to encourage the ap-
plication of analytical methods to political decision-making. In-
deed, any group, competing with other groups and employing
every means of persuasion, has to buttress its position on major
policy issues with as much factual information and as strong and
logical an argument as possible. Congressional hearings may pro-
vide illustrations of this. Congressional committees want “facts”;
they frequently seek out the advice of “experts” in order to oppose
the recommendations of administration specialists; and they may
deliberately commission critical evaluations as a basis for modify-
ing the decisions of the Executive Branch.

Policy-makers in both the Executive and Legislative Branches
may come to rely more on cbjective information and analysis,
moreover, in cases where they can exercise their own judgment
without the constraints imposed by traditional political interests.
Robert Lane has pointed out that:

the dominant scholarly interpretation of policy-making processes
has changed in the direction of emphasizing the greater autonomy
of political leaders and legislators; with respect to the role of pres-
sure groups, the power elite, and the electorate. . . . if leaders and
other legislators are less bound by the domain of pure politics. . . .
they are freer to be guided by the promptings of scientists and
findings from the domain of knowledge.*

12 Robert Lane, “The Decline of Politics and Ideology in a Knowledgeable So-
ciety,” The American Sociological Review, Vol. 31, No. 5 (October 1966),
p. 658.



KENOWLEDGE AND GOVERNMENT 15

This does not mean an end to politics; it does mean that knowledge
can become a more effective and autonomous force in the formu-
lation of policy than it has in the past.

The size and complexity of the problems with which govern-
ment has to deal and the system of checks and balances encour-
age every group—government agencies as well as congressional
committees and interest groups—to turn increasingly to factual
information and systematic analysis to support their programs.
The process is carried further by the increasingly pervasive role of
science in public affairs, a role built up most dramatically by the
great successes in recent years in the physical and biological sci-
ences. To the extent that advances in communication systems,
medical research, and space exploration lead to an expectation
of “technical” solutions to grave social problems, however, the re-
sults can be dangerous. But to the extent that they give support to
a more systematic and rational approach to social issues, they sus-
tain a constructive role for social science in the affairs of govern-
ment.

A constructive role for social science should not, however, be
visualized as transforming the American political process into a
pattern of classic problem-solving. Even if presidents and con-
gressmen become less constrained by political interests and more
free to seek a basis for legislation in fact and analysis, there will
still be sharp and understandable differences in setting well-de-
fined goals for public policy. Policy-making will remain politics
—~with or without science. Knowledge and analysis, moreover, can
serve to influence as well as to clarify the alternatives for political
choice, to rationalize old predilections as well as to stimulate new
programs for social change. Social scientists themselves—in the
research choices they make, the techniques of observation they
adopt, and the theoretical approaches they defend—do not re-
main entirely free of personal prejudices, no matter how rigorous
they are in their efforts to gain objectivity.

Yet, for all these complications, the role of social science in
the federal government has grown enormously over the years ow-
ing to three basic causes. The first is the growth of the federal
government itself and the increasing influence of federal policies
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and programs upon American social and economic life, This
growth became evident soon after the First World War, pro-
gressed by leaps and bounds under the New Deal, and continued
steadily during the Second World War and afterwards in response
to the international crises of the war and postwar periods and the
internal changes taking place in American society. The second
cause is the simultaneous development of social science itself: the
emphasis on empirical evidence, on systematic methods for col-
lecting and analyzing information, and on theories of individual
and social behavior that can be tested and are not based on lim-
ited experience or hasty speculation, or on how we would like
people to behave rather than how they actually do behave. Fi-
nally, a third cause is to be found in the development of admin-
istrative techniques to make government operations more efficient,
bureaucrats and political appointees more accountable for their
actions, and obdurate economic and social problems more tract-
able and manageable. These innovations in administration have
made it more and more possible for the knowledge and methods
of social science to serve as a guide in political choices made by
the President and Congress.

These three historical developments—the growth of federal
power, social knowledge, and administrative skill-have taken
place at the same time in response to the practical challenges and
are so interrelated with each other as to form one complex evolu-
tionary pattern, The direction in which they will carry social sci-
ence in the federal government is neither clear nor inevitable.
Political interests and preferences will continue to dictate policy.
To these will be added—at different times and different intensities
—fears of science: fear of a science without values or goals, fear of
a science that can be used to manipulate and maintain the existing
system rather than to serve social progress, fear of a science that
creates more problems than it can solve. It is these fears and the
need for understanding of the role of knowledge in government
that impel us to examine the past, to look for a frame of reference
and a historical perspective within which to view the growth and
problems of social science in the federal government—and that is
the purpose of this book.



CHAPTER II

THE SHAPING
OF SOCIAL SCIENCE

LaTe 1N 1945, Wesley C. Mitchell, the distinguished economist
and Director of Research for the National Bureau of Economic
Research, appeared before a congressional committee to argue the
case for including the social sciences in the proposed National
Science Foundation. In the course of his testimony and in re-
sponse to questions from members of the Senate committee re-
viewing the legislative proposal, Mitchell recalled the “enormous
difficulties” that were encountered in economic mobilization dur-
ing the First World War because “we didn’t know a great many
of the basic facts about our resources or about how to combine
them.” And he noted that the same task had been carried out with
much greater success during the Second World War “primarily
because the people who were doing it had at their disposal the re-
sults of a great deal of careful inquiry, and inquiry of a more
thoroughgoing and realistic kind than used to be carried on in the
social sciences.™

With Mitchell, representing the Social Science Research
Council (SSRC), were Robert Yerkes, William Ogburn, Edwin
Nourse, and John Gaus. All of these men had seen changes in their
own fields like those Mitchell talked about, and they, like Mitchell,
had helped to bring some of them about. So had Charles Mer-
riam, who had founded the SSRC and been something of a social-
scientist-in-residence in Roosevelt’s New Deal. They were all part
of a generation, perhaps the first generation of American social

1Science Legislation, Hearings before Subcommittee on War Mobilization,
Committee on Military Affairs, U.S. Senate, 79th Congress, 1st Session, 1945,
p. 781.
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scientists, for whom the Second World War marked the end of one
era and the beginning of another. They had seen modern social
science and modern government emerge side by side and had
spent their lives in making contributions to both—Yerkes in the
field of military psychology, Ogburn in relating government plan-
ning to social change, Nourse in agricultural economics, Gaus in
public administration, and Merriam in dealing with the dilemma
of knowledge and power in theory and practice.

Mitchell was in many ways typical of his generation. He en-
tered the first class at the new University of Chicago in 1892, in-
tending to study the classics. He soon came under the influence
of John Dewey and Thorstein Veblen, however, and his plans and
life changed. From Dewey, whom he called “the first behaviorist,”
he learned that economics was essentially a study of human be-
havior; from Veblen he learned to look at economic theories as
expressions of the cultures in which they originated.? Years later,
writing in 1928 to his fellow economist, John Maurice Clark, he
showed how strong the influence of Dewey had been.

I was fascinated by his view of the place which logic holds in
human hehavior. . . . It explained the economic theorists. , . . It is
a misconception to suppose that consumers guide their course by
ratiocination—they don’t think except under stress. There is no
way of deducing from certain principles what they will do, just
because their behavior is not itself rational, One has to find out
what they do. That is a matter of observation, which the economic
theorists had taken all too lightly.®

Of Veblen, Mitchell was more critical though he remained
warm in his affection for the man. When, in later years, they both
lived in New York, Mitchell’s wife recalled that “ours was one of
the few homes where . . . [Veblen] the silent, the shy . . . felt thor-
oughly at ease.” But Mitchell, early in his career, dedicated even
then to the slow lahorious work of statistical collection and meas-

2 Lucy Sprague Mitchell, “A Personal Sketch,” in Arthur F. Burns (cd.), Wes-
ley Clair Mitchell, the Economic Scientist (New York: National Bureau of
Economic Research, 1952), pp. 60-61.

% Quoted, ibid., p. 95.

4 1bid., p. 91.
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urement, had asked: “Can’t you . . . [agree] that even Veblens
constructive work would have been in closer harmony with his
critique of economic method if he were more patient in accumu-
lating and presenting his evidence?”® And later, this time to Clark
again, he wrote: “[Veblen’s] working conceptions of human na-
ture might be a vast improvement; he might have uncanny in-
sights; but he could do no more than make certain conclusions
plausible—like the rest. How important were the factors he dealt
with and the factors he scamped was never established.”

Mitchell’s whole life was unremittingly devoted to the care-
ful accumulation of economic and social observations and to the
development of theories and concepts of economic behavior based
on these observations rather than on ethical or metaphysical spec-
ulations. Almost immediately after graduating from Chicago, he
spent a vear at the still impermanent and ill-staffed Census Office
in Washington. There, he complained, “the servility of Washing-
ton clerks nauseated me and the feebleness of the official repre-
sentatives of economics . . . almost frightened me.”” When he
returned to Washington some twenty years later to serve as Chief
of the Price Section of the War Industries Board during World
War I, he found the government’s use of statistics, though im-
proved, nowhere near what was needed or what it should have
been. Only by the end of the war could Mitchell say that the gov-
ernment was “in a fair way to develop for the first time a syste-
matic organization of federal statistics.”

But for Mitchell, statistics were not an end in themselves.
They were data, they were tools, the essential tools of economic
and social analysis. They were but a step toward the final goal,
toward using the social sciences to give men an alternative to “the
savage dependence upon catastrophes for progress.” Speaking
these words in 1919 as President of the American Statistical Asso-
ciation, Mitchell saw the world as “a very dan