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Abstract

A gadarene regard at the century-old history of Indian sociology reveals its relative under engagement with
profitable marvels and processes. Although the  profitable’ did get studied under the influence of agricultural
and vill studies, and certain supposedly profitable themes similar as assiduity and labour did attract scholarly
attention from some sociologists, we notice the absence of a sustained and robust academic tradition of
sociological studies of the frugality in India.

There appears to have been an intellectual division of labour, where the study of profitable issues was
ceded to economists whereas sociologists remained triumphant with their studies of early institutions. This study
attempts to detect this patient disjunction between the social and the profitable from the perspective of the
correctional history. Of necessity, this calls for an examination of the relationship between sociology and
economics, and the way it unfolded in post-independence India. To this end, this study discusses the part of the
experimental state, the prevailing sundries of moxie, and the discrimination treatment accorded to different social
lores’ disciplines. The paper concludes with the outlining of a correctional docket for the sociological study of
the ‘behavioural attitudes of man’.

Keywords : Indian sociology, estate, vill studies, institutions, capitalism, profitable sociology. As social lores,
economics and sociology have historically assayed to produce, nurture and establish their distinctive correctional
individualities( Zafirovski, 1999). Arguably, this pursuit of distinctness has been informed as important by their
different subject matter and theoretical and methodological fabrics as by their need to apportion the expanding
institutional space( and the attendant coffers) within the ultramodern academe. Yet, till around the first quarter
of the early 20th century, sociology’s engagement with the profitable marvels, and economics’ acknowledgment
of the unlooked-for social factors behind profitable geste revealed a rathernon insular and holistic view of mortal
action. As is well- known, classical sociologists generally engaged with supposedly profitable issues in a big
way. The changes wrought by

industrialisation in the West remained at the centre of their thinking, and they invested much of their intellectual
energy in evolving the multifarious socio-artistic and structural counteraccusations of the profitable changes of
their times howsoever they understood the ultimate — the division of labour, artificial society and the spirit of
capitalism. It's well

immediate insolvable to distinguish the profitable from the social among the intellectual enterprises of the early
sociologists. Likewise, the jottings of the classical political economists were characterised by analyses ‘ of the

social — institutional, including political and artistic, conditions of the frugality’(Zafirovski, 2006, p. 1). The
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morning of the 20th century also witnessed the emergence of heterodox traditions in economics similar as

institutional proposition — appertained to as old institutional economics due to differences in the approach
compared to the new institutional economics — that critiqued the mainstream reductionist, request- grounded
approach of the neoclassical fallacy. Hamilton’s 1919 paper famously argued that ‘( t) he proper subject matter
of profitable proposition is institutions’ and encouraged the economics to adopt generalities and propositions

from neighbouring disciplines similar as history and sociology( Hamilton, 1919, p. 313).1

As exemplars of this station of substantial openness towards correctional boundaries, we also have had
Max Weber understanding the spirit of capitalism from thenon-economic edge point of religious testament as
well as Vilfredo Pareto venturing into sociological issues to understand why his abstract profitable propositions
did n't work out in practice.

In course of time, economics and sociology went their separate individual ways. It's generally believed
that the adding influence of neoclassical economics, which gained newfound elevation after the 1930s, and the
attendant preface of abstract fine models similar as amiss competition, and the growing reliance on econometric
tools for the dimension and analysis of data, added to the being insularity of economics as an Homeric discipline
( Dugger, 1977).

Sociology too got preoccupied with the social in a way that willynilly left the study of the profitable
largely in the hands of professional economists. That is n't to say that there was no collective engagement between
economists and sociologists back also. True, sociologists and economists have drawn alleviation from one
another and continue to do so. still, this has, more
frequently than not, been rather episodic in nature and did n't constitute a regular sluice of business in generalities,
propositions and styles between the two. For the large part, indeed for the well- meaning economists, the
argument did n't go beyond the acknowledgement of the social embeddedness of the profitable marvels( Polanyi,
1957), or a reading of profitable proposition in a purposely historicised fashion Schumpeter, 1954).

In a way, the collective engagement, and spastic collaboration between economistsand sociologists,
revealed further of preferences of individual economists sociologists than the being correctional trends. therefore,
there have been attempts by economists similar as Schumpeter( 1942, 1954), Simon( 1950, 1957), Arrow (1951),
Schelling (1960) and Olson( 1965), and sociologists similar as Parsons ( 1937), Parsons and Smelser( 1956),
Smelser( 1956, 1963), Crozier( 1963) and Coleman( 1964) to initiate a dialogue across their separate correctional
boundaries. still, their work did n't lay down a new trend of interdisciplinary work notwithstanding their being
monstrously influential numbers in their separate disciplines( Swedberg, 1990). The mainstream economics
continued its business with the aid of ceteris paribus in its pursuit of theoretically elegant models, where socially
predicated profitable mechanisms and institutions would be banished to the realm of externalities and axioms.

Likewise, the sociologists’ sporadic attempts to bring ‘frugality and society’ near together did n't yield important
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tip moreover.

Parsons and Smelser’s cooperative work (1956) in the environment of American sociology in the 1950s

turned out to be a failed bid. Working under different theoretical and methodological traditions, scholarly
engagements in sociology continued to drift down from a rigorous disquisition into the ‘profitable’, and much of
sociological exploration moved towards other themes and issues that were tone- putatively sociological.
The hiatus between economics and sociology took a turn for the better with there-articulation of the ideas of *
social construction of frugality’ and ‘embeddedness’ for the study of profitable structures and processes under
the leadership of White( Lorrain & White, 1971; White, 1981), and his outstanding convert Granovetter (1974,
1985).2

Drawing on Polanyi’s work, Granovetter reiterated by now transcended argument that profitable conduct are
unnaturally ‘bedded’ in broader social surrounds. The ideas of ‘embeddedness’ and ‘social construction of
frugality’ touched off a new torrent of work in sociology.

contemporaneously, some of the notable workshop by economists similar as Simon, Downs( 1957), Oliver
Williamson, Douglas North and Becker( 1986) helped to expand the substantial focus of economics by adding
presumably social issues similar as family, altruism, marriage, crime and the suchlike under the horizon of
profitable analysis. Although these sweats could be largely located within a modified neoclassical frame
Granovetter, 1990, p. 94), the economists’ interest innon-economic factors itself was a welcome departure from
the conventional enterprises of economics underlining areas for implicit collaboration between economics and
sociology. And studies that followed drew, along with a contemporary outlook and focus, heavily on the being
traditions similar as the classical European education, old American home- grown denotation of ‘frugality and
society’, and colorful ant disciplinary currents and interdisciplinary movements( like socioeconomics) of their
time( Convert & Heilbron, 2007). Eventually, what came out of this conflation gained fashion ability as ‘New
profitable Sociology’ (NES). With their intellectual roots going deep into the jottings of classical sociologists
and political economists, the NES is further than the reanimation of an old tradition. As the most suitable prophet
of the NES, Granovetter (1990, p. 98) lists three situations of profitable marvels ‘ individual profitable action’, ¢
profitable issues’ and ‘ profitable institutions’ as its primary sphere. In this sense, the task of the NES is to trace
‘how profitable marvels are bedded in social structures, politics, and culture’ and to challenge ‘the assumed
separation of the profitable and social spheres to uncover the socially constructed character of profitable marvels’
(Bandlej, 2009, p. 9). Viewed therefore, the NES is conceived not as a bare supplement to economics but as an
altogether distinctive perspective on profitable themes similar as plutocrat, finance, contracts, enterprises,
banking and requests.

This renders the NES ‘much less regardful of profitable proposition’ that ‘tries explicitly to address the same
type of questions as the economist do’ (Swedberg, 1990, p. 333). With the confidence that sociology (with its
rich force of propositions, generalities and styles) can give an inversely perceptive, if not stronger, analysis of
profitable subjects, the NES surfaced as arguably one of the most vibrant fields within sociology in the US
(Beckert, 1996).
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While this has been the story encyclopedically, a gadarene regard at the century-old history of Indian
sociology reveals its relative under- engagement with profitable marvels and processes. Although the ¢ profitable’
did get studied under the influence of agricultural and vill
studies, and some supposedly profitable themes similar as labour, plant and trade unions did attract scholarly
attention from some sociologists, we notice an absence of a sustained and robust academic tradition of
sociological studies of the frugality in India. There appears to have crystallised an intellectual division of labour,
where the study of profitable issues was plainly ceded to economists, whereas sociologists remained triumphant
with their studies of estate, vill, association and common family.

The being state of affairs in Indian sociology prompts us to ask the following questions why did a focus
on the  profitable’ shirk Indian sociology for such a long time? Why is it that profitable sociology, albeit entering
original motivation from the workshop of the founding fathers, has not captured the scholarly imagination of its
interpreters? What could have conceivably been the reasons for similar incuriosity towards profitable issues on
the part of the discipline in India? This study attempts to detect this patient disjunction between the social and
the profitable from the perspective of correctional history. Of necessity, this calls for an examination of the
relationship between sociology and economics, and the way it unfolded in post-independence India. To this end,
this paper discusses the part of the experimental state, the prevailing sundries of moxie, and the discriminational
treatment accorded to different social wisdom disciplines. The paper concludes with the outlining of a
correctional docket for the sociological study of the ‘profitable’.

Sociology in India Engaging with the ‘profitable’ Working in the early decades of the 20th century, the settlers
of Indian sociology maintained a keen interest in profitable issues. They not only directly engaged with profitable
marvels and processes but also critically analysed the methodology of mainstream (neoclassical) economics
(Mukerjee, 1939; Mukerji, 1959). It's no coexistence that one of the founding fathers of sociology in India,
Radhakamal Mukerjee, also innovated the institutionalist tradition in Indian profitable thinking.

Lucknow University for decades. While sociology in India was still in its constructive stage, the
influential voices of the time expressed their enterprises regarding the wide practice of straitjacketing Western
propositions to study the Indian society.

Scholars similar as Radhakamal Mukerjee and D. P. Mukerji averred that profitable conditions in India
were characterized bypre-industrial,pre-capitalist, and generally agricultural reality, and therefore were
unnaturally different from its European counterpart( Mukerjee, 1922; Mukerji, 1958). Indeed as their enterprises
had to do with the overall correctional exposure and an each- encompassing heritage of indigeneity Hegde, 2011),
their exposition had enough space for sociological engagements with the organisation of the frugality and the
value demesne informing profitable conduct and deals. Not unexpectedly, Mukerjee wrote voluminously on
eastern ‘ communalism’ to differ it, albeit in an essentialised way, with western utilitarianism. He finds the
indication to the profitable process ¢ in man’s social connections, institutions and values which constantly modify

and are modified by the profitable process’( Mukerjee, 1939, p. viii). He's unambiguous in italicizing the
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centrality of sociology to an informed understanding of profitable marvels © It's only from sociology that

economics can import a real understanding of the basically social character of the whole movement, shaped as
it's by the conventional force of institutions rather than by the existent’s infinitesimal urges, by the entire system
of social ends rather than by the bare profitable morals of effectiveness’( Mukerjee, 1939, p. x). In a analogous
tone, D. P. Mukerji stressed the need to understand profitable issues ‘ in the light of original actualities, including
tradition, institution, myths, beliefs, ideas and symbols’( Mukerjee, 1958, p. 53). In fact, for him, economics was
a artistic subject. Put it else, for the Lucknow sociologists the idea of the embeddedness of the ‘ profitable’ in the
‘ social’ did n't have to be articulated as a purposely erected logical frame. rather, it flew painlessly from their
understanding of what sociology was. either, it was an outgrowth of the usual porousness of boundaries that any
incipient academic discipline inescapably entails.

Geddes, the author of the oldest sociology department in Mumbai, was an avowed city diary and had an
abiding interest in metropolises and mortal ecology. Indeed the Indologically inclined G. S. Ghurye, Geddes’s
successor in Mumbai, was not antipathetic to the study of profitable issues of contemporary significance.
Actually, Ghurye’s own work on the subject is less substantial compared to the Lucknow sociologists, and his
scholars did engage sociologically with profitable marvels. The point is n't that the founding fathers of the Indian
sociology were purposely laying down the silhouettes of the unborn field of the profitable sociology. With
hindsight, what can be safely asserted that their vision of sociology was n't
limiting in a way which could have averted the possibility of a healthy engagement with ‘ the profitable’ indeed
if one looks at that vision as the contingent outgrowth of a constructive discipline yet to forcefully plant its
correctional bases on the institutional geography of the Indian advanced education system. After all, utmost
academic disciplines are like ‘uncertain composites’ to begin with, to bring Stefan Collini’s applicable

expression, but the after growth/ stunting of some of their rudiments still needs some reflection.

To conclude, this paper is grounded on the premise that sociology in India has only fleetingly engaged
with the ‘profitable’ despite its century-old history, and a estimable tradition of the scholarly exploration. The
paper underlines the need to address this correctional absence not by adding some of the presumably profitable
motifs to the being force of substantial themes and issues, but through a abstract re-configuration of the °
profitable’ in a way that it also serves as a springboard for revamping correctional practices beyond its once
levees. The intention is n't to belittle the correctional heritage of Indian sociology. Nor is there the claim that the
correctional specialism of profitable sociology is the ultimate guarantee of sociology’s sprightliness. rather,
there's a plea for broader conceptualization of the ‘profitable’ which also facilitates and strengthens an
interdisciplinary dialogue between economics, sociology, and other affiliated disciplines, as well as across
colorful specializations within sociology.
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