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Abstract

Received wisdom in the sociology of profession®hess around two assumptions.
First, professions cannot be distinguished eithahaically or empirically from other expert
occupations and middle-class occupations. Seconatewer consequences professionalism
introduces into civil society or the state, alltliése consequences are strictly socio-economic
and, as a result, confined exclusively to the ification system and occupational order.
Professionalism does not and cannot contribute mp@medly to “social order,” as Parsons
believed, nor does it or can it in any other wagetfat all, let alone uniquely, shifts in the
direction of social change.

In this paper | challenge received wisdom at themecore foundations with two sets
of listings and discussions. In one set | list disguss structural qualities constitutive of
professions uniquely; this challenges the firsuagsion. In the other set | list and discuss
institutional consequences which professionalistroduces uniquely into the larger social
order. Being at once structural, institutional amgariant, these consequences of professions
and professionalism, by definition, bear on thecton of social change. Moreover, they do
so in ways which can be explained and predicteth imocross-national research today and in
historiographic analyses and comparisons. Thidexgeés the second assumption.

Keywords
professions, middle class, occupations, expedrnmédiary associations

During the 1930s and 1940s the British and Amergmaiologists who founded the
sociology of professions thought it self-eviderdtthrofessions differ empirically from all
other occupations. This presupposition persistedarEnglish-speaking world for three
postwar decades and more. From the 1930s throegbatity 1970s, therefore, Anglo-
American sociologists endeavored assiduously totiiyeand list the “traits” or “qualities”
distinctive to professions, those which distinguisém from other expert occupations and
middle-class occupations (Moore 1970 and Pavalkd E9e among the last efforts). Many of
these same sociologists also became preoccupibddeittifying whether and how the
presence of professions in civil society, or areabs of or deficiency in professions, bears on
“social order.” Being “service” occupations, do fassions contribute grandly to integration
and democratization? Or, being elitist and mongaicliexpert occupations, do they instead
contribute to control, hierarchy and inequality?

Through the early 1970s even the sociologists wienteially became most critical of
this “early list-making” enterprise disputed leke tharacteristics within the various listings
of putatively “essential” professional charactecsthan whether particular characteristics
could informempirical studies of actual professionafactice(e.g. Freidson 1970:158-68;
Klegon 1978). The following ten characteristicsrsff@gose typically found in the lists
[Handout A]:*

(1) Theoretical knowledge or knowledge not onlyafticular applications of a group
of sciences but also of the sciences themselvesdPa1937, Greenwood 1957, Barber
1965).

(2) Motivation of disinterestedness or sense dfess calling to a vocation (Carr-
Saunders and Wilson 1933; Parsons 1952, Caplow, Hafghes 1965, Barber 1965).
Related, it is also assumed or asserted that soattigation contributes something important

! Most of the works cited in this listing and thedission before and after it can be found in Paraad Platt
1973, Larson, 1977, Abbott 1988 and elsewhere aa@dhot included in the References at the endisptper.

2



h@gSkOIE“ i OSIO SPS arbeidsnotat 7/2008

senter for profesjonsstudier

to the larger community, by mediating or bluntinigte-administrative hierarchy and control
as well as comercial acquisitiveness and cupidigrgons 1952, Pavalko 1971).

(3) Commitment to dominant, modern cultural anda®tandards, including those
of: rational knowledge, universal treatment of mlé&e and cosmopolitanism (rather than
localism or clientelism) (Parsons 1937, 1960: 50&&r-Saunders 1955, Greenwood 1957;
Merton 1949, Strauss 1963).

(4) Prolonged, specialized training dedicated guamg the technique and "art," part
scientific and part aesthetic, by which a specsaligervice may be provided reliably (Carr-
Saunders and Wilson 1933). Control over seleatidnainees and their adult socialization
(Goode 1957), including the power to restrict eri8irauss 1963).

(5) Fiducial responsibility for, or trusteeship ov@) the technique, (b) the
competence and honor of practitioners (Carr-Sasnaed Wilson 1933, Barber 1965), and
(c) both client and community best interests (Pas<sk®52: 372, 381, 1970: 35-36; Carr-
Saunders 1955).

(6) Professional authority within a specialty ondtionally defined "“jurisdiction”
based on professionals’ education as well as dliefarence to their "monopoly of judgment”
(Parsons 1939, Greenwood 1957, Goode 1957, Wilel8&#, Abbott 1988).

(7) Claim to autonomy in decision-making within explicitly claimed workplace
“jurisdiction” (Strauss 1963, Wilensky 1964, HugH&$65, Moore 1970, Palvalko 1971; also
Barber 1983).

(8) Associations which test or oversee practitias@npetence and, in principle at
least, enforce practitioner compliance with othandards of conduct. Such enforcement
includes informal mechanisms of discipline or sbcamtrol by voluntary in-groups which, as
examples, employ practices and patterns of colkeagusultation and referral (Barber 1965,
Greenwood 1957).

(9) Codified standards of ethical conduct whiclyédy revolve around professionals’
self-control and their associations’ informal meatkens of social control. Professionals are
bound by: a sense of identity, shared values, divate definitions that span colleagues and
clients, a common lexicon, and terminal or contigustatus within the profession (Goode
1957, Barber 1965, Pavalko 1971).

(10) Registration or certification by the state\li® and Maude 1952), or else the
fostering of a belief among the public (Wilensk@62), or at least among elites (Freidson
1970; Abbott 1988), of practitioner trustworthinéss

One of the last of the list makers, Ronald Pav@lidy1), posed succinctly two major
problems riddling the entire list-making enterprigest, research fails to confirm that
professionals’ behavior actually exhibits theserabristics in their occupational activities;
if anything, case studies too often reveal thay the not (e.g. Strauss et. al. 1985, Starr 1982,
Larson 1977:xi, Crane 1972, Freidson 1970, ScH#6#l). Second, the relationship between
the characteristics themselves is so unclear lfedidts land researchers in the worst of all
possible worlds: The lists defy theoretical geneagion, either historically or cross-

2 Abbott (1988:48) may be read as contributing yeeleventh characteristic to this standard typaldtg notes
that unlike auto repairmen or plumbers, who areeeigphaving multiple chances to alter their treatisie
professionals often lack second or third chanceshlee client problems. He points to law, architecture and
medicine as exemplars of limited treatment chanidesvever, he also notes that psychotherapy, thgyland
forestry typically have several opportunities to, and he fails to specify what then differentiatesm from
auto repair and plumbing. He is confident, regasii¢hat the "profession” with the least room fooeis
military tactician (1988:49).
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nationally, and they elude empirical falsificatirarson 1977:xi, Cleaves 1987:8). As
examples: Is theoretical knowledge more or lesomant than technique? Does the
autonomy of decision-making refer to professionalgonomy from the power and influence
of state authorities or, say, from that of theirstqgorominent clients and patrons (e.g. Heinz
and Laumann 1982)? Regardless, is professionaishamy more or less important than their
monopoly of instruction and training, or their exse or their judgment?

Putting this differently, it is not at all clear wieither theoretical knowledge or
autonomy, as examples, even qualify agssentiakriterion of professionalisnm practice
(Cheek 1967, Klegon 1978, Pavalko 197yorse, this may be said of literally all ten
characteristics (Larson 1977:xi).

From the mid-1970s through the 1980s the list-mglkinterprise fell out of favor.
Beginning with Terence JohnsorPsofessions and Powgpublished in 1972, revisionist
critics of the earlier, largely functionalist liegure explicitly abandoned its first core tenet,
that professions are unique among all other ocaupatn at least certain identifiable
respect$. They abandoned and then disparaged any effoistimguish professions from
other occupations and then also any effort to ifletite larger social consequences of
professionalism. Andrew Abbott, for instance, neagiks why competition between expert
occupations for workplace jurisdictions mattersislogically, in contributing to social order
and a relatively benign (or malevolent) directidrsocial change. He simply notes that the
“system of professions” can “distort” the strat#ton system and occupational order, by
introducing unwarranted monopolies into the labarkeat for expert services.

Later in the 1980s, however, many sociologistshath sides of the Atlantic, began
seeing these two major lacunae in revisionist agtsoof professions being nearly as
unsatisfactory as the earlier list-making entegpri8ne unsatisfactory result is that
sociologists collapse the very concept of professiato more generic categories, namely
expert occupations or middle-class occupationsh\is the Anglo-American sociology of
professions becomes indistinguishable, both conedlgtand empirically, from the
Continent’s more general, socio-cultuBalrgertum(middle-class) approach to all learned or
liberal occupations (Sciulli 2005).

Another unsatisfactory result is even more trouplf@ociologists either assume or
assert outright that whatever affects professintreduce into society, these affects are
confined to the occupational order and stratifamatsystem. Sociologists no longer believe
that professions contribute more grandly in any vetyalone uniquely among all other
occupations, to “social order” and then social geamhus, as Randall Collins put the matter
in 1990, revisionists approach professions witeys focused narrowly on the “structure of
privilege” (1990:13-14). Parsons, he is confidérail wrongly approached professions too
broadly, with an eye to social breakdown (“a massety”). As Abbott puts the matter today,
the sociology of professions is “a branch of thei@ogy of work concerned with the analysis
of expert occupations.” It is not, in his view, rahch of the sociology of intermediary

% Barber (1983) refers to “powerful knowledge” anbbbtt (1988) to “abstract knowledge.” For Abbottpert
occupations secure control over some workplaceéstistion” within a relatively finite system of alable
niches. As occupations compete within this “systémprofessions,” workplace jurisdictions open afabe; at
times they also expand and contract, albeit mawdy:aWhat distinguishesxpertoccupations is that they
employ abstract knowledge in these competitivegsties. But Abbott acknowledges: “I have not spedifihow
much’ abstraction is enough to enter the systerpiofiessions], because that too depends on timglacd - on
other competitors, larger forces, internal struesti(1988:316).

* We show later (at pages 34-41) that Johnson’s ratignale for asserting this, his reading of the
historiographic record, is deficient on its face.



h@gSkOIE“ i OSIO SPS arbeidsnotat 7/2008

senter for profesjonsstudier

associations, concerned centrally with larger cqusaces, whether cultural, social-
psychological (attitudinal) or institutional.

This second result of today’s received wisdom aghbciology of professions is
troubling because the presence or absence of profedism, whether in civil society or in
the state, has literally dropped out of sight i st literature of comparative
democratization, with rare but notable exceptilst, if Parsons and other functionalists
were correct, if professions do contribute uniquelgocial integration under modern
conditions, and thereby ameliorate the negativecesfof state bureaucracy and market
commercialism, then this oversight in this literatis nothing short of disastrous. It draws
attention away from factors potentially vital irt@grating new democracies and, equally vital,
in retaining or increasing integration in estaldidldemocracies.

I. Transition: List-Making Returns

By the late 1980s many sociologists finally begeacting against the revisionist
dismissal of both core tenets of the earlier sogyplof professions. While rightly wary of
simply returning to the old list-making enterpritigey nonetheless appreciated, on strictly
epistemological grounds, that definitional integgtmultaneously constitutes the very field of
inquiry itself The sociology of professions as an enterprisangdirical inquiry and
theorizing is literallyconstitutedoy how professions are defined. Absent any basiariant
definition which distinguishes professions fromeatbccupations, sociologists become
incapable of drawingny salient distinctions among expert occupationsraittile-class or
learned occupations on the basis of their constitgealities. They then also become equally
incapable of identifying the consequences of tlesgmce or absence of these constituent
qualities in civil society or in the state.

In 1990 Michael Burrage, Konrad Jarausch and HaBreggist endeavored to
overcome these deficiencies of revisionism by psompa multi-part definition of professions
and professionalism. They drew this definition frearlier Anglo-American theories and
approaches but quite purposefully “broadened” #itiet by also considering lessons learned
from cases of modern (mid- and late nineteenthucgnbccupational upgrading in the
Burgertumon the Continent. Many sociologists today consibier definition and
accompanying typology to be the most promising st in the sociology of professions in
a generation (Jarausch 1990a:7, Jarausch 1990b:Adt@ 13; Siegrist 1990b:46-47;
Malatesta 1995:2,9; Torstendahl 1990a:53).

Drawn in part from earlier definitions of “professs” (liberal occupations) by
Burgertumtheorist Jurgen Kocka, the three co-authors degfinéession, and thus constitute
the field of inquiry, with the following six chartesistics (1990:205)Handout B]:°

(1) Itis a full-time, liberal (non-manual) occumat;

(2) It establishes a monopoly in the labor marketeikpert services;

(3) It attains self-governance or autonomy, thatreeedom from control by any

outsiders, whether the state, clients, laymen loerst

(4) Training is specialized and yet also systemetit scholarly;

(5) Examinations, diplomas and titles control entryhe occupation and also sanction

the monopoly;

® For its absence, see as examples Collier anddkgvit997; Diamond 1999; Munck and Verkuilen 2002;
O’Donnell, Cullell and lazzetta 2004; Lijphart 2Q0orlino 2005. For three exceptions, where prafess
enter the picture, see Perez-Diaz 1993:50-51; Sritmland Peruzzotti 2000; and Levitsky and Way 2005
® | rearrange the order of presentation for purpesetarity, consistent with my reading of theigament and
intention overall.
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(6) Member rewards, both material and symbolic tigak not only to their
occupational competence and workplace ethics ottal contemporaries’ general
belief that these expert services are “of speniglartance for society and the common
weal.”
Burrage, Jarausch and Siegrist’s point in offethng listing is that in the absence of any
accepted ideal type (or invariant analytical didiions), it is best to generalize on the basis of
empirical characteristics drawn from the crosserati record of modern cases of
occupational upgrading spanning both the Anglo-Acagr world and the Continent.

One problem with the new listing, however, is tihébo fails to distinguish
professions from many other expert occupationsnaiaidie-class occupations on any
invariant basis, empirical or analytical. This m&an turn, that the pool of cases of
occupational upgrading from which the three co-arghirew the empirical characteristics of
professions above fully reflect this conceptualestd affairs. Their baseline of cases is hardly
confined to putatively self-evident instances affpssionalism. This baseline instead
includes instances of occupational upgrading bgatls of middle class occupations,
including, as examples, haute couture and hausgneuiln this regard, the listing above
remains very similar to earlier listings by Anglaov&rican sociologists: it, too, is
insufficiently abstract to distinguish professi@malytically, then empirically, from other
occupations.

This lack of abstractness explains why Burraggukah and Siegrist have no
alternative other than to convert their listingeofipirical generalizations into “types” of
professionalization processes whose scope of a@piolrcis intrinsically relative, confined by
both historical era and social context (Siegrigaipendorses typological relativism, 2002).
For instance, the co-authors point out that sogiste are free to apply each empirical
generalization in their listing independently totmaular cases of occupational upgrading. “In
the absence of any agreed supra-historical or-@assral definition that can be applied with
a consistent meaning to various historical anducaltsettings, it is probably best to work
with a definition that can be disaggregated andaipmalized in this manner” (1990:205).

This means that the listing of empirical generditras above, however promising on
its face constitutes at best a variable “yardstiltkdentifies “one possible way in which
certain occupations have been distinguished frdrarst (1990:206). Indeed, the co-authors
acknowledge that sociologists are likely, in disaggating the empirical characteristics, to
end up with two tiers of lists. One tier will comahort, manageable lists of putatively
invariant empirical qualities (“basic, constant id@eristics”). The other tier will contain
supplementary lists of “optional variables.” We lvgike momentarily that this is remarkably
insightful, and yet, as worded, invites rather thegists relativism.

[I. Two Lingering Problems in the Sociology of Ree$ions

Standing back from both listings of professionldigs or traits, the compilation
spanning the entire first phase of the sociologgrofessions and the shorter one Burrage,
Jarausch and Siegrist formulated explicitly in megg® to revisionist criticisms, we see two
problems with both. These two problems, therefspan the entire sociology of professions
across its seventy years of development, from 8394 to today.

One problem is that all participants — Talcott Bassincluded — proceeded and
continue to proceed too directly on the basis gbieical generalizations, a crude or lowly
level of conceptual abstraction. They failed andtitme to fail to define profession and
professionalism more abstractly, whether as algistated ideal type or, more promisingly,
by clearly identifying analytical qualities or ttewhich are invariant. Being invariant, such
analytical distinctions would be literally constitxe of professions and professionalism as

6
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such, both historically and cross-nationally. Tinuld distinguish professions universally
and immutably from all other expert occupations amddle-class occupations. Such
invariant qualities or traits would once againidigtiish a professions approach to
occupations proper from tligurgertumapproach of the Continent - which Anglo-American
revisionists now share inadvertently.

A second problem with the sociology of professimnelated: All contributors to this
literature without a single exception have draweirtempirical generalizations first and
foremost from the same remarkably narrow rangewf putatively exemplary fields of
occupational upgrading: law and medicine, sciemckemgineering. The expert services
provided in these occupational fieldsindeed provide unambiguously the clearest examples
of the earliestnodernoccupational and organizational upgradings togesibnalism. The
problem is that in unthinkingly approaching tistoriographicrecord of the entire
occupational order with these fomodernoccupations in mind, this invariably yields
indefensible Whiggish misreadings of this record.

That is, sociologists of professions unthinkinghgdavrongly confine themselves to
perusing the historiographic record of these faurtipular occupations fields whenever
seeking the earliest origins of professionalismeyrdutifully go back in time only as far as
the historiographic record in this pre-selectedo$etccupations permits. The result of all
such inquiries is thereby preordained. It getsaogists and historians to: law, during the
mid- or late nineteenth century, in Britain (Longlerand then in the United States a
generation later. It does not get them to law areretearlier on the Continent nor, certainly,
to any earlier professionalism project in any @& tther three exemplary occupational fields.

As a result of this institutionalization of Whiggisistoriography, even today
sociologists treat professions as quintessentmtigernoccupational and organizational
developments, those which accompanied industriadizafirst in Britain and then elsewhere.
There is not a single study in the sociology offggsions in which it is argued explicitly that
qualities or traitzonstitutiveof professionalism as suamalyticallymay be traced tany
occupational and organizational developments whrgjinated on the Continent, as opposed
to the English-speaking world. There is also nsingle study which seeks such analytical
distinctions in any occupational fields other ttamw in particular, and then medicine. Even
more certainly, sociologists have never endeavseeidusly to trace the origins of
professionalism centuries earlier in time, not gmipr to industrialization but as far back as
the seventeenth century — the very zenith ofthgen regime
[ll. Moving Outside the Received Pool of Exemplars
1. Visual Culture in Mid-Seventeenth Century Europe

With these two problems spanning the entire literain mind, let us take a quick look
back to Europe during the mid-seventeenth centodyfacus exclusively on ambitious visual
culture and, more particularly, on narrative paigtand sculpturéWe find the following
situation. From the Renaissance to now, the 18t&n princely courts and municipalities
provide visual-cultural leadership for all of EusgNorth and South, East and West.
Leadership was first provided by Florence, and Rmwne, with Venice being highly
competitive as well as Bologna at times and eveamsmaller northern Italian princely

" These brief remarks are drawn from a twenty-chapek manuscript, co-authored with Jeffrey Hallehich
reviews the cultural landscape of this era and,thwre particularly, occupational, instructionatian
organizational developments (and machinatiomsharrative painting and sculpture from the HiginRissance
to 1680. Other ambitious cultural activities arecaurse, literary, such as epic poetry and drasy@tywriting.
Still others are performances or demonstratioraedlaorts — whether dance, musical, acting andreiténg, or
experimental natural philosophical.
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courts. The Low Countries are also making theirknvésual-culturally, but their master
painters and sculptors do not typically receive cossions for visual narrations, for scenes
drawn from Scripture, or mythology or antiquity.ékhinstead provide middle-class patrons
with genre scenes, scenes of everyday urban aablifar— albeit often with religious or
scriptural motifs.

Within this setting France in general and Parigarticular is consideraghiversally
in Europe to be literally a visual-cultural backesatFrench kings experience notorious
difficulties in recruiting top-tier Italians to @tate to France, first to the Loire Valley and
then to Paris. There is literally no commentaryowriticism of visual culture in French-
language usage. Indeed, the French aristocracy lokvocabulary or lexicon of visual-
cultural appreciation, and very few French collestexhibit the kind of ambitious taste which
Is quite typical in Italy. French collectors aredistriminatingcurieuxwho assemble rarities
and curiosities of all kinds, natural and man-mdadey are novirtuosiandamateurwho
give pride of place to visual narrations. Frencduwai-cultural taste and commissions, in short,
are middling, often inferior even to those of manigdle-class merchants in the Low
Countries (exceptions include prominent Italian®aris, such as Jules Mazarin and Marie
de’Medici).

By contrast, aristocracies across the Italian per@as well as prominent
commoners, such as the Medici in Florence and Biaibe Rome, have been operating for
generations informally with an elaborate visualtardl lexicon. Yet even this robust oral
tradition, the most advanced visual-culturally uwr&pe, is nonetheless drawn by analogy
from literary commentary and criticism. It had heen based directly on close observation of
paintings and sculpture alone. Regardless, Itgliarces, courtiers and prominent commoners
appreciate, discuss and routinely commission atidatwisual narrations. In turn, the most
ambitious painters and sculptors across Europeladdmg, from France, Simon Vouet (1590-
1649), Nicolas Poussin (1594-1665), and a youngl€haebrun (1619-1690) - consider it
vital to travel to Rome to learn Italianate tastiscourse and occupational practice, and
thereby to compete for these commissions.

Our point in looking back to this era is thatrdghky within one generation — by 1680 —
Paris begins forcefully to compete with Rome (afadhce and Venice) for visual-cultural
leadership of Europe. Only a single generatiorr éffiat, by the turn of the eighteenth century
Paris will wrest visual-cultural leadership fromme, and then retain this lofty position for
over two full centuries. Such a turn of eventsasisthing that no contemporary - in Italy,
France or anywhere else in Europe - could possie envisaged in 1640, let anticipated or
predicted.

How, then, was this remarkable visual-cultural xeszg and trajectory possible? The
answer is simple and direct, and yet eludes thekkegy of professions. Louis XIV and Jean-
Baptiste Colbert supported a visdadlademie- anAcademie Royale de Peinture et de
Sculpture -alongside a somewhat older litera&gademietheAcademie francaisél his new
Academieof painting and sculpture, founded in 1648, prdeekby 1680 to professionalize
the instruction and execution of visual narratidhs, highest genre of an entire era which
would remain highest for another two centuriegh®Impressionist revolution of the 1860s
and 1870s.

2. AcademieProfessionalism

This is not the place, certainly, to revidwademieaccomplishments at length. But we
can at least take note of three major steps takehebfledgling Paris visugcademiavhich
will for two centuries distinguish it from all othexpert occupations in any fieltl indout
C]. First, it establishes in 1666 the first “profies®l graduate school” in Western history, by

8
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opening in Rome thAcademie de Francé&dmission to this satellitAcademids tied to
merit, to success in student competitions. It islei to the play of nepotism, patronage or
venality, which is what other wise prevails acrtigsentire occupational order, from the
lowliest guild to the loftiest position in the rdyadministration. It is not possible to
overemphasize how utterly path breaking or anonsadtructurally this development is.
There is no precedent anywhere in early moderngeufar a school of advanced instruction
in any field that, first, has a practical, occupaél end and, even more, ties admission and
advancement to competitive examinations.

Second, the founding guidelines for the new studentpetition apply principles and
precepts of narrative painting which theademids simultaneously identifying and
standardizing, through a new series of forowmiferenceitiated in 1667. With this the
Academianitiates and sustains learned — intellection-dasdiscussions and debates which
simultaneously advance its instructional and octiapal ends. We have just stated, of
course, two of the most centrally constitutive elaéeristics of any professionalism project
today, in any field.

In the Academie’'sase, onacademiciereach month analyzes before the entire
assembly one exemplary painting (or sculpture)dweed from the royal collection. Interested
amateursare also invited to participate fully and freelyrichg the discussion periodihis is
the first time in Western history in which pradiiters (andmateur$ gather formally before
any painting or sculpture with the goal of analgzihin a disinterested and methodical way.
Thus, simply as formally organized events, the nenferenceseries is already path
breaking. Yet, these gatherings are also unpretedi@mtwo other related respects.

They reveal and identify what contemporaries beli@nd will continue to believe
until the mid-nineteenth century) to be “universaiid “immutable’visualrules (egles
infaillibles) and teachable principlepréceptelof narrative painting. The explicit goal is to
arrive at a “core curriculum” of instruction andigual-based lexicon which, together, can
upgrade visual-cultural discernment first withie tkhcademieHere is the other
unprecedented outcome of ttenferenceseries. Thécademiaefines, standardizes and
disseminates the firsisual-basedexicon — as opposed to literary-based, strictgl o
vocabulary — in Western history. Moreover, this sararriculum and lexicon then steadily
diffuse in part more generally into gentle disceursParis. This is what eventually upgrades
the French aristocracy to Italianate standardssafal-cultural discourse and taste.

Third, the success of the satellite visual scho®ome is already sufficiently notable
by 1676 that the oldekccademia di San Luda Rome formally merges with the parent, still
upstart, visuaAcademiean Paris. Here is an unprecedented organizatidealopment in
any field of occupational activity. With the mergBrenchpensionnairesn Rome become
eligible to compete iBan Lucastudent competitions. In an aristocratic socieiych
revolves openly around nepotism, patronage andiwgrextraordinary measures have to be
taken simply to ensure basic fairness — thus, o@dty - in such competitions. Any and all
such measures, it goes without saying, are utédidy structurallyto the institutional design
of an aristocratic society.

Students submit drawings or other works that treyelcompleted unsupervised over
the course of several months. Then three judgesnéster theprove an extemporaneous
drawing exercise used for comparison to the subamssto ensure that instructors or masters
had not assisted contestants. Only now does thalamimpetition begin, among students
who survive this screening. Now assigned the sarbgeet, all drawings submitted for the
next round are executed on site, in separated a@&s, and submitted numbered, not signed,
all for purposes of anonymous scoring. There isamather instructional facility in any
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scholarly discipline or in any occupational fiefdaarly modern Europe which tests students
with anything approaching such a disinterestedianpeérsonal format.

No other seventeenth century Academy of any kinavaere in Europe
professionalized similarly, not in painting, notimiting or letters and, most certainly, not in
“science” —experimental natural philosophy. Thei$aisualAcademienonetheless
professionalized by 1680, and then remained prafieakzed for two full centuries. It
professionalized, that is, two full centuries befany comparable developments unfolded in
English law, and certainly well before any unfoldednedicine anywhere - or science, or
engineering. Indeed, even into the mid-nineteeatiwy, English legal instruction is woeful
by comparison to that ithhe mid-seventeenth centuParis visuaAcademieand the same is
true of French legal instruction (and of medicatiaction across Europe) (see Sciulli
2008a,b for methodical comparisons to English lad Brench law).

3. Why theAcademieCase Eludes Sociology

Why has this case of instructional, organizati@ral occupational upgrading not been
seen before, even though the historiographic eceleh professionalism is utterly
unambiguous on its face? One reason is etymolodmalfession” is uniquely an English-
language term, utterly as alien to French-languesgge as it is to usage in every other
continental language. Another reason is that becAaglo-Americarsociologistauniversally
attribute the first professionalism project to Hsigllaw, arthistorianshave never approached
the historiographic record of the Pafisademiewith professionalism in mind. They instead
routinely characterize thiécademiewrongly, as bureaucratic or, worse, autocratic.

The Paris visuahcademienvas nothing of the sort: it was instead a reasoimg
collegial formation which, as such, institutionalizboth disinterestedness and ongoing
deliberation. That is, the Paris vis#adademigeunlike theAcademie francaisand all other
academies in Paris and across Europe, institutimthtwo sets of activities (among others)
during its formative years. Internally, it instittalized ongoing deliberation over how to
reform and improve the instructional program, mendoaferencesand occupational
practice. Externally, it institutionalized reasonigg regarding visual culture on basic
epistemological and didactic grounds, those unalgracknowledged at the time (and into
the mid-nineteenth century). Paris visaeademicienslid not somehow issue commands or
decrees regarding visual culture to their patronts@dients, because this was utterly
infeasible. Their patrons and clients were far sigpéo them socially and would never have
tolerated such impudence from commoners.

The Paris visuacademianstead convinced — by word and deed - first tistacracy
in Paris and then eventually all visually-attunedugpings across Europe and its colonies that
its instructional and occupational activities wbagh correct and exemplary. This is why for
two full centuries the most ambitious artists friserally all of Europe and beyond sought
access to and consecration from the Pacedemienot the oldeAccademia di San Luda
Rome

A third reason why the case of the Paris vijs@demiehas gone literally unseen in
the sociology of professions is the most imporfanbur purposes. The empirical
generalizations with which Anglo-American sociolstgiand then other sociologists approach
the historiographic record of occupational upgrgdias heretofore cast this case from sight,
even as it nonetheless stands in plain view ingherd. However, now that we have placed
this case on the table, sociologists can no lotader this tack. They can no longer continue to
assume blithely that professionalism originatethaum, in London, sometime during the
nineteenth century. Our case strips away the nrostipent consensus underpinning of the
entire sociology of professions.
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IV. The Conceptual Weightiness of Backdrop Diss@ean

By challenging received wisdom so dramatically anttlamentally — regarding
historical era, occupational field, geographic lecand both socio-cultural and institutional
setting - our case accomplishes far more than gitmgladening our understanding of
professionalism strictly descriptively, anecdotaltyprovides us with notable advantages of
optics over received wisdom in advancing the sogyplof professions at conceptual and
theoretical levels. After all, our case casts iarpkr relief than does any modern case of
purposeful professionalism in the English-speakuogld thestructural qualities truly
constitutive of professionalism as such. It accashgls this by removing from view, as if in
thought experiment, all obstructing, extraneou®agzanying variables of professionalism:
those particular to English industrialization aittalism, those particular to Anglo-
American democratization, and, for that mattersthparticular to Western modernity and
then industrialization more generally.

Indeed, our point in tracing invariant structurabdities of professionalism to the
Paris visuaAcademigather than taking our bearings from English lavaiy case of
purposeful occupational upgrading during nineteestiitury industrialization is to mine at
conceptual and theoretical levels the many advastafbackdroplissonancelt is far easier
to discern invariant structures of professionalghen the backdrop - institutional and
cultural, social and economic - cannot possiblabsommodated by received wisdom. Not
only is a cultural understanding of or social-pytolgical attraction to professions by
participants or observers entirely absent fromb@akdrop — to say nothing of any ideology
of professionalism. More generally, our backdroptisnce pre-industrial, socio-culturally
aristocratic, institutionally clientelistic and jtatally despotic or absolutist.

In addition, because our case of professionalisfoldedinadvertently on the
Continent not purposefully in England, it simultaneouslyneves from play all influences,
let alone putatively causal factors, stemming ffdmglo-Saxon” conditions: English
language usage, common law tradition, and ideosogfieeconomic laissez-faire and political
liberalism. All of these influences or factors casw be seen more plainly for what they are:
They are extraneous variables which simply happém@dcompany the professionalization
of English law. They are not qualities constitutofgprofessionalism as such, whether in
seventeenth century France, or in the nineteerdhvaentieth century West, or in lands of the
South or East today.

By contrast, when backdrop dissonance is not wgrterour favor, when English law
remains by default the historiographic exemplgprofessionalism, the socio-cultural and
institutional landscape visible to sociologistsddhen historians) at conceptual and
theoretical levels flattens, becomes indiscrimmgtiThe structural qualities constitutive of
professionalism literally dissolve into it, as a@dt of extraneous accompanying variables,
many parts of which are in fact Anglophile. Theanant becomes undetectable amidst the
extraneous.

The predictable result of backdrop consonancecahaeptual level is obscurantism —
imprecision, mere empirical generalizations — aldtivism. One manifestation of this is the
multiple, often incommensurable, listings of praiesal qualities which characterized the
early sociology of professions. These listingsearery bit akin to Ptolemaic epicycles.
Another manifestation of the same obscurantismraladivism is the willingness of
sociologists today to allow colloquial usages @& thrms “profession” and “professional”
literally to orient first research and then thewrigin this field of inquiry (e.g. Evetts 2006).

Received wisdom based on backdrop consonancepity ghprecisely what has been
hampering theorizing and concept formation in th@dogy of professions from the 1930s to
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today. Only by breaking out of this bind, only bsing the Paris visu#icademieas our
lodestar and then consideriagly in this lightthe significance of any subsequent modern
occupational developments (including in law and itied, science and engineering), can we
possibly advance.

V. Profession Invariance

1. Structural Qualities of Professionalism

Now fortified by backdrop dissonance, we are irosifion to rescan the entire
occupational landscape and isolate eight structpuralities constitutive of professionalism as
such. Being constitutive of professionalism, thetsactural qualities are invariant in all
instances of professionalism - whether duringatheien regimeor cross-nationally today,
whether in inadvertent professionalism projectsr@nContinent (and elsewhere) or in
purposeful professionalism projects in English-&pegalands.

By far, the first structural quality is the mositical. Always and everywhere
successful professionalism projects, whether ictpr@ or research, in associations, or in
instructional facilities Handout D]:

e Unfold within structured situations, at which twets of positions are
entrenched: positions of power, discretionary judgtand impersonal trust;
and positions of dependence, vulnerability and etpgmsion.

Professionalism does not unfold at any alternatites or venues, including fluid sites of
retail commerce and diversion or ongoing exchamgesh are simply embedded in personal
networks, not structured institutionally (and secidturally).

Within structured situations, both sets of posgierthose of power and those of
dependence - are literally fixed, and in two respdéirst, neither set of positions is
contingent upon quotidian social constructions eaning, available for substantial
renegotiation by participants or interested obssrveower and dependence accrue to these
positions irrespective of what individual partians.or observers happen to believe social-
psychologically or happen to understand culturafiyaddition, the relationship between these
positions is equally fixed, equally beyond soc@ahstruction and renegotiation. Always and
everywhere incumbents of the first set of positiersrcisegositional poweiover
dependents. This remains the case even when ti@sabents are visuatademiciensand
their clients or patrons agentilshommgeotherwise superior - seemingly ontologically dan
unambiguously wealthier, more powerful and moréugnitial in everyday social life.

Related, always and everywhere incumbents of ectiezhpositions of power are
oriented structurally by readily identifiabp@sitional interestsProfessionals indeed do not
typically act self-interestedly as if they are fets, individual service-providers
unencumbered positionally. However, this hardly nsgarofessionaltypically act
altruistically or selflessly, as if motivated sdgychologically or oriented cognitively in
common to be abnegating. Rather, professionalsadstlways and everywhere advance
identifiable positional interests, and key is ttieg latter are distinct both analytically and
empirically from their self interests, internalizesbtivations, and cognitive understandings as
individuals. In advancing these positional inteseptofessionals always and everywhere
exercise positional power over dependents, as @gjposbeing altruistic or selfless.

Because this first structural quality of professilism is so vitally important in
distinguishing professions from other expert octigpa (including haute couture and haute
cuisine), and because it has heretofore been riedlacthe literature, we elaborate on it at
greatest length below. We also explain why it heenbneglected or disregarded in the
sociology of professions. That is, we trace thgins of where the turn to conceptual
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imprecision and relativism became received wisdivereafter recapitulated unthinkingly on
both sides of the Atlantic.

In addition to unfolding within structured situat® professionalism has seven other
invariant structural qualities. Always and everywprofessions:

» Successfully claim an independent socio-culturéhaity within their
structured situations (areas of expertise), whichsserted and exercised also
consistently with the same positional and corporatrests.

Being independent, professions and their assonmtiever directly “control” this socio-
cultural authority. They do not control its diregstiof change or the uses to which it can be
put, whether by dispersed practitioners and rebeasdn everyday workplaces, or by
dissidents internally, or by critics externallyd&ed, this socio-cultural authority’s
independence, along with professionals’ fiduciapansibilities (introduced next), is what
effectively constrains professionals’ exercisepagitional power short of one-sidedness or
abuse. Third, professions:

« Are held accountable structurally, positionallyjwem sets of fiducial
responsibilities. One set is assumed purposefodiyely fiducial
responsibilities for client or patron wellbeing ahdt of local communitie$.
The other set is invariant historically and croasionally but also typically
assumed inadvertently rather than purposefully,etarfiducial
responsibilities for the institutional design oétlarger social order.

A dividing line in the occupational order (or in what Abbott céfle “system of

professions”) goes here, as Burrage, Jarauschiagds$ anticipated (but worded wrongly):
All qualities or traits above this line are excltesio professions. By contrast, the qualities or
traits below can be, and today frequently are, sstbpr feigned by other occupations.
However,all qualities or traits, those below as much as tlabewe, are equally constitutive
of professionalism as such, always and everywhdres, fourth, professions:

* Are held accountable structurally, positionallyfwam occupational
orientations, one epistemological or scientific #&mel other didactic or moral.
As behavior, credible claims to incarnate truth aratality are invariant in
professionalism; but, in content, these claimsately evolve historically as
well as vary by specialty.

All professionals provide expert services considyenith an epistemological
occupational orientation and then, typically alsbere applicable, with a didactic
occupational orientation. This is as true of thkawor of professional practitioners as it is of
the behavior of professional researchers. Theapbgical orientation is structurally
universal and thus invariant across all fields rff@ssional practice. By contrast, the didactic
orientation varies somewhat across professioniasfielepending on the nature of the expert
services being provided or research being undartake

Epistemologically, professionals as well as thegagiations and disciplines are
compelled structurally or positionally to providepert services consistently with prevailing
standards of (scientific) truth, whatever thesaddads happen to be. Prior to the mid-
nineteenth century such standards tended to béogital or otherwise directly substantive-
normative, consistent with positivism and copy tieoof truth. From the mid-nineteenth
century forward prevailing standards of scientifith became increasingly epistemological
and procedural-normative, including standards ebtizing and methodology.

® This set is variable in part and invariant in parpoint which cannot be elaborated on here.
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This transition was adumbrated during the 1860s1&7®s by the ordinary-language
pragmatism of American philosopher Charles Sandenxe (1839-1914). Then it was
advanced during the 1930s by the critical rati@mal(fallibilism) of Austrian philosopher
Karl Popper. Finally, in the face of mounting ppssitivist challenges to Popper (by Thomas
Kuhn, Imre Lakatos, Paul Feyerabend and otherglastconsolidated during the 1960s and
1970s on explicitly procedural-normative groundsiiscourse theories of truth, including
those presented by Jurgen Habermas and Karl-Otbwipich are directly indebted to
Peirce’s earlier approach.

Not coincidentally, the mid-nineteenth centuryiisgisely the period when artists
voluntarily abandoned the inadvertent professi@nalproject bequeathed to them by the
Paris visuaAcademiaThe ontological and substantive-normative stasglaf truth, morality
and beauty which for two centuries had orientedatiae painting and sculpture were by now
withering away. This is also the period, againcwhcidentally, when medicine and
engineering, along with science, increasingly faritg initiated their professionalism
projects, following that by British law. Increaslpgthey proceeded consistently with quite
different, epistemological and increasingly proaathmormative, standards of truth (and,
where applicable, morality).

One manifestation of an epistemological occupationantation is that professionals
and their associations are compelled structurallyositionally to provide their services
relatively disinterestedly and dispassionatelysTdoes not mean, nor require, that they do so
oblivious to, or unconcerned about, their remunenatheir social status or, certainly, their
positional and corporate interests and positionalgy. What it does mean is that
professionals are constrained structurally or pmsatly from advancing these interests and
exercising this power beyond limitations set byvpikng theories, scientific findings,
scientific methods and then also fiducial respalisés.

Turning briefly to the didactic commitment or m@siimposed upon professions
structurally or positionally, this is reflected laeforally in practitioners’ typical or quotidian
prudence, comportment and decorum. Considering amycontemporary example of such
behavior, psychotherapeutic ethics in the UnitedeStinclude proscriptions against any and
all social interaction with patients, what are edlfdual relationships.” These proscriptions
are expansive in their behavioral demands. Psyehapists are expected not only to refrain
from sexual relationships with current or formetigats. They are also advised to avoid:
living in same neighborhood, attending the sameathsupervising patients’ graduate
studies or employing them as research assistattisarging gifts or entering business
partnerships (Shapiro 2003:169).

Of course, the particulars of similar behavioragariptions in other professions,
being substantive normative rather than strictycpdural normative, vary across
occupational fields, the nature of the expert eawvibeing provided. They also vary, of
course, across time and across societies. Moremaaty other expert occupations, not
professions exclusively, may well encourage priact#rs to adopt or feign adopting similar
proscriptions. Turning to the remaining four stwuat qualities constitutive of
professionalism, professions:

» Establish and maintain their independent sociadcaltauthority in both
internal governance and external regulation thraugioing procedural-
normative integrity, deliberation and relative disrestedness organized in a

° See Radnitzky 1968 for a remarkable overview of @mmentary on epistemological developments oh bot
sides of the Atlantic.
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collegial form of organization. They do not do keough unwarranted social
closure, through occupational monopoly organizedéucratically, strictly
commercially or clientelistically.

* Their collegial formations uniquely institutionadiprocedural-normative
integrity — a bright-line threshold of rule clariand consistend§— which,
first and foremost, permits dispersed professiotimselves, and then also
any interested outsiders, shared cognition of:

1. instances of possible positional one-sidedr@assgportunism);

2. the principles and precepts of the professiomependent socio-
cultural authority;

3. the substance of professionals’ structurallgasitionally imposed
fiducial responsibilities and occupational orierdas;

4. the evolving and varying content of professishastructional and
occupational activities;

5. professionals’ ongoing disinterestedness antefekion, as
substantive-normative behavior.

* Privilege merit structurally in both instructioreatry and matriculation and
then occupational placement and advancement, asego permitting open
nepotism, patronage or venality to displace or slihate demonstrable merit.

This factor is vitally important during the pionewy initiation of professionalism in any
occupational field historically, whether paintingdasculpture in mid-seventeenth Paris, or
law in mid-nineteenth century London, or medicindate-nineteenth century Baltimore (at
Johns Hopkins University) or elsewhere in Franag @armany. But meritocracy then
diffuses far more generally into the occupatiorrdeo; alternatively, patron-client networks,
bureaucratization or commercialism may stem tHisision, and thereby enervate
professionalism.

» Establish and maintain identifiable jurisdictionsfields (if not monopolies) in
the labor market for expert services which aretiretty well-patrolled. Such
patrolling is possiblenly becauséhese jurisdictions span structured situations
based on an independent socio-cultural authorityfeamed by fiducial
responsibilities. As a result, this means thesediations are warranted both
structurally and institutionally (and also typigadlulturally), never wanton —
pointless, capricious, or indefensible on geneable grounds.

2. More on the Dividing Line

The dividing line in the occupational order notédee serves two purposes in our
sociology of professions. One purpose is thatdead accounts, at least in part, for why the
term “professional” is applied so broadly collodlyian some lands. The dividing line
thereby reveals one major source of confusionersttholarly literature. The other purpose is
that the same dividing line reemphasizes the inapog of the structural qualities (and
institutional consequences, see below) of profesdiem, for these are indeed uniquely
constitutive of professions exclusively. The dinglline thereby reveals why professions
and, equally important, the consequences of prioieglism are indeed distinctive,
irrespective of scholarly confusion and quotidizage.

Our thesis is that in distinguishing professiomsrfrother occupations both
analytically and empirically it is vital, first, tolentify the structural qualities distinctive to

9 These are taken from Harvard legal theorist LolfieF(1964/1969:46-84). See Sciulli (1992) for atemded
discussion of why and how Fuller’'s “desiderata'tlo# rule of law are consistent at a conceptuall leith
Habermas’ discourse theory of truth as well as Wiihsons’ references to collegial formations.
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professionalism exclusively. Then, in additiorisiequally vital to identify the immediate and
institutional consequences which follow intrinslgdtom these structural characteristics.
These qualities and consequences are equallyatiggério professionalism exclusively.

Only professions, not any other expert occupatamsiddle class occupations,
provide expert services within structured situation the basis of an independent socio-
cultural authority and consistently with fiducialsponsibilities. In turn, only professions are
compelled structurally — as they simply advancé twn positional and corporate interests -
to exhibit behavioral fidelity to both occupatiomalentations and then also to all additional
structural characteristics listed thereafter, idolg the collegial form and procedural-
normative integrity. When professionals fail opetdyexhibit such behavi@s a piecehis is
literally suicidal for professionalism projectsriins directly counter to professionals’ (and
their associations’) immediate positional and coapminterests.

This remains the case even if particular failueye the self interests of particular
profession leaders or particular professional jfraners or researchers. Any open pattern of
failures:

» Jeopardizes the positional power and compromisepdhkitional interests @anyone
in a professional position;

» Compromises the place and purpose of professiamtsipational activities in civil
society or the state, and thereby literally inviteseasingly open and direct
challenges to professions’ independent socio-allauthority; and, at the limiting
case

» Calls into question the cultural truism which hefete had distinguished structured
situations from embedded exchanges and fluid Sit@s.is what happened in art
during the 1870s.

Other experts and practitioners, in short, maly gshibit behaviorally one or both of
the same occupational orientations which animatéepsional behavior always and
everywhere. The may also adopt or feign adoptiegother qualities listed after that. But
these same experts and practitioners routinelyogedly neglect or disregard both of the
fiducial responsibilities constitutive of professalism. Chefs and couturiers, after all, are
hardly fiduciaries, dedicated positionally to adeiaig the wellbeing of others. The same is
true of athletes, sportsmen (e.g. bowlers, goHesbilliard players) and entertainers. All of
these practitioners are called “professionals”amplially, but none are professionals.
Operating outside structured situations none can grofessionalize.

Fiducial behavior comes into play exclusively witltingoing professionalism projects
(and within other structured situations, such apa@a@te governance). Most important, when
nonprofessional experts and practitioners faibdoilat fiducial behavior they never suffer
any comparable loss of positional power or socikbdcal authority. This does not happen
precisely because they lack this power and thisaaity in the first place. They provide
expert services solely within embedded exchanges ftuwid sites of commerce or diversion,
not in structured situations. Thus, nonprofessiexglerts and practitioners — such as chefs,
couturiers and the others noted above - never segpositional power over clients and
patrons and never claim credibly an independenbsadtural authority, let alone consolidate
this authority across cohorts and generations.

3. Invariant Consequences: Immediate and Institatio

As a result of providing expert services withirustured situations on the basis of an
independent socio-cultural authority and consi$yesith positional interests, fiducial
responsibilities, occupational orientations anddtiesr invariant qualities, only professions
introduce into the larger society structurally gragitionally both immediate consequences
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and institutional consequences. The immediate cuesees of professionalism are noted
frequently and debated in the literature as welhgsurnalistic accounts. These are the
consequences for particular professionals and edgwts, on one side, or for particular
clients, patrons and local communities, on therothe

Professionals typically advance the wellbeing dfges and clients even as all
professionals are capable structurally or positlgrad doing great harm. Put differently,
professionals do not typically take full advantaf¢heir entrenched positions of power. They
instead typically draw back from this, advancingitipositional interests more adroitly than
heavy-handedly, and thus in ways which are moreleveded than one-sidedfact

Sociologists cannot simply neglect describing, akphg and predicting the
evenhandedness typicalariyoneoccupyinga professionabosition as if such empirical
behavior is not manifestly and unambiguously irdewice all around them (including among
fellow sociologists). They cannot possibly advatieescientific study of professions by
sweeping this behavior under the rug. Equally autoliisly, they cannot continue to approach
this behavior at a conceptual level in ways whichutaneously disregard the very real
safeguarding it provides to clients and patronsrsgjaoral hazards and, correlatively, the
very real demands of fiducial responsibility, ofgersonal trust, this behavior places on
professionals. Indeed, because fiducial relatigpsshften involve strangers, they are also
called relationships of “impersonal trust” and “pmeous trust” (Shapiro 2003:92 and note 7).

Sociologists’ received concepts currently disregarch evenhandedness by treating it
as rare or unusual behavior, rather than typicahter. Or, alternatively, received concepts
treat evenhandedness as: some conspiracy by poofegBcers, designed strategically to
advance professional power alone; or some ideabginokescreen, employed cleverly to
veil occupational cravenness, unwarranted closutked labor market for expert services.
Our point is that the evenhanded - disinteresteddatiberative - behavior so typical of
professionalism is entirely worthy of methodicati®dogical inquiry and examination on its
own terms, on the merits, shorn of all such disatssand disparaging labeling.

The other set of consequences of professionallsinstitutional ones, are more
important for our purposes because they are expaisiscope and, more important,
invariant. The institutional consequences of eithacessful or failed professionalism are
those for the institutional design of the largeciaborder. Being consequences of the
governance, regulation and activities of professiand their associations, they are invariant.
But, of course, the institutional designs being@etiéd by them evolve historically and vary
cross-nationally today. The institutional desigmofl-seventeenth century Paris is quite
unlike that of mid-nineteenth century London, anel fatter, in turn, is quite unlike that of the
U.S. or EU today.

Despite being invariant, the institutional consetes of professionalism are
nonetheless more elusive than the immediate ondpr@cisely because they are longer
term, and thus subtler in their impact. Being elesthese consequences have been
overlooked and neglected heretofore in the sociotdgrofessions despite the earlier efforts

' Here Julia Evetts hits the mark, noting (2003:464) “Parsons’ work has been over-zealously dziid” by
revisionists who reject his view of professionaliama “value system” in favor of seeing professiamselite
conspiracies of powerful occupational workers” gaissetts 1998:64). Sociologist of law Susan Shapiro
(2003:201) is similar, noting that many sociologjistday, on both sides of the Atlantic, view prsfeass “as
strategic devices to achieve monopoly, not selédatgd institutions structured to deliver and shaperust.”
These sociologists see professional codes of efloicstance, asmere window dressing or, worse, as
“linguistic Trojan horses” designed to deflect atten and criticism from professions’ ever-broacdenpower.
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of Parsons and other functionalists to draw atbentd the putative relationship between
professionalism and social order.

Our thesis here is that precisely because thetatal@ualities listed above are
constitutive of professionalism, professions alwayd everywhere also introduce four
invariantinstitutional consequences into the civil societies and statadich they appear.
That is, professions are unique instances of oc¢mnzd upgrading within structured
situations. In turnmajor structured situations are invariably constitueritsither major
intermediary associations in civil society (in theglo-American world) or, alternatively, of
state administrative agencies (on the Continentedselvhere). There is no third option of
organizational context or setting for either majtuctured situations or professions.

This follows because social elitesverentrust major structured situations to informal
assemblies or, certainly, to strictly commercidkeprises, whether of embedded exchange or
of arms’ length retail transaction. They never esitmajor structured situations to
occupations (or avocations) whose practitionergarmitted structurally to act in ways
which are one-sided (abusive), irresponsible (¢aral idiosyncratic), opportunistic (strictly
self-interested) or market-mimicking (strictly corarnial). Always and everywhere social
elites instead entrust major structured situatgtiger to officially recognized private
governance structures or to state-warranted pgblernance structures.

As a result of this, professions always and evegrelintroduce into institutional
design a new governance structure, whether privapeiblic. They either introduce into civil
society distinct venues of private governancel{@édase of intermediary associations) or they
introduce into the state distinct venues of pubgbegernance (in the case of state
administrative agencies). In either case elites imsist upon state (judicial or administrative)
oversight and regulation of these governance strest They never permit the latter to be
entirely self-regulating.

The following four consequences of professionalisnthe institutional design of the
larger social order (and its direction of change)iavariant, both historically and cross-
nationally today. Professionklandout E]:

» Establish and maintain an independent socio-culawtority and governance
structure in a particular occupational jurisdictmnrfield, consistently with identifiable
fiducial responsibilities, occupational orientataand the other structural qualities
noted previously.

e Upgrade discourse (and, where applicable, sodighiliithin civil society and the
state, as professions’ specialized understandingi$exicons diffuse in part into
popular consciousness and general cultural unchelisigs.

« Exercise entrenched positional power short of adeehiess and opportunism by
operating consistently with an independent socitucal authority, fiducial
responsibilities, and identifiable positional amdporate interests. That is, professions
institutionalize within identifiable positions -tker within major intermediary
associations in civil society or within state agesc a set of bright line, procedural-
normative restraints on arbitrary exercises ofemive power of any kind, public or
private.

* Are “arbitrating” institutions which, in restraingnpositional one-sidedness, extend
lawfulness as procedural-normative legal intedribyn the state to major
intermediary associations in civil society or, aitgively, to independently governed
agencies of the state. As such, professions suppadturally one and only one
institutional design in particular. Otherwise, thgiofessional power, authority,
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responsibility, occupational orientation, procedumgegrity and collegiality, and

meritocracy challenge structurally all other inginal designs. Professions:

1. enervate structurally (and typically inadvertentjf)despotisms and
autocracies, in which one-sidedness characterizsdbate agencies and
major intermediary associations;

2. expose (often more purposefully) structural limdas in formal democracies,
in which fair and free elections are held but oedness continues to
characterize both the state and intermediary a&i$0Gs;

3. expose (typically even more purposefully) strudtiinaitations in limited
governments, in which state one-sidedness is mestt@rocedural-
normatively but one-sidedness continues to chamaetenajor intermediary
associations in civil society.

4. support structurally democratic societies, in whotie-sidedness by major
intermediary associations is restrained proceduvatatively.

This fourth, four-part institutional consequenceyaffessionalism indicates why Continental
sociologists have long considered professions forbgn horses (see note 11). Living within
“state’ societies” (Dyson 1980) arRlechtsstaatahich at best institutionalize limited
government, not democratic society (see Sciulligal)0they see professionalism insidiously
challenging received practices and institutionsrspthey see it spearheading an ongoing,
ultimately sinister diffusion of “Anglo-Saxon cufal imperialism” (e.g. Bourdieu and
Wacquant 1998:197-98 note 40; Dezalay and Garth,1282; Fournier 1999; and Sousa
Santos 1995, 2005).

How professionals, and their associations, typycatid openly exercise positional
power over dependents does indeed always and ekergwtructurally support, enervate or
expose limitations in whatever institutional desigim place. One example of the structural
invariance to which we are pointing comes into viglaen professionals act with integrity,
consistently with their independent socio-cultwathority, fiducial responsibilities and other
gualities. They then always and everywhere exemis@ional power short of one-sidedness
or abuse, to say nothing of short of opportunisrmresponsibility. But now we can add
examples of variation in institutional design testhasic proposition.

Integrity in professional practice and professiamealearch always and everywhere
supports structurally only one set of institutiodakigns, that of democratic, commercially
competitive societies. Tremamebehavioral integrity by professionals always anergwhere
either exposes structural limitations in otheritnibnal designs, those of limited
governments and formal democracies, or enervatestker institutional designs structurally,
those of autocracy.

On the one hand, always and everywhere, histoyiealtl today, ongoing
professionalism enervates structurally all socsetied regimes which are manifestly despotic
or authoritarian in institutional design. Theseisties and regimes include, of course, the
aristocratic societies, dynastic states and absaohanarchies of thencien regimeThey also
include all authoritarian societies and autocraggimes of the modern world, including those
today. Ongoing professionalism, including that vihimfolded inadvertently in the visual
Academienever supportstructurally any of these institutional designs. (Considermgai
this light our comments above ab&dademianeritocracy being incompatibgtructurally
with the institutional design of an aristocraticisty.)

On the other hand, ongoing professionalism alsaygdvand everywhere introduces a
structural irritant into all remaining institutioh@esigns. Being both wide-ranging in scope
and internally variegated, this intermediate cate@d societies and states spans all
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institutional designs, historically and today, whiesist outright autocracy and yet fail to
democratize sufficiently to qualify unambiguouss/democratic, commercially competitive
societiesOngoing professionalism exposes severe strudinritions within or introduces
salient structural tensions into this entire intednate set of societies and states.

The institutional designs we have in mind include only those which Larry
Diamond categorizes generally as “pseudo-demo@acteose which fall short even of
formal or electoral democracy. They also includgmes which institutionalize fair and free
elections but otherwise fall short of liberal demsmy structurally and institutionally (and
then also socio-culturally). Such regimes spandhasich Guillermo O’Donnell calls
“delegative democracy,” others call “illiberal decnacy,” and Diamond categorizes generally
as “intermediate democracy.”

For present purposes, we restrict our discussitwdamajor examples of intermediate
democracy, of institutional designs which are dieformally democratic but, equally clearly,
fall short structurally of democratic sociéfyOne example is that noted above in passing:
formal or electoral democracy. This set of institnél designs includes prewar continental
Rechtsstaatas well as American democracy prior to Progressaf@ms at the turn of the
twentieth century. It also includes most new derades in the South and East today. The
other example goes a step further: limited goventmeincludes post-Progressive reform
American democracy as well as postwar contindRéghtsstaatand, thus, most
contemporary established democracies today.

Always and everywhere, professions are “arbitratimsgjtutions” in the state or in
civil society which operate more or less indepetigest more familiar arbitrating
institutions, namely the state administration ardigiary’® Indeed, professions bring with
them, independently of both economic liberalism palitical democratization, effective
horizontal restraints on arbitrary power, and tbeyso irrespective of the latter’'s source.
They restrain arbitrary power which originatestatas agencies as well as that which
originates in structured situations in civil sogjevhether in private commercial enterprises
(publicly traded corporations), in occupationalasations or in dispersed workplaces.

This means that citizens’ everyday experiences piitifiessions can bear directly on
how elites as well as the mass public perceivérgpaesentativeness” or “responsiveness” of
an entire regime. Here is a good illustration oivifeegime” extends beyond the “state.” It
also illustrates, moreover, why “institutional dgsiis more descriptive than “regime” and,
as a result, more helpful both empirically and teéoally**

4. Discussion: Greater Abstraction

We can see already that the listings above havemportant features. First, they are
far more abstract than any of the listings preseheretofore in the sociology of professions;
they are thereby capable of overcoming or overagchype and case relativism. Our
definition and criteria of profession above ardisigntly abstract to grasp the Paris
Academiecase, and then also the rise of English law psitdeslism during the mid-

2 How and why liberal democracy also falls shortdlemocratic society structurally and institutionatiybeyond
the scope of this paper, as is our elaborated dgyobf institutional designs.

13 See Robert Rohrschneider (2005) for the phraseratany reference to, let alone discussion ofepsions.
4 Gunther Teubner draws attention in various pubibos to what he calls “the horizontal effect ofifiamental
rights,” which extends beyond the state to priva@nters of economic power” (2004:7; also 2002, RA®98;
Fischer-Lescano and Teubner 2004; Paterson anch&e@B98). We are proposing that substantive-navmat
rights attached to persons are today increasiegly éffective horizontally in identifying and redting
arbitrary power. Much more effective are procedm@mative duties attached to positions, both uttid
private.
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nineteenth century as well as all instances ofgasibnalism since then and any instances of
unfolding professionalism today.

Second, and related, all of the qualities in the ligtings above are first and foremost
structural and institutional — not cultural, or edgsychological or socio-economic. This is
why they are invariant rather than variable ortre¢éa These qualities do not hinge on the
cultural understandings and socio-psychological/mions of occupational practitioners,
which are ineluctably variable. For instance, tbéan of professionalism was entirely
anachronistic during th@ncien regimeThus, Pariscademiciensiad no cultural
understanding whatsoever that they were professzamg and yet this is precisely what they
did. They did so in the complete absence of angladg of professionalism and, for that
matter, in the complete absence of any indeperstaal-psychological convictions about
the promise or limits of undertaking a professiralproject.

The qualities above also do not speak to the velatiatus or wealth of professionals
as compared to other occupational practitionersraselarchers. Professionals are not always
and everywhere paid well, nor held in esteem; tlaesevariables.

Being constitutive and invariant, our definitiondaeriteria above apply always and
everywhere to every professionalism project, pagresent and future. The structural
qualities and institutional consequences of prad@sand professionalism appear empirically
irrespective of whether the instances of occupatiapgrading being studied are found in the
Anglo-American world during the nineteenth centaryon the Continent in the seventeenth
century or in the Pacific Rim or Southern Hemisghteday. They appear empirically, that is,
irrespective of whether we are studying prototyipadvertent) professionalism projects
during theancien regimer purposeful professionalism projects amidst stdalization.

They also appear empirically in the major inadvarprofessionalism project unfolding today
in the U.S. and the EU, that in corporate goveraanc

These structural qualities and institutional conseges, in short, constitute the field
of the sociology of professions. They distinguilis field from that of work and occupations
more generally, from the more generic inquiriebath Anglo-American revisionists and
continentaBurgertumsociologists. At the same time, they once agagndhe field of the
sociology of professions with the great concercesaral to Tocqueville: identifying major
intermediary associations in civil society (and stege) that contribute to stable or
institutionalized democracy (while simultaneousgisting populism or leveling).

VI. More on Structured Situations
1. How Structured Situations Differ from Other Site

Only professionals, whether practitioners or redeens, earn their livelihoods by
providing expert services within what contemporabelieveuniversally as a literal cultural
truism oftheir society and era, to ®ructured situation# civil society or the state. Within a
structured situation, clients or patrons of an expervice are captured, not free standing.
Entry is compelled by condition or circumstance ari is either unfeasible or prohibitively
costly. On the one hand, due to circumstance adition, one must secure the expert service
or else suffer either literal or figurative harmaioe’s wellbeing, whether harm to one’s
person or property or harm to one’s place and m&gor status and influence) in society. On
the other hand, once clients or patrons succegsdedure the expert service, they cannot exit
the structured situation on short notice or atigdge transaction cost.

The term structured situation is taken from tlgaleand sociological literature of
corporate governance, where it is applied to stakleins as opposed to shareholders. This
literature, in turn, stems from the much older ameth more expansive literature of fiduciary
law (as opposed to contract law).
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Theshareholderposition in corporate governance is not structuitad instead fluid,

a site of simple commercial transacting. Sharehsldan exit on short notice — sell their
shares — typically at little or no transaction cost

By contrast, thatakeholdeposition in corporate governance is structured smply
embedded. Stakeholders are captured. As exampigdlenmanagers have already dedicated
long careers to one company, or major supplierg ladready tailored their production
facilities to fabricate particular intermediate guats for one company according to
customized specifications. Because of this, staklein® cannot avoid trusting existing and
future sitting management teams to bear some fdloesponsibility for preserving or
maintaining their sunk assets. They cannot avaistiitg management to act “responsibility”
or “evenhandedly,” as opposed to acting eithersidedly, more unilaterally in their own
positional interests, or opportunistically, in thewn self interests - and thereby depleting
stakeholders’ sunk assets prematurely to managémemh benefit.

There are no possible contractual terms that cateqrstakeholders fully from this
moral hazard intrinsic to their position. This iBythe corporate judiciary (in the United
States) or the corporate state administrationlferContinent and elsewhere) enforces
independently of contractual terms and of statutavy management’s fiducial
responsibilities of “care” and “loyalty” within cporate governance structures (Sciulli 2001).

Likewise, clients or patrons of professional sezgiprovided within structured
situations cannot avoid trusting strangers impeabptrusting particular practitioners or
researchers to exhibit some fiducial responsibibtytheir wellbeing or investments.
Reflecting this intrinsic structuredness, profesaleclient relationships are never strictly
contractual in the eyes of the law. Always and yweere they are first and foremost
relationships of impersonal trust, thus fiduciaheh only secondarily are they considered
relationships also of commerce, thus also conteh¢tund statutory). This is why
professionals are never bound solely by contrataurais, explicit or implicit, or solely by
statutory language, criminal or civil. Always andeeywhere they are bound also by a value-
added layer of tribunal-enforced fiducial normsropersonal trust, a layer which exceeds
unambiguously all contractual obligations and staturestrictions of commercial exchange.

Client or patron vulnerability structurally, positially, to moral hazard by
professionals was as much in evidence when Pastoenats secured the expert services of
visualacademicienss it is today when individuats collectivities or even the stasecure
medical services, legal services or other professiservices. By contrast, all other expert
practitioners, including as examples chefs andwaars, as well as athletes, sportsmen and
entertainers, provide expert services at one oerbthree sites or venues which are quite
different:

» Sites of embedded commercial exchanges, the nepatitarket relations idealized by
network analysts and economic sociologists. Thgskanges typically yield social
relationships and thus emergent norms of behabudrthey never contain entrenched
positions, and thus never confront positional power

» Sites of simple commercial transacting and contrgcthe arm’s-length market
relations idealized by neoclassical economists.

» Sites of elective diversion, of discretionary lesand entertainment.

The last two sites or venues, those of commen@akacting and elective diversion
are fluid sites precisely because they lack rapetdr embedded exchanges, let alone
entrenched positions. No one entering such veneesnites embedded, and thus subjected to
emergent norms, let alone being captured or ertegh@nd thus subjected to fixed positions,
whether of power or of dependence. And no oneaitgyt is either compelled to enter these
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venues or blocked from exiting them at will. Thase the sites or venues idealized by
neoclassical economics.

Turning to the first site or venue listed abovependded exchanges, haute couture and
haute cuisine are ideal occupations with whichltstrate differences from arms’ length
retail transactions and then differences from msifnalism. First, these occupations provide
services which are unambiguously expert and mididies Burgerlichkei}. Second, they also
exemplify generally the types of occupational seesiwhich can be acquired and provided
repetitively, in embedded exchanges, not necegsawilays at arms’ length. As a result,
emergent social norms frequently materialize dutiregacquisition and delivery of these
sorts of expert services. Third, haute couturelende cuisine nonetheless do not qualify as
professions on the structural grounds we are d@sgriMoreover, they are not likely ever to
professionalize, irrespective of how they evolvepeioally in the future.

Couturiers and chefs, whether today or historicalgver occupy entrenched positions
of power and their clienteles never occupy entredgbositions of dependence. In turn, their
clients and patrons are hardly compelled by comdlitir circumstance to acquitet aloneto
retain, particular clothing design or culinary servicegiotime. As a result, couturiers and
chefs are entirely free structurally, like everyatge providing goods and services retail at
either fluid sites or in embedded exchanges, t@asklf-interestedly as they wish (short of
violating basic contractual terms and general Istgtutes). Indeed, when these “artists” or
“entertainers” act utterly opportunistically or etiwise conduct themselves in aggrandizing
ways it is preposterous for a client or patromtagine accusing them of somehow abusing
their power, their positionsThe position of couturier or chef lacks positibopawer and, as a
result, is hardly fiducial; it is strictly contragl, and then can be celebrated socio-culturally
in middle class circles - an extraneous accompanyamiable.

But we must be clear about what is being propdsed regarding the invariant
relationship between structured situations andgaibnalism. On the one hand, we are not
proposing that every structured situation in cdatiety or in state administration invariably
yields a professionalism project, let alone a sssite one. This is not true historically and it
is not true today. During thencien regimdtalian visualAccademidailed to professionalize,
and the same was true of all literary and natundbpophical academies across Europe.
Likewise today primary school teachers, policecaifs and funeral directors have all failed to
professionalize. For different reasons they hawnhaable credibly to claim an independent
socio-cultural authority even as they do bear fiduesponsibilities positionally. We also see
uncertain success of professionalism in U.S. ana&iorate governance.

More generally, professionalism is typically unsegsful — including in law and
medicine, science and engineering, both today @&tdritally - when civil societies are
riddled with patron-client networks. Such netwopkevailed during thancien regimend
today they remain prominent across the East, Mifldiet and Southern Hemisphere. It is
beyond the scope of this paper to explore thiswaupropose that clientelism and
professionalism are literal structural antonyms.

On the other hand, wage proposing that every successful professionalisoiept
without exception has unfolded within a structusédation, either in civil society or in state
administration. As the Paris visuatademiedemonstrates, the relationship between
structured situations and professionalism holds éwen when an awareness of “profession”
is unavailable culturally, let alone an ideologypobfessionalism. Today cultural
understandings and ideologies of professionaligfraguently unavailable outside the
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English-speaking world and yet some occupationtherContinent and in the Pacific Rim
and Southern Hemisphere have nonetheless profetigiem at least in paf?.

Not being narrowly socio-economic, the relationdbétween structured situations and
professionalism also does not depend upon, norwahy such factors as a capitalist mode of
production or, in modern societies, the path-depeoe of any particular occupational order
and stratification system. Being structural ratiiian socio-economic, the relationship
between structured situations and professionalisiah thue in the absence of modern
capitalism, in mid-seventeenth century Paris. It mold equally true in the future, we
propose, even should capitalism be displaced byesatarnative mode of productich.

2. Why Structured Situations Were Unseen or Negtect

If the connection between structured situatiors mmofessionalism is structural and
invariant, why has it gone unseen or neglected naw? Unlike the neglect of the case of
ParisAcademieprofessionalism, which spans the entire literatdrgociology of professions,
the neglect of this connection to structured situnest cannot be traced as far back. It cannot be
traced to Parsons and other contributors to tkepinase of the sociology of professions.
Rather, it can be traced definitively only to 1%l the publication of the first major
revisionist critique of them: Terence Johnson'dyajified bookProfessions and Powef
This publication is important for our purposes gely because one of its central theses is
that the power differential between professionals patrons is an occupational variable, not
possibly an invariant structural quality constietof professionalism. Quite purposefully,
that is, Johnson relativizes at a conceptual leneetelationship between professions and what
we are now calling structured situations.

Johnson accomplishes this by presenting threescetheses which, respectively,
misread the empirical record of professionalisnt pas present and then propose an equally
faulty hypothesis about professionalism futufeufidout F].

« Johnson'’s first thesis is that the aristocracy i@y occupied positions of unalloyed
power in all patronage relationships, across thieesaccupational order.
This is a misreading of the historiographic record.
» Johnson’s second thesis is that a dispersed, thwerfess, middle class ke key
factor which explains and predicts the rise, cadatibn and continued presence of
professionalisnalways and everywheravhether during the nineteenth century, or
today, or anytime in the foreseeable future.
This is a misreading of what is constitutive of avitht is extraneous in modern
professionalism.
» Johnson'’s third thesis is that wealthy and powaesfiehts of professional services
today, in particular corporate patrons and conswuokectives (such as insurance

' Teubner's analysis of “expertise contracts” exefigs the continuing difficulties European sociaiktg have
in identifying professionalism projects on the Goaht, whether within the state or within civil $ety. For
Latin America, see Cleaves (1987).

'8 This is why our analysis of professionalism hexe accommodate and supplement general suggestions i
Cohen and Arato (1992) regarding the likely streadteontours of post-capitalist civil societies ffvaut,
however, sharing their lingering utopianism).

" To be sure, Parsons and other functionalists hadljbuilt a firewall against the possibility dfet coming
conceptual obscurantism, inaugurated by JohnsondNdhey later endeavor directly and purposeftdlyebut
Johnson'’s faulty reading of history. At best théyded in vague and varying ways to the putativstinctive
institutional context of professional services, namely an industrialidibgral democracy. They, too, did not
explicitly — let alone consistently or methodicaHydistinguish structured situations from otheesiand venues
of occupational activity, and thus did not apprecit a conceptual level the significance of posdi
entrenchment.
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companies, trade unions and benefit clubs), aretakaristocratic patrons of yore.

They putatively exercise power unilaterally ovecwgational practitioners. His

hypothesis, then, is that this means de-profeskaati@n cannot be avoided in the

future.
This is a misreading of the trajectory of changeraffessions (and publicly traded
corporations) as major intermediary associatioredvanced societies, whether during the
1970s or today.

Despite the manifest empirical deficiencies of Bams first two theses and sheer
improvisation of the third, every revisionist sint@72 has adopted all three theses. Some
(such as Larson 1977) did so directly, by followargl citing Johnson’s position and view.
Others did so indirectly, by following and citingadgali Larson’s later and more influential
book of 1977 which, in turn, directly adopts Johmisgosition and view. Still others adopted
Johnson’s three theses independently, by recafiitglais positions and views unawares,
typically quite casually. This is what Andrew Abbdid in 1988 in his magisteridlhe
System of ProfessionSveryone today, therefore, who adopts Abbottseays approach to
professions or Larson’s earlier power approacimsisaneously adopting Johnson’s
positions and views regarding professionalism gastent and future. Abbott, for instance,
sees professionalism in irreversible secular declie also acknowledges that his systems
approach lost all explanatory and predictive pofren the 1980s going forward (Abbott
1988:317-8; 2002; 2005).

3. Johnson’s Wrong Turns

Johnson distorts the historiographic record by egghing the entire occupational
order of theancien regimehrough the lens of the four exemplarsraddernprofessionalism:
law and medicine, “science” (experimental natutalgsophy) and engineering. He correctly
finds that in these four occupational fields ais&ts did not defer in the slightest ways to
commoners offering these services — including esgging services for military fortifications.

To the contrary, aristocrats typically spoke fagrtiselves before all tribunals, absent
any legal representation. Indeed, they were fretlyieampelled to do so, whether by
customary practice or royal decree. In any eveid,dlearly true that aristocrats typically did
not defer to lawyers of any kind. For that matteey frequently did not defer to magistrates
or judges of any kind (other than those of highestacratic rank). Indeed, law lacked
procedural integrity, a central foundation of lawidependent socio-cultural authority today.
Revolving exclusively around eminently interpretabubstantive norms and royal decrees,
both legal proceedings and legal outcomes wereénelytsubjected to quite open plays of
nepotism, patronage and venality.

As for medical, “scientific” and engineering semsc aristocrats engaged actively in
their own health care, treated natural philosoptegperiments strictly as diversions — not as
“truth-seeking” or epistemologically grounded — andtinely drew or designed their own
military fortifications, just as they drew or desegl their own residential architecture and that
of friends and princes.

What Johnson fails to appreciate is that durirgaticien regimgnowhere and at no
time are legal, medical, “scientific’ and enginegrservices provided in structured situations.
They are provided, at best, in embedded exchamfé®@sehold patronage, pensions and
commissions) and then also at more fluid sitesoafrmerce and diversion. What Johnson also
fails to appreciate is that during thecien regimehere were other expert services which
even some aristocrats at times could secure orthimgtructured situations, in which even
they could not avoid occupying entrenched positmidependence, vulnerability and
apprehension — as opposed to retaining their nypieal entrenched positions of power.
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These were the expert services dedicated to ambitieremony and decoration, fréetes
(and their decoration and accompanying musicalaatidg performances) to epic poetry in
literary culture and narrative painting and sculptim visual culture. Aristocrats were literally
compelled by circumstance and condition — by thkice and purpose in a rigid status
hierarchy - to secure these expert services. M@mravhen they were not conversant with
either literary culture or visual culture, they haalchoice except to trust their wellbeing —
their status “honor” — to the talent and discregignudgment of commoners.

Unlike the case in law and medicine, “science” andineering, gentlemen did not
compose epic poetry themselves, for such actiwtiee disdained for being too pedantic.
Even more certainly, gentlemen did not paint offcdior the use of brush or chisel was
considered manual labor — something in which ndlgeran could engage without literally
jeopardizing his (and his household’s) standinthenSecond Estate. Drawing or design was
acceptable, particularly in depicting military fifidations and residential architecture to
illiterate underlings, but not painting and scutgtu

Our point is that in France and Paris in particdiaring the second half of the
seventeenth century, and then for two centuridslkmw, the French aristocracy in particular,
unlike their counterparts in Italy, did in fact $tiheir wellbeing or honor to the talents and
discretionary judgment of visuatademiciensThey might offer suggestions regarding
certain paintings and sculptures as they were ka@sggned and executed; but they did not
dictate — let alone unilaterally so — design anecexon. They did not dictate this because
they — unlike their counterparts in Italy — were imoa position to do so. French aristocrats
did not develop a lexicon of visual-cultural appagion or a taste for ambitious visual
commissions independently of the Paris vis@demieRather, it is the latter’s instructional
program and then monthgonferencesvhich eventually codified the first visual-based
lexicon of visual-cultural appreciation in Westdristory. And it is this lexicon which assisted
the French aristocracy in eventually overtakingjdtes for visual-cultural leadership of
Europe. Put most succinctly, it was the profesdipation of ambitious painting and
sculpture instruction and services which permitteelFrench first to compete with Italians
visual-culturally and then to overtake them.

Johnson misreads the historiographic record hegeitle patronage so casually, with
such ingenuousness or improvident self-assurahatehe never senses that his passing,
seemingly innocuous historical references are inetmng a path-dependence of conceptual
obscurantism. Nor, therefore, could he possiblygedhat this turn at a conceptual level is
simultaneously skewing hopelessly his (and thesr lavisionists’) understanding of modern
professionalism, from the mid-nineteenth centuriottay. That is, and here like the entire
sociology of professions earlier, prior to 197 d&on assumes literally without thinking, let
alone absent any explicit argument, thay historical manifestations of professionalism
invariably had to appear first in law, then medicine (orsc&, not possibly in any
completely unrelated occupation.

Regardless, Johnson’s central point in drawingptrallel between aristocratic
patronage historically and corporate or collectipatronage today is to contrast both cases of
patron power to the manifest lack of power of dispd middle-class clienteles for expert
services. Johnson’s second thesis, again, is tthiaparsed, thus powerless, middle class is
thekey factor accounting for the possible rise, ctidation and continued presence of
professionalism always and everywhevbether during the nineteenth century, or today, or
anytime in the foreseeable future. Johnson theestablishes at a conceptual level what he
considers a seemingly unambiguous truism of thieeesciology of professions: the power
relationship between patrons or clients and pradesss a variable, not invariant. It varies
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historically as well as today with what he callsrths of institutionalized control” in civil
society.

Johnson develops this line of argument by devatisgparate chapter to each of three
major types of control in patronage relationshige first type occurs when producers define
the needs of consumers and how they are to beTimistcharacterizes, by Johnson’s account,
modern professionalism in the industrializing Eslgispeaking world, namely professionals’
power over dispersed middle class clients. Therskoocurs when consumers define their
own needs and how they are to be met. This chaizese by his account, aristocratic
patronage historically as well as corporate, ctifest and wealthy patronage today. The third
type brings a third party into the picture, whickdrates between producers and consumers to
define needs and how they are to be met. This cteizes, for Johnson, the overarching role
played by the state in modern professionalism erQntinent. This accounts, he assumes,
for why professionalism could not have originateghahere there.

Johnson, in short, sees consumer information, iantiéand collectivism as well as
state paternalism always and everywhere guaragt@esecular decline in professionalism.
Such developments, he insists, invariably encragcmn practitioner power and authority. He
does not see a structured situation remainingdoepirrespective of all such developments,
and thus entrenched positional power remainindane As a result of Johnson privileging
modern law (and then medicine) when generalizirguaprofessionalism as such, he
mistakenly treats the following tripartite relatsinp — professionalism, industrialization and
middle class clienteles — as if it is an invarigestalt.

In turn, looking forward, Johnson on two groundsaypates a coming demise of
professionalism (which Abbott essentially repeatiependently, in 1988 and then 2002 and
2005). Industrialized societies are giving way ¢stpindustrial, information societies. More
important, dispersed middle-class clienteles aszyavhere today being displaced or
augmented regardless by consumer collectivism tate paternalism. This is evident not
only in advanced Western democracies but alsowiynedustrializing and democratizing
societies in the East and South. This second rdas@mticipating professionalism’s demise
is utterly central to Johnson’s (and Abbott’s) mglust as professionalism failed to appear
historically in the absence of dispersed middle<laienteles, there is no good reason to
believe professionalism can possibly survive in sogiety, today or in the future, where
dispersed demand for expert services gives wagresumer collectivism or state
paternalisnt? Given that many newly industrializing societieddg contain insurance
companies, trade unions, benefit clubs and govemtahagencies which retain expert
services, Johnson sees the handwriting on the Rsafessionalism everywhere is
disappearingtructurallytoday because everywhere the tripartite relatipnabove is
becoming obsolete.

By contrast, the centerpiece of our structuraltiasonal approach to professions is
thatanyone- of any wealth or social status, knowledge basmlective support - who
successfullyetainsprofessional servicasannot avoidbccupying arentrenchegosition of
dependence. He or she cannot avoid trusting arrtesgreice provider impersonally to bear
fiducial responsibilities for his or her wellbeirifhe state cannot reduce a client’s

'8 The first word of Elliott Krause's titiDeath of the Guild$1994), and then entire subtitRrofessions, States
and the Advance of Capitalisisay it all. Just as guilds declined during eadpitalism, Krause sees professions
declining today, amidst late capitalism. Any presdmparallel between guilds and academies is inexde®n
historiographic grounds, as is any parallel unitieis (studia generalgand academies; as a result, the same
holds true for any parallel between guilds (oryatbdern universities) and professions.
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vulnerability vis-a-vis a professional, cannot stime protect them from one-sidedness or
opportunism; the same is certainly true of a coreurollective or a labor union.

Entrenched positions of dependence are literablgaapably vulnerable to moral
hazard at the hands afyoneoccupying entrenched positions of power in stngztu
situations. Always and everywhere, dependentsutired situations are inescapably
vulnerable positionally to moral hazard, to poweltders’ one-sided exercises of positional
power and self-interested opportunism. The degrealoerability positionally was not any
less during thancien regimdor individual aristocratic patrons of Paris visaaademiciens
Today it is not any less for individual clientsppbfessional services who happen to be:
members of consumer collectives; or employeedatéd with union or corporate self-help
associations; or beneficiaries of welfare statenoaism.

Indeed, the degree of vulnerability positionallyliso not any less even when any of
the patrons or clients just mentioned — or thellective sponsors or supporters - are
remarkably well informed about their circumstanoesved conditions and the occupational
activities of professionals. It is not any lessrewshen these patrons or clients are themselves
lawyers, physicians or other professionals, ortigonsors or supporters include such
professionals. Even the most informed patrons &adts, like the most informed
stakeholders, cannot reduce substantially the pdifferential accruing structurally, on the
ground, to practicing professionals and sitting aggment teams, as a result of their
entrenched positions.

This means that even elites — to say nothing ofifeidlass consumers, whether
dispersed or organized - never truly “control” @sdgional services, including professional
inquiry and research. Elite (and collectivist) cohts not possible unless and until elites (or
the state) first displace structured situation$wither embedded exchanges or fluid sites.
This displacement simultaneously terminates allgasionalism projects, relieving
occupational practitioners of all demands of impees trust, all fiducial responsibilities.
Practitioners are held solely to contractual, anahiand civil obligations, which elites (or the
state) can indeed define and control, at |leastnest

A second, equally mistaken prejudice also findsvaly into Johnson’s approach, and
precisely because he fails at a conceptual leva$sociate professionalism with any invariant
structures which, as such, antedate, accompanthandsucceed industrialization and
dispersed consumerism. He essentially recapituédtes$ the worst or least defensible
features of Parsons’ earlier cultural and socigkpslogical approach to professionalism.
That is, he attributesuccessfuprofessionalism to participants — practitionerd alents alike
- sharing certain ascribed characteristics, asgrhlpgocialized middle-class individuals
(rather than as aristocrats or, certainly, as bhlr or unionized workers).

Accordingly, Johnson, like Parsons, sees thesejpants sharing certain cultural
understandings and social-psychological convictems$ sentiments. These include beliefs in
their own wisdom, in the legitimate power of dommihgroups, and in “values of justice.” In
addition, he sees professional practitioners alscessfully employing — whether
appropriately or underhandedly - certain “ideolafjistrategies of occupational upgrading
(1972:49,52,56-57,89-90).

With this, Johnson inadvertently recapitulates lygarlockstep central parts of
Parsons’ basic cultural and social-psychologicara@ach to professionalism - even as
Johnson is otherwise asserting explicitly to readdiralong the way a “need” always to avoid
a “Parsonian reification of values” (1972:56). Jetm's second prejudice, in short, like
Parsons’ publications earlier, is that succesgfilgssionalism becomes impossible when:
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* participants become heterogeneous ascriptivelgerdahan remaining rather more
uniformly middle-classBurgertumlichkeix;
* avery particular set of understandings, convidiand sentiments, and strategic
options is unavailable to participants culturalhdgersonally; or, when available
* participants neglect this set or otherwise failldoognize and appreciate its strategic
importance in any purposeful project of occupatiamayrading.
VII. Beyond ParsonandHis Revisionist Critics

Our point in contrasting at a conceptual level battbedded exchanges and fluid sites
to structured situations is to go beyond all apphea to professionalism which are social
psychological, cultural and ideological - or nartpwocio-economic - whether Parsonian or
revisionist. Once we appreciate at a conceptual lnat the relationship between structured
situations and professionalism is invariant, ang tbonstitutive of professionalism, we arrive
at an approach which is first structural (as wesaang) and then institutional (as we alluded
in Handout E). This approach allows us finally tceeed where Parsons and functionalists
failed. First, it revolves around a bright-linetehstion at a conceptual level between
professions and all other occupations. Secondingb into view consequences for the larger
social order which stem uniquely from either sustilor failed professionalism within
structured situations.

Even with the very broad, preliminary sketch of ih&itutional consequences of
professionalism in Handout E we are already addirance to narrower ways of
characterizing civil societies, in strictly socioemomic terms or political terms. Cast in
narrowly socio-economic terms, civil societies siraply capitalist modes of production, or
neo-liberal exchange networks, or welfare-stateigaefloors below which no one is
permitted to fall. Cast in narrowly political orggrnmental terms, they are simply
democratic or autocratic regimes, pluralist or cogpist patterns of intermediation (between
state agencies and trade associations).

Our greater nuance in charactering civil societynsethat the central question in a
scientific, thus conceptually grounded and critisakciology of professions cannot be
whether or how professionals become altruisticeovise-oriented at dispersed worksites, as
properly socialized or inculcated individuals. Smebtivations or orientations would require
individual professionals — somehow - to disregaedrtpositional interests and, as a result of
this, to relinquish or abnegate their positionalvpo Our point is that such abiding self-
control is simply not an available option structlysarrespective of what professionals’
motivations and orientations as individuals hapjgelpe. It cannot become an available option
unless and until fluid sites or embedded exchadggdace structured situations. As a result
of this displacement at a structural level, prafesslism then gives way to de-
professionalization; and simple contractual antugtay relationships displace demands of
impersonal trust or fiducial responsibilities.

The central question, given our nuanced charaet@viz of civil society, is instead
whether and how professionals, as well as corpafiiters and others who occupy
entrenched positions of power in structured situretiin civil society, are typically governed
and regulated as they invariably exercise positipower in advancing their clearly
identifiable positional interests. How do they tadly conduct themselves in open view of
peers, association or agency officers, and intedesibservers, including reporters for trade
publications? Do professionals exercise positipoaer one-sidedly, in ways that advance
their positional interests to a point of arbitrass and abuse? Or do they more typically
exercise positional power more evenhandedly, thatansistently with their positional
interestdut short of one-sidedneasd thus, in this sense, relatively disinterestadid
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deliberatively? Do they typically conduct themseslue ways that peers, association leaders
and interested outsiders are both willing and &blgefend openly and publicly — including
on epistemological and didactic grounds - as aatdptlegitimate and, indeed, exemplary?
Or do they typically conduct themselves in wayg,thdoen made public, these parties are
compelled to acknowledge are problematic or indsf#e, on both structural and fiducial
grounds?

In being held accountable structurally or positignr the fiducial responsibilities
noted in our listing, those immediate and thosgtutgnal, professionals are expectad,
minimum to exercise their positional power short of oitedness. Put more positively, they
are expected to exercise positional power conglgtesth the independent socio-cultural
authority they have successfully asserted and n@rcese within structured situations.
Indeed, the fiducial responsibilities of professilism, being structural and thus invariant,
also illustrate the distinctiveness of professiehimhmediate positional and corporate
interests, as opposed to their self-interests diodyncrasies as individuals.

Like the socio-cultural authority which crediblyrche claimed only within structured
situations, the fiducial responsibilities consiitatof structured situations are at once
facilitating (of immediate positional and corporaiterest) and regulative (of positional one-
sidedness and opportunism). They simultaneouslgradh/the immediate positional and
corporate interests — not self-interesté anyonan a professional position of power as well
as the wellbeingf anyondan a client or patron position of dependence.
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