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Mart I. Lichbach

It is not the “aceual” interconnections of “things” bur the conceptual inter-
connections of problems which define the scope of the various sciences.
Max Weber

For the believer there are no quescions; for the nonbeliever there ace no
answers.

Rabbi Menachem Mendel

We live ... amid the debris of Reason,
Adam Seligman

‘begin where inquiry should always begin: an assessment of the problem situa-

Ltion toward which inquiry is directed {Popper 1965).I What is the current
ate of theory in comparacive politics? Compared to twenty-five years ago, self-

onscious theorerical reflection finds almost no home in our field. We da nor take

Ur cheories or our rheorists seriously.

' want co thenk Robere Bares, Jefirey Kopstein, Peter Lange, David Mapel, Michnel McGinnis,
&5 Scarricr, James C. Scacr, Adam Seligman, Sven Sceinmo, Nina Taanenwald, and Alex Wendc; the
Pitticipanes in the May, 1996, Brown University conference on “Interests, [dentities and Institerions in
Ynpacacive Politics — Samuel Basnes, Perer Hall, Tea Karznelson, Mazgarer Levi, Joel 8. Migdal, Marc
aed Ross, Sidney Terrow, and Alan Zuckeeman; Barbarn Geddes and che audience at che two panels
"Theory in Comparative Policics™ ac the 1996 Annual Meetings of the American Political Science As-
tion, San Francisco, Californa; and che graduate scudents in my 50735 course — Incroduction to Polie-
SCEEHCE — for cheir lively and nrovomarive commanre an anel far defre mf rhie rohamrmr
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Evidence to support chis harsh judgment comes frn_m our .le-ad,ilng journal’s. -
recent symposium on “The Role of Theory in Comparative Palicics (‘l.'\’/orld ng’__.
itics, Ocrober 19935). The participants minimized the value of deductive, a pri-_
ori theorizing of che sort that is done within strongly defined research com-
municies. While the symposium included widely acknowledged experfs in:
specific research eradicions, apparently no one v1ewe.d, for en'(a.mple, roday's ra .
tionalist—culruralist divide as theoretically interesting, excxt{ng, and pj‘toc!uc-.
tive. Scruceural or instirucional analysis was not even recognized as a dlstmc'-‘
tive rheoretical enterprise bur rather was thought to ?JE part .Of [hti.‘ fielc!’s
“messy center.” Most participants feared that comparative pohtlms n.ng'hc e
rurn to the sort of Marxist—funcrionalisc debate that charact.emzed it in th
1950s and 1960s.Consequently, method — prediction, comparison, counter_fgc :
ruals, history, quantirative and qualitative data, Ex‘planamon", 1nterpret.a|i1~qp,_
causarion, and generalization — was on everyoqe‘s‘mmd‘. The "nomothetic vs._1
“ideographic” divide was what really animared chscussm,n. The consensus was:
thar most comparativists are pare of the consensus: Toda)_r s comparariviscs prac
rice “cheoretically informed empirical political analysis and adlopt dwer?__

- conceptual lenses” (2) and “eclecric combinariuns: (9. They_' are 1r.1tr.f:res.ced in
“questions” and “empirical puzzles” (10). Hence, comparative pohm‘cs is VEFZI
much a problem-driven field of study” and comparativiscs are mostly intereste
in solving “real-world puzzles” (46). . . ) y

The flaw of this pragmarist, means-oriented heaven is obvmusi If che prob::
fem orientarion of the field tends to relegate the role of theory‘rnmnly to that
a tool of empirical research, rhe quest for causal generalizations, by contras
moves its role to the forefront” (47). Similacly, the conclusic?n fr'om a mE_thﬂt:.i
symposium on comparative (small-n) studies in another leading journal (fhr‘{g@
can Politival Science Review, June 1993) may be stated as parzphrese of‘Kant..Go_o‘
theory withour good research design is empry; gc‘md research design w1t1119ut
good theory is blind (454). As Rogowski’s (1995) important essay makesnche
one cannot begin inguiry with “evidence” derived from anc! used to rtfzst K =

ry"; one must begin with theorerically embedded observatians. The inevicaPl
conclusion is rhat researchers must eventually reflect on the nature of chat theory:

— which leads to questions broadly defined as “social theory” or “philusophy
n2

just as they are ascir throughour the social sciences.” Section 1 thus begins the
analysis with three exemplary comparativists. Bach thinks of himself ar herself as
a member of a strong research community. Robert H. Bates (1989) argues that
he is a rationalist, James C. Scott (1983) identifies with the culeuralists, and
Theda Skocpol's (1979) work is determined by strucruralise principles. While
each recognizes the value of synthesis and the cross-fertilizarion of ideas, each is
principally concerned with advancing a particular intellecrual tradicion znd the-
oretical agenda that transcend comparative politics. Section 2 deepens this analy-
sis by dissecting each research community’s ontology, methodology, comparative
strategy, lacunzae, and subrraditions.

Second, I ser the dialogue among the schools within che historical context of
the development of social theory. Secrion 3 thus attempts to understand che three
research communicies by tracing them back to Talcorr Parsons’s (1937) efforr to
systematize scveral classic social theorists and chereby integrare social theory. I
have modified his approach to rake account of the serucrure-action problem of
reconciling individuals and collectivities. I call this modified approach the so-
cially embedded unit act. Using this mera-framework to provide insight into the
individual frameworks, I demonstrate the underlying unicy and significance of
the approaches for addressing questions of social theory.

Finally, I set the dialogue among the schools within the hiscorical sicuacion
confronting today's compararivists. Section 4 cthus seeks an underlying unity in
rationalist, culruralist, and strucruralist thought by delving even further back ro
Max Weber’s master problem of a century ago. Weber studied the dialecric of
modernity in world historical and comparative perspective: how reason and non-
rationality manifest chemselves ar individual and socieral levels with great nor-
‘mative and empirical significance. The dialectic is important to contemporary
politics in the West. Due to the West's influence on the globe, the dialectic is
qually imporranc to the entire world community of narions.

Section 5 is a summary of my theme about the problem situztion of con-
temporary comparative politics: There are fundamental difficulties with a field
that consists only of a “messy center” and basic virtues in a field thar embraces
Creative confrontations, which can include well-defined syntheses in particular
esearch domains, among strongly defined research communities. Comparativists
should explore the rationalist—culruralist—structuralist debate and thereby appre-
ate the different structure-action combinations of interests, identities, and in-
irucions that guide inquiry. Even self-described “problem-oriented” compara-
vists — those who think of themselves as parc of a “messy center” — should be
ware of the competing research tradirions that have historically been a part of
he social sciences. We cannot remain theorertically challenged — a field of theo-
tical philistines — and acruatly solve substantive problems. Conremporary com-

social science. o
Warld Politics's symposium did not contriburte to che cause of thepry n .Cb
parative politics because its picture of theory in our field as domma;tzd n
“messy center” is inaccurate and self-defearing. Th‘is. chiaprer seeks to refite
perspective and advance cheory in comparative politics in t'hI:EE ways. o
First, I recognize that three ideal-type research traditions — :he_ mnolif‘}
culruralist, and seructuralise — are active in contemporary comparacive po 1

¥The current revival of interest in che philasophy of rhe socinl sciences, which has centered on the

Enificance of meionality, culeure, and strocruze for social theory, has become o mini-rexcbook industry.
v praduate svllahie whirh FAnrgine am 1 raders cor Af referaneee e availoble 115900 reauest

. , e . . . mment;
2 Actnally, not so inevitable, World Paliticr rejected n version of chis chapter with che co m s
i : iscipli i eclnliz

tom line: the exclusive focus on theory is not for us...."” Can a discipline marure if no one sp
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parative politics cherefore will be greatly enriched by a dialognue among the tra- 43
ditions, especially one chat is informed by self-conscious reflection abous the en- |
during issues of social r:hecu-y.4 Compararive politics needs scrong and yet mucu-
ally sympathetic inrellecrual communities: believers who raise guestions and

nonbelievers who appreciate answers.

Skoc i
. o pol, in & comment thar could have been direcred at B
jects a “purposive image” of social causation thar “sug 13035 o Seor, re-
ests thae laci
roCcesses an i . .
51. e dfom:comes can be understood in terms of the acrivity and inici o
- itiar
iy SLS c; the key group(s) who launched the revolution in the first pl 10['1
. Skoc i i “risi e
. po e:;plzms revolution by “rising above” the subjective viewp s
e interests and i icies — ici .
the incerests o enatlmes of the. pal.:t::Cxpants. She takes a scructural perspec-
- , L personal and nonsubjective viewpoint ~ one that emphasi
rns of relari i ieci : Nty
cerns of eelan (;lnsh}ps among groups and socieries” {18). Skocpol is especiall Pin
in ituri i i ]
, rmesred in the institucionally determined situacions and relations of r};u
oc i i ;
N society and upon the interrelations of socieries within world histc;gri allf
elopin i " Y .
deve a;:at‘g 1r;lt.erna‘tmnal steuctures (18). Skocpol’s book is cherefore a classiz
thatp 1veh istorical analysis of revolueion in France, Russia, and China, o
traces t , o
chs crac s) e gez_u;on (e.g., the development of democracy, markess, and stat; b
racie i i i i : .
. S ar} irrationality {e.g., the blind violence and huma
lution to an “iron cage” of forces® that operate behind the back iy
ehind the backs of indivi
o pon CoBS : _ 5 of individuals.
um, ofters a rational/social choice i
1 ‘ study of how
e ratic snc ¥y interests produce
he diae t:c of reason and irrarionality in Kenya's political economy, Scoft a cil
2 -
rralise o erl\ldj[rflztwmt account of how communities and idenriries constitute the
cin ia’ i
e ot a aysx-:ls fclass relarions, and Skocpol a strucruralist/inseicutionalise
ow social forces drive the dialeceic i
: ' ectic in the French, Russi i
e s dial , Russian, and Chi-
pese vl ons. Ev?n.a cursory examinarion of our recent journais and books re
: omparativists today have ind i
veal ndeed coalesced around
nd these thre
eting research schools: Soci i i e, and
: Social choice cheories i
: culruralist a h
ing rese : ice , pproaches, and
e nlzlxlyses:i offer competing visions of the field. As in political séience
] nerally and social science e
e ge ven more generally, interests, idencici
sticutions contend for th i i i , e (G o
eoretical primacy in com i iti
' n parative politics (Garretr a
_eu’lrgha‘st .1993, Heclo 1994; Selznick 1992: 78) n
is signi i i i
it lg‘n‘Jﬁc.ar;cle og the rationalist—culruralist—scructuralist dialogue in com
olitics is also demonstrared b ibuti um i
ar: y the contributions to this vol
imine substantive rese Pt
[ arch areas. Peter A. Hall
: ut . . shows char che field of
ve political economy in i i
valves a lively and fairl
4 al ec y equal seruggle among i
o . ! : g interese-
}mi n;i. l1lnst.1tw::{1n:m1:1~c:r1tz'ntecl perspectives. Doug McAdam, Sidney Tarrow am:i
es Tilly indicate chat the th i :
el ree main concepes used i i
poee Ty 1o e - p to explain contentious
e raplohmltfa.l opporcunities, mobilizing structures, and cunleural frames -
_h:m : g ,: tana ist, culruralise, and scrucruralise elements, Joel 8. Migdal main
a i i : i
. Stractll.onalf choice and culturalisc perspectives have been marginal to com
1 i ‘
i %f; :11 thse state but are now challenging the hegemeonic stracruralise
o Smd. : ¥, Samuel H. Barnes evinces thar che survey research tradition
ttives by ohvoter turnour and partisan choice has been affected by all the per:
! ut has ini i
| come to rely recently on the (declining?) rationalist approach

SECTION 1: THREE EXEMPLARS

In order to demonstrate thar our field consists of more than a “messy center,” ic:
is necessary O EXamine comparativists who consciously specialize in specific re
search traditions. Consider three of the most widely cited and deeply respected:
works in contemporary compararive politics: Robert H. Bates's (1989) Beyond the
Miracle of the Market, James C. Scott’s (1985) Weapons of the Wheak, and Theda:
Skocpol's (1979) States and Social Revolutions. k
Bartes explains how reason shapes the polirical economy of agrarian deve!
opment in Kenya. He offers a materialistic cheory of polirical preferences:An
actor's location in Kenya's agrarian economy shapes his or her preferences abote
economic and political insticucions. Bates also argues that instirutions shape the
calculations of polirical encreprenents and hence affect how macerial interes
are defined, organized, and aggregated by vore-maximizing politicians. Inre
ests, in other words, are both materially and politically determined. The trag
is that these reasomning Voters, politicians, consumers, and producers create
drought, famine, and subsistence crises chat plague the people of Kenya. Bate
book is therefore a seminal study of “the impacr of economic interests upomn:
itics and the impact of instifirions upon £CONOMmIc inrerests” (46), one that
plores both the intended (and wanted) and unintended (and nnwanted) coo!
quences of reason. :
Scout’s study of the peasant village of Sedaka in Malaysia takes a very di
enc perspective: “The peasants of Sedaka do not simply react to objective €0
rions per se buc rather to the interpreration they place on those conditionsas
diated by values embedded in concrete practices” (303). He argues th
discourses and practices of class conflict in Sedaka take the form of "ev
forms of peasanc resistance” in which the poor and the well-to-do abide:]
ferent norms and rules. Scort’s book is therefore a masterful analysis of cb
ile ideological hegemony of the landed elite over the peasantry, o0t that
the basis of a reasoning and nonrational class order to the creation of iden

and communirties.

4In the internscional relations field, the debate berween neoliberals and neorenlists helg_ﬁ
inquicy and inform scholardy identities. Arcicles and bools have thus evaluated the menniru;-““
cance of the concroversy (Baldwin 1993; Kegley 1993; Keohane 1986), Becouse they particl .
debate, our colleagues in the field of intecnacional relacions are well nware of the value of socfel

. e s e (S endr fu:thmmiﬂg)- The underlying purpﬂEE of this Chnpmr
N . e T T

§
Weber's 1904-0 H thar 15 origl-
88 5] 19835: 181) used of the term a:tunlly cnrnspnnds to an iron cage hac is igi
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If space permitted, the footprinr of the racionalist—culruralist—strucruralist dia-
logue could have been traced in comparative studies of democratization, global-
ization, modernizarion, and several other substantive domains. _

The intellectual problem, of course, is that as one contemplates the three ex-
emplars from the compering research schools, one is forced to recall z line from-

the old Monty Python shaw — “and now for something completely different.”
How are we to make sense of the fact chac three such different theoretical peg-.
spectives coexist in the same field of comparative politics? Perhaps we should ask -
the question in ways that engage our three anchors. Can rationalises, culeuralists,
and scructuralists secure mucually profitably incellecrual exchange, or is monop-"

oly inevitable? What overall meaning can the three schaols have, apart from &
teleology toward.idenlogical hegemony? How can a single discipline be struc-
tured such char che three perspectives coexist, or must one approach institution
alize its victory? _

In the face of this disorieating pluralism, partialism, and perspectivism, ad:

mirers of Weber can take comfort in one of his memorable lines: "It is not the:

‘acrual’ interconnections of ‘things’ bur the conceptnal interconnections of problens
which define the scope of the various sciences” ([1903-171 1949: 68, emphasis in
original). This nominalist proposition follows from the Kantian argument thi
concepts or theories without empirical intuition or observation are empty phras
es; empirical incuition without concepts is blind. Kant thus stresses the orderin
funcrion of theory and the impotence of experience withour the guidance of the
ory. Combining Weber and Kant, the message to comparativists is clea: Th
choice of a preconception or framework for ordering the chaos inherent in reali
ty and hence for guiding empirical study is the fundamental analytical questio
The rationalist—culturalise—scructuralist dialogue indeed shapes inquiry. The
question to be addressed now is how it does so. :

SECTION 2: THE THREE RESEARCH SCHOOLS

Bares, Scott, and Skocpol can be best understood as exemplars of ideal-type
search schools in the social sciences. Each tradirion shares an ontology, 2 méFh
alogy, and a philesophy of science. Each also faces characreristic. lacunae Wil
account for ics historical development into subschools. Similarities and dif
ences among the approaches are summarized in Table 1.

“This table can be used in two ways: working down the properties and cordj?
ing rarionalist, culturalist, and struceuralise chought; or working across the reSE?I
communicies and comparing properties. Comparative case studies of the ratio
culraralise, and struceuralist research programs appear in the chapters in this v
by, respectively, Margaree Levi, Marc Howard Ross, and Ira Katznelson. Rache!
repeating their configurative discussions here, T will adopt the second app
Wich apologies'_t'o Ira Katznelson (chis volume), I will “stice and dice” my var
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Table 1. Research Conmunities and Their Properties

Communiry

Property Rarionalist Culturalist Seructusalist

Ontology Rational acrors Rules among actors  Relations among
Intentional Intersubjectivicy Actors
explanation Common knowledge Holism
Acrions, beliefs, Common values
desires
Mechodological
individualism

Methodology  Compararive statics ~ Meaning and Social types with

Teracional social significance causal powers
consequences of Culture as Structures wich
individually rational  cause/consticutes laws of dynamics
action reality, idenricy,
Unintended, unwanted, acrion, order
unavoidable,
unexpected outcomes
Comparison  Positivism Interpeecivism Realism
Generalizarion Case study Compararive history
Explanarion Understanding Causalicy
Lacunae Instrumental Taurology, teleology  Iron cage

rarionality in existence and
Mechanical- causal impact
behavioral view of on outcomes
subjeccivity

determinism
Voluntarism absent

Human narure Subjectivists State/sociery
rationalists Intersubjectivists Pluralism-Marxism-
Social situation srarism

rarionalists

Exemplars Robert H. Bartes

James C. Scort Theda Skocpol

ONTOLOGY

Each school is founded on certain presuppositions about the way the world is
constructed. Bach perspective, that is, assumes something abouc the nature of ex-
stence: the enriies and their propercies thar populate our lives.

_ _Rationalisrs like Bates are methodological individualists who argue that col-
lectivities have no status aparr from che individuals who comprise them: Only ac-
ts choose, prefer, believe, learn, and so on. All explanations of groups, raricnal-

ts argue, must therefore be understandable in rerms of individuals. People, in
n ek e mdarermnd srteh feeametomal mavrlanarinne nf rarional cholicer Dew
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sires and beliefs direct acrion. In other words, if actions are t‘:lz.ken For’::efrtl?m n.?;-
sons, then the reasons mativare the actions. The concept of “intesest ? ::5'_
action A is in person P's interest, then P must he able o supply a reason fo b cing
A. Rarionalists are therefore concerned with th.e collective processes and out-
comes thar follow from intencionality, or the socxa‘l consequences of lﬂleldLla‘lly
rarional action. Often these consequences are quite {rr?mor‘ml: They are unin-
tended, nnwanted, upavoidable, and unexpected, albeit 1nex./1.table. For exarr;lidle, :
Bares's (1989: 1) first lines are: *“This book is :d.nout the _pohtxcal ecogqmy ob e-
velopment. Tt is abour the politics and economics of agriculeure. And it is about
Kenya." Bates chen indicates that he will use the Coase. Th‘Et?;er:L, a rEmrueci)_ :
nomic perspective that focuses on the transaction costs of 1nd%v.1 u ; excl ang:é Q_ ,
explore the efficiency of institucions, governme.nts, a.nd -p?hmcs. [; sum, brl io-
nalist ontology depicts a world populated by rzmc_)n‘al md‘mduals an Eosmh y aﬁ-
rational collectiviries. The rational pursuit of individual interest explains the
too-common occurrence of irrational social ourcomes. . .
Culruralists are methodological holists who think of normms as intersubjec
tive or transindividual: The members of a group or .cornmumty have cEmmo:;
murual, or shared ideas, orienrations, or ways of lqulng ﬂt.tl'.le world. T e.se vad
ues are found in all of society’s insticutions — pol.mcal, rel}gxous, eclonormc, ‘.’.li'_ld :
social — and in sociery as a whole. Incersubjeceive cons:.:musness is cm.npoe;e
more specifically, of two elements: cognitions and conscience. Cul-ture i-L_rwc:l'v.
common knowledge — is’s and not should's — about the construction 0 r;a :J:ly
Culture also involves common understandings abour 'thE way the wc?rld 15_1 ould:
be. Common cognitions and conscience are COﬂStiE‘u-th(.".' fjf cnrl.arnumty. El"lCﬁ'
Score (1985: 234) refers to “the moral logic of tradition” 1n wh;c?‘x custom, Eit
al, and norms define a commumnity’s meaningf.u.l roles or expectarions. E
Culture and communiry — common cOgmon and common consclence : it
in many ways the bases of social order. First,l they are n-eeded i;cl).r th‘e pl::m
management of daily social life. Collective action and social conrdination . C?Eﬂ
mucualicy of information and values. Second, CL}lture and com.mumry'u e By
the affective and emotional symbolism of daily life. Th(? world is constgu. B
social inceractions and communicative acts endowed w1Fh meaning an S:hgila
cance. Third, culrure and community are the bases of social control. ques" (;CD
standards of social respect, recognitiom, “reputation, starus, an.d pre;tlgek .n.
1985: 234). These, in turn, provide social sancrions that :escgm SE.I. —seekl _;Ee .
dividualism, “dog-eat-dog" competition, and “beggar-thy-neighbor str;ltegin.l
survival. As Scote (17) puts it, “For it is shame, the concern for t.he'gooh OFLIDD:.. ]
of one’s neighbors and friends, which circumscribes behavior within the ¢
boundaries created by shared values.” Fourth, culcure z.md cm-nrn‘mnryd};lat
standards of individual and collective obligation "tha-t hfz beyond‘lmme g
lations of production and serve both to create and.to signify the E}ilstlegl;f)ﬂ 0
munity — one that is more than just an aggregacton of producers” (162

I .. : e i an obligarion £0
there is a "collective and pablic recognition t}lﬂF_ fhff Vﬂli}gf‘-‘ h?f A0 OB A]g SR

and preferences make che village, in effect, “one family” (196). Finally, culcure
and community underlie personal and group identities. The self is really a “com-
munal self” developed in interactions wich ochers. Culrure is cherefore fath out-
side and inside individuals: external, in thart it is marerially real and cransmireed
from the past; internal, in that individuals are socialized ineo ir.

While culrure constitutes social order, Scoct argues that it is contested. In
contradistinction to the Parsonians, he (xviii} offers a "' meaning-centered account
of class relacions” in Sedaka in which class conscivusness is constitutive of class
relations and class conflict. Hence, there is a2 “public symbolic order” (25) chat is
based on a “symbolic balance of power" {22). Class conflice thus turns our to be
“a struggle over the appropriation of symbols, a struggle over how the past and
presens shall be understood and labeled, a scruggle co identify causes and assess
- blame, a contentious effort to give partisan meaning to local history™ (xvii). For

example, the breaking of accepred social conventions and behavioral norms leads
to the symbols and exemplars of “the greedy rich” and “the grasping poor” (18).

Culrure is thetefore constitutive of boch consensus and conflict, On the one
hand, class struggle “requires a shared worldview ... [it only makes sense] unless
. there are shared standards of whar is deviant, unworthy, impolite” (xvii). On the
“acher hand, class stuggle is conringent on shared values that are becrayed:
- "Whar is in dispure is not values but the facts to which those values mighr apply:
~who is rich, who is poor, how rich, how poor, is so-and-so stingy, does so-and-so
shirk work?” (xvii).

In sum, colruralist entology assumes that culturally embedded individuals
follow social rules char are constirutive of their individual and group idenriries,
In concrast to the rarionalists, interests are not merely given and/or random; rea-
son is not necessary and universal bur conditional and conringent; and the cate-
~pories of rational thoughr and the nature of rationality vary by culture.
" Scructuralists are also mechodological holists. They study networks, linkages,
interdependencies, and interactions among the parts of some system. A strucrural
drgument is cherefore always concerned with che relationships ~ both staric and
dynamic — among individuals, collecrivities, institutions, or organiza!:ions.G One
can understand a thing, structuralists argue, only if it is relaced to other chings of
which it is a parc. Hence, enrities are defined in terms of relationships with ocher
“ntities and not in terms of their own intrinsic propercies. Walez (1979: 81) thus
argues that “in defining strucrures the first question to answer is this: What is the
principle by which the parts are arranged?” He (74) offers the example of George
and Martha in Albee’s Who's Afraid of Virginia Weolf? George and Martha are a pair
of individuals whose forrunes cannot be separated into individual-level compo-
nents: Their fate is roored in cheir (marital) relationship.
Seructuralists thus focus on the political, social, and economic connections
ong people. Historically rooted and materially based processes of discribution,

-
Higher-level srructures can, of course, be compnsed of lower-level structures. Foe example, the scate
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conflicr, power, and domination, thought to drive social order and social cl;ange’ |
are their particular concern. Skocpol (1979), for e:_mmple, argues rhat state break- "
down, peasanc revolutions, and state reconstruction have st_ructural cau'ses. Her .
scruceure—conflice—change approach to state and revolurion em['Jha.sxzes' five
structures. First, the international context: Skocpol focuses on {nternanonal .
structures and relacions, or war and crade, and che world-historical circumstances
in which seates find themselves. Second, intranational class conflicrs: SkOCP.Ol 'is
concerned with “historically specific institutional arvangements” ’('116, emphasis in -
original), such as “agrarian class aTnd local political structures (117‘?, that af:feFr
incraclass and interclass relacions.” Third, che nature of the revolutionary ijms
The processes of stare breakdown and of peasant revolts become the legacies of _
the Old Regime that affect stare reconstruction. Pt?urth, th? nature of srates:
Skocpol explores states as “administrative and coercive organizations (14) that
penetrate society and control people and territary. Finally, tl‘fE relations of states
and classes: Skocpol is particularly interested in “the porenngl aurtonomy of che
state” from dominant and subordinate classes in society (24). :
In contrast to rationalists and subjective culturaliscs like survey researchers

that analysts should not assume self-conscious and purposive revolutionary van-
guards or movements whose members share grievances and goals. Hence, Skocpel
minimizes the ability of revolutionary leaderships backed by revolurionary ide-
ologies (e.g., Jacobinism, Marxism-Leninism) to transform the stare, She prefers
to focus on the strucrural condicions under which elices struggle ta consolidate
and use state power, or the “specific possibilicies and impossibilicies within
which revolutionaries must operate as they cry to consolidate the new regime”
(171). Revolurionaries thus do things they never intended, and preferences,
goals, and ideologies are not a valid guide co outcomes.”

In sum, strucroralist ontology explores how relations among social agents are
concretely strucrured. Skocpol thus focuses on “objective structural conditions™
rather than on “politically manipulable subjective condirions” {16).

Racionalists therefore study how actors employ reason to sarisfy their inter-
- ests, culturalists study rules that consticute individual and group identities, and
+ serucruealists explore relations among actors in an institurional context. Reasons,
- rules, and relations are the various starting points of inquiry.

 METHODOLOGY
Skocpol is very forceful on this point. She (14) argues that "an adequare under.

standing of social revolutions requires that the anjxlyst talccz a nomlroluntarist‘
structural perspective on cheir causes and processes. Henlce, any vah.cl explan :
tion of revolution depends upon the analyst's 'rising abovF:_ ti‘ua viewpoincs 'cr)f par:
ticipants” (18) and taking “an impersonal ar‘Ld t?onsubJeFtlve lvxewpomt ﬂf(118)
Skocpol (29) thus prefers to “emphasize objective relanonsl?xps and co : ict
among variously situated groups and nations, racher than the incerests, outlook:
or ideologies of particular actors in revolutions.” In other words, she Focuscrs on
the “scructural contradictions and conjuncrural occurrences beyond the delibe
ate control of avowed revolurionaries” (291) ' Tl

Skocpol thus forcefully rejects a volunrarist approach to rfvolungon based-o
mobilizable groups and “the emergence of a deliberate effort” (15).° She argu

. Schools also have explanatory strategies. Each possesses a “posicive heuriscic” for
argumenration (Lakatos 197Q).
Rationalists engage in vicarious problem solving. As Schelling (1978: 18) purs
it, "If we know what problem a person is trying to solve, and if we think he can ac-
tually solve ir, and if we can solve it too, we can anricipate what our subject will
do by purting ourselves in his place and salving his problem as we think he sees
it.” Once they place chemselves in a problem situation, rarionalists, as Bates (198%:
9-10) indicares, perform a gedanken or thought experiment that involves cwo time
periods. In che first period, cheir model is in equilibrium. The model is then per-
turbed by a series of exogenous shacks. In che secand period, racionalists observe
he impace of the exogenous changes on the endogenous variables of concern.
Wha kind of exogenous shocks are possible in these comparative static ex-
reises? Since racionalists are intentionalists, variacions in action can only be ex-
plained by variations in desires and beliefs. Rationalists, moreover, gravirate to-

Mneraclass relations include what she calls "peasanc solidericy,” ot the peasancry’s inrernzl organt
rion and resources. Henee, Skacpol (115) explores “the degrees and kinds of solidaricy of pessant rom
nities.” Intercluss relacions include what she calls “peasant auconomy from direcc dny-tfn-dny supellj’ﬁ
and control by landlords and their agents” (113). Skocpol hypothesizes chas renl:ier-ngrnrm? class re! 25
those with absentee nobles and o landed pensantry, beget numerous pensune E:nnflu:l:s. while lnrgt!:[_m
mutnger by nobles ond worked by secfs or landless labor resist peasanc rebellions. Pare aof her B'(Pm[
dlso involves the polirical strucrures of loeal goveenmenc and irs celarion to peasancry and nn;:lm Bl E
ernment; “Those vulnemble agrarian orders also had sanceioning machineries char were centrally *_’-E‘.

®She maintains, more specifically, thar valentatistic cheories of revolution go wrong in four ways.
Fitsr, chey ger the process wrong: Revolurionary intentions develop in the course of revolution, Secand,
hey ger che countesfactuals wrong: Such theories imply & volunearistic conception of political order and
tubilicy. Thicd, chey ger the causes wrong: Revolurionary crises simply cccur and nre histarically nonvol-
'I}mriscic, mather than being “made" by revolutionary mavements. Finally, they get che outcomes wrong:
tates are noc conseructed by the revolucionary agency of vanguaed pasties.

Similar to che racionalises, Skocpol looks ar revolurions a5 the unintended consequences of the in-
eraction of rational scrars or sets of nerors: "Revolucionary conflicss have invariably given rise to outcomes
ieicher Fully foreseen nor intended by — nar perfectly serving the interests of — any of the particolar groups
fvelved™ (1979: 18). The term she (298, fn. 44) uses here is “conjuncruze”; “the coming rogether of sep-
tacely determined and not consciously caordinated {or celiberately revolurionary) processes and group ef- .
rts.” Rather than focusing on expliciely formulated intergroup coalicions, she chus prefers to focus on

resucratically conerolled” (117).

BShe is thus concerned with the relucions between the state and che dominant (rural) class -
tist socieries” she suggests that the stare was nutonomeus from the nobilicy and hence hettu.?r ab EIC
theough needed reforms {e.z., prerevolutionary Russia modernized mare thaz} prerevu!uclmr;::!;’es'_
Skocpol is also concerned wich the relationship becween rhe smte and the dominated (rural} ¢ ¥
ane rebellions are a funcrion, fiest, of whether the state penestated the pensanery and consequently

i i i inse
rely on local elites for sacial control and, second, “the relaxation of srate coercive sanciofns ngmns P

es. I
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ward materialist cheories of preference and cognirio_n. The material c-m;ft:amts ;E .
the "objective external world” are held to affect action because they in 1|.1ence td?_
desices and beliefs of cthe “subjective internal world og the actor. In other words,
rationalists are positivists who restrict their cm_-nparatw‘e Static exerc:sml; to h.la:c}, _.
or “objective” shocks because they wish to avoid studying fuzzyhor SL:_{ jective f:_
ones (Lichbach 1996: 233). Rarionalises consa‘quent‘iy explore the conditions of
choice: the shadow, relative, or opporcunity prices (in terms cgf forgoﬁe [‘I;l‘?‘lter:-l
opportunities) of action. For example,. Bates (198‘9: .10) 11:}d1caItest£Ealtat ;:1 Z :
early portions of this work, che shock is the colo}-ual chlrsmn.h nh o CEI ’ -
tions, it is a failure of the rains. In the 1ntermed1att? periods, che shoc 5"11;‘7 hﬂq
yariations in access to land, cash crops, or productive ecolog1f:al zfc_mes. While.
Bates certainly understands the culrure of K.enyaz and he f:ertmr?lyd acto‘t:fls u:t 1:1:::;1
his equilibrium model, what ultimately drive his analysis a.relm egen E:L inzm1 :
exogenous material shocks and forces. As 'Bates (153? reluctarllF y an I rev;m Eil
puts it, he “has been driven to 2 materialist conception D.f po mcksl. n sum, e
pirically oriented rarionalists are ultimarely macerialists in that ¢ ey.assu.;:u](:sl hat
material condirions drive subjective consciousness and u1t1rr-mtely racional chaice:
Rational acror theories are consequently parasicic on material strucruralisc o(r;e_s
Human actions are incentional: People express and act upon purposes. Cu
raralists like Scoce (1985: 45) thus argue that the human.scu_?nces .shou}c% conc;r_n
themselves wich che emorions, actitudes, and ochf{r subjective dlspoémons t
allow researchers to evaluate the meaning anc.l significance of human mrTrﬂc_n;‘
It is only by penetrating the frames of'meanmg 1‘Jsec1.by actors th.at annnzlstssoé;
explore how culture causes and constirutes reality, 1.denr:1ty, acrx;u, aak o
order. The methodology of inrerprecation, hermeneutics, or ﬂuer:te. en m E; "
fundamental assumptions. Firse, incerpretive approaches are premfsed‘on 't u;; ld -
thar participants’ understandings might not be t‘he same as 5c1ent1s'tss e
cran dings.ll Interpretivists thus actempr to see thfngs fi'DIIll the zu?torh p{o_re
view or in terms of his or her own self—understandmg._ Their gofd ist e;e i
prodice an empathetic awareness of the outlooks, fﬁ:E].ll‘{gS, motives, znd 'Exﬁ
ences of another. Second, since the meaning of an action 1§ compr‘ehen feh. ;nb‘
of the agent’s particular situation, the norms, forms, and practllci,sI o ; ; g
society are relevanc. Interpreration thus involves value relevar{ce. . Ta'nT li P
ative to culrure. Third, interpretation involves a hermeneutic circ e.d o
must be understood in terms of the whaole and the whole r_nust be L:ln.EEi[
terms of its parts. Meaning, in ocher words, must be ‘Esl:abl.lshf.‘d hc_:ixlstizilj'i
relating individual and society. Finally, comp:ehendmg the material W i
the same as comprehending the social world. The social werld rnusrl ;"shb
scood from wichin racher than explained from wichout. In fac, t.he anfahys g
limit himself or herself to comprehending the self—unc}er:v.ta.ndmg :1) 111;:3'.:
ings. He or she must go beyond establishing the materialistic causal cORNE

soughe by rationalist gedanken: Instead of seeking the exrernal causes of behavior,
analysts should seek the internal meaning of action. Understanding racher than
explanation is therefore che goal: Positivists study cause-and-effect explanations,
rooted in the nomocheric idea that recurrent law-like processes exise, and inter-
pretivists seek interpretive understanding rooted in the ideographic idea thar so-
cieties are unique. In sum, culturalists reject materialistically oriented posirivism
and adopt an interprecive philosophy of science. They seudy how teason and non-
rationalicy are constitutive of individuals and societies.

Structuralists study struceures and hence adope a realisc philosophy of sci-
ence. Realism is characterized by rwo basic principles chat are very compatible
with strucruralism.

Firse, realists adopr an entity- rather than an evene-centered ontology: “En-
- viries (ontology) condition theories (epistemolagy)” (Wende forthcoming: 20),
' Realists chus assume char objects and entities — perhaps known only by their ef-

feces — exist in the world. For example, che state is real and is nor simply a po-
- lice car; similarly, the international state system is real and is not just che U.N.
charrer. Serucrures are thus real entiries or objeces. Realises assume thar mature
scientific rheories rypically refer directly to this real world of (perhaps unobsery-
able) objects and hence provide knowledge of reality “our there.” Scientific the-
ories are therefore about che basic building blocks of the world, including their
properties and interactions. Scientists search for these fundamental enrities,
called “natural leinds™ in theic particular domains of inguiry. Natural kinds have
a differentiared struceure and hence coherence and unicy: They are forms or kinds
of things with interconnected parts or elements. Hence, a nacural kind is more
than a heap of properties or an ad hoc collection of bundles of qualiries. For ex-
ample, a dog is a narural kind; a pile of sand or five randomly chesen objects on
my desk are not. '
- The implications for social science are thar social strucrures are real and thar
$ocial scienrists should search for “social kinds.” Licele (1993: 190) acgues that

andidares for social kinds include ‘rioe,” ‘revolution,” ‘class,’ ‘religion,’ ‘share
- cropping land-tenure system,’ 'constitucional monarchy,” marker economy,’ ‘na-

onalist policical movement,’ ‘internarional trading regime,’ and ‘labor union."”

Skocpol thus focuses on historically concrete types of cases: “This book does not,
“course, analyze in depth all available hisrorical cases of social revolution. Nor
does it analyze a ‘random’ sample from the entire universe of possible cases. In
facr, comparative historical analysis works best when applied to 2 ser of a few
ases that share cerrain basic features. Cases need vo be carefully selected and che
iteria of grouping them rogecher made explicitly” (1979: 40). Hence, France,
ussia, and China “have been grouped together as fundamencally simélar cases of
cial revolurion” (40, emphasis in original). Why? “It is the premise of this
ork that Prance, Russia, and China exhibited imporrant similarities in their
Id Regimes and revolutionary processes and outcomes — similarities more than
ufficient to warrane cheir treatment together as one paccern calling fora coher-'f

I R PRSI I T B

“\Wehm; feived in Calhoun 1995: 48) offers & classic rejoinder to this perspectivisim: One
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Second, these perhaps unobservable narural or social kinds —what I.have termed
struceures — have, following Skocpol, cansal powers. Wendt {forthcoming: 26)_51{g- .
gests thar “the behavior of things is influenced by self-organizing or homeostatic in-
rernal scructures, and the analysis of those scructures should to that extent figure in .

explanations of behavior.” Realists argue that scientists search for these real — albeit

hidden — causal mechanisms. For example, chemistry looks for chemical elements -
and the laws of chemistry; physics looks for elementary particles and che laws of -
physics. Hence, scructure, process, and ontcome are linked: Narural bodies or kinds -

have natural proclivities or powers which produce narural laws of development. Pi-

aget (cired in Lioyd 1986: 257, emphasis in otiginal) thus mainrains that “there is no. '

structure apart from construction.” Strucruralists chus follow Aristotle and assume chae

strucrures have actualities and potentialities and that form decermines development.

These law-like processes thus involve production and reprucluccion., scability aﬁd_
change, growth and development, and maintenance and transformamon.. .

The implication for social science, as Ira Katznelson develops in his con-
criburion to this volume, is that social stracrures must be analyzed in macro-
hiscorical and macrodevelopmental perspective. The substantive concerns in-
clude stave-building, war, capitalism, industrializarion, and urbanizarion;
Seructural mechanisms thae produce these historical dynamics include compe-
tition, conflict, consensus, division of labor, differentiacion, diversity, distrib=

ution, inequality, stratificarion, polarity, size, density, and hierarchy. Still

other scructural logics chat produce dynamics invalve coneradictions, paradox-
es, ironies, and unintended consequences. Examples ahound. Adam Smith a
gues thae in the pursuit of privace gain society organizes itself and thereby pr

duces a market governed by the laws of supply and demand. Karl Marx argues.

that capitalist societies have a different set of laws of development and ones
thac lead to their own demise. Max Weber argues thac patriarchalism, domi-
nation by notables, political patrimonialism, feudalism, hierarchy, Cae‘sampg_—
pism, bureaucracy, charismatic community, church, secr, household, nmghl__:o..
hood, kin group, echnic group, oikos, and enterprise have characterist
patterns of development. - 5
Skocpol is thus concerned with the concrete historical dynamics of 2 certalfl
type of state (1979: 304, fn. 1). Whar cypes of old-regime stares Lhar:‘shfus.tudl
were susceptible to social revolucion? “Autocratic,” "protobu.reaucrat‘lc, imp
jal," “monarchies” chac were “well-established,” “wealthy,” "politlcall){ am
tipus,” “hisrorically autonomous,” and in “noncolonial” states with "scanstf §0.
ecies” and “agrarian” economies that faced “intense incernational mllltf_llf)’
competition” from “economically developed military competitors” underwen
social revolution (1979: 41; 161; 167; 285; 287-8; 304, fn. 4). What cype of stat
was the outcome of the social revolutions she studied? Bureaucratic and mass-1f
corporating states — rationalized, autonomous, and powerful — were the prodit
of revolution.

In sum, seructuealists analyze real social rypes wich causal powers and h'd
ek A e s TThie (rmnliee that they are UPPDSE
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the rarionalist’s acomistic reductionism. Strucenralists indeed reject the view char
social life can be explained by particles of matter and their movement, which are
subject only to the laws of motion and cheir own material narure. Skocpol thus
opposes “strategies of analytic simplification” (294). She argues that analysts (5)
should not concenrrare “only upon one analyric feature (such as violence or po-
litical conflict” that characterizes major social revelutions. Rather, “we must lool
at the revolurions as wholes, in much of their complexicty.” Scructuralists, more-
over, view cause as natural necessity. This implies thar they violace the racional-
ist’s Hempelian deductive-nomological approach to explanation (see Alan Zuck-
erman'’s chaprer in this volume). Strucruralists indeed transgress a positivism thae

sees cause as entailing only logical necessicy.

Rarionalists therefore pecform compararive static experiments, culruralists

produce inrerpretive undersranding, and strucruralises study the historical dy-

namics of real social types. Positivism, interpretivism, and realism are the possi-
ble philosaphies of social science.

COMPARISON

Given a school’s ontology and methodology, each develops an approach to com-
parison. All talce a stand on the ideographic-nomothetic debate and on the ques-

tion of covering laws and causal accounts raised in Alan Zuckerman's essay in this
volume.

Rarionalist methodology involves the comparative-staric experiments dis-

cussed earlier that link struceure to acrion. This comparative static methodalogy
sounds like che basis for generalizacion. Tv is indeed che ideal PGM — proposition
generating machine. Rationalists see individuals as hardheaded scientists who
ground their preferences and beliefs in che material woeld. Similarly, rarionalists
-see themselves as hardheaded scientises who conduct gedanben and then evaluate
their success, Racionaliscs are chus careful to specify whar counts as decisive evi-
dence against their experiments. They think in rerms of observable implications
that are falsifiable (i.e., rationalists suggest null hypotheses and counterfacruals).
For example, Bates (1989: ch. 4) offers a series of regression equarions thar
_demonscrate chat political institutions and public policies affect Kenya's food
“stocks and thus stand berween drought and famine. Refucing theories of unreg-
‘ulared markers offered by neoconservative development economists and of benev-
olently regulated markets offered by neoliberal development economists, he pre-

encs statistical evidence of a “policy-induced food cycle” (111). Institutions, that

s, “rmay generate pressures thar convert abundance into dearth and cherefore

ranslare droughrs into food crises.” Bates considers these lessons generalizable o
gracian politics in other Third World countries. As he purs it, “this chaprer has

aughr us about subsistence crises” (115). In sum, racionalists are led, as if by an
nvisible hand, to quancitacive methodolagies and a positivist philosophy of sci-

nce. They atcemprt ro account for an explanandum (irrational social action) by

firting it into a structure of knowledge: Initial conditions {(abouc rarional desires
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i i :on) allow rationalists to deduce
and beliefs) and general laws {zbout thel‘r Dperzu:{on) 2 | |
che anomalous {israrional} phenomenon 1t gu‘esuo'n. . Serscanding of

Culruralist methodology involves gaining interpretive unde : g

meaning. Since meaning 1§ peculiar o particular culcures, culeuralists favos }C]asa
studies. Moreover, they stress the uniqueness of cases. Individual cases are char-
acterized by radical historical concingency.- :
open-ended historical accidents in four ways. First, : mdovic
“They are unintended and anwanted. Second, ourcomes are path-dependent: Lrit-

ourcomes are paradoxical:

i i lly ordered
i ippi ts shape histary. Locally, cases are temporally
ical events and tipping points shap v apne

events. Globally, :
changes the context within which subse-

and historically connected sequences of
rial and temporal diffusion as each case

qQuenc cases Operate. Third, outcomes are multifarious: Muleiple equilibria lﬁe |
possible and councerfactuals are always relevant. Finally, ouccomes afe unstable -

and unpredicrable: The forces chat produce any pne OUCCOME are finely balanced;
and hence short-run. o
Culturalists are therefore suspicious of generalizing across cases. y i
the idea of nomotheric research conducted on random samples of the world's cur
of states in order to develop generalizations that hold indepen-
rime, and context. All universals, uniformities, and invariaats are
1

They rejec

rent population
dently of space,

suspect. Norms, means, : _ e
precisely the same way in all sienations. Cases are not merely instances of generd

chings — lifeless variables, categories, and abstrnc'fio-ns‘ Modxﬁcanon;_, elxcit;p;?;
and qualificarions are che rule. Hence, comparativises should nor think ' e
of ideal-type theories and concepts. These do not exist, have nevter‘ems ":555-
will never exist, In short, all grand historical narracives and toralizing uru.
histories must be deconstructed.

Racher than compare to establish vague simi .
comparativists should compare to esrablish sharp d}fferences. g
should thus be hiscorical relativists. They shoulc% p?51c1vely valuF '1verdetrj;t_ e
multipliciry; expect historical particularity, S_F)E(‘ZIEC}EY, and lm:aln:g‘(, 1.111‘:‘8‘r1 ;
individuality, singularicy, uniqueness, and dxstmctweness;' appre;m;e e -
outliers, idiosyncrasies, unrepresentativeness, and 'fmornahes; and en
vatiation, hecerogeneity, fragmentation, differenmamon,.and plurallrfy. i

For example, Scotr (1985: xviii) srates thar “a certain amount o Sme?;:ibn
seems ahsolutely essential to convey the textuge and conduct 01; 11:1'.15; ;f e
Larger theoretical “considerarions require, 1 t_hmlc the flesh and bloo o
instances to take on substance. An example is not only the most sutt:3 ;ng
of embodying a generalization but also has the advancage of al‘m:’ays '?i) S
and more complex that the principles that are crawn E:rom it (X\.’IR;Z_.
Scort opens his book with two wonderful scories of social outcasts: g

larities, culruralists believe'th_
Comparativis

svely and
i, i iburi i indi at some comparatvely
Ppfargarer Levi, in her conttiburion to this volume, indicates th p

1 OWE
H W ’ Trivi Ve~ 1 85 ﬂﬂd oW
Cil“.y oriented cacionnlists are moving away from posItIvIst comparative static exercis

Individua! developments are largely -

and averages are just that. Theories are never fulfilled
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symbol of “the grasping poor,” and “Haji ‘Broom,” the symbol of “the greedy
cich” (18).

In sum, culruralists scress configuracive paths — chere are as many paths as
there are cultures. Hence, comparativists should compare in order to establish the
differences among a set of developments, "> They should study phenomena in their
local and concrete historical context, focusing on their origins and outcomes.

Now consider the structuralists. Strucrures are patcerned objeces. There are
obviously systemaric similaricies and differences among these patteens. Struc-
curalists thus divide objects into species and genera. Their theoretical general-
izations and statements are confined to particular classes and caregories of phe-
nomena. Structuralists can therefore be located becween the universalists
{rationalists) and the particularists (culruralises); Berween all and each lie some,
Struceuralises chus achieve generality by partitioning cases into subsers and es-
tablishing classificatory frameworks.

‘While seractures come in types and scrucruralists are basically classifiers, che
-way things are grouped by kind is very important to structuralists. As realists,
“they argue that scientists must take note of the real and objective divisions in che
-world: Analysts should divide narure at ics joincs. They reject the idea of nomi-
“nalist, arcificial, or subjective classifications thar are merely imposed by observers
-and arbitrarily given by language. Divisions, in other words, are discovered and
“not invented. This is why Skocpol (1979), for example, focuses on che historically

oncrete forms of the stace mentioned earlier.
Strucruralists thus classify cases inco a number of categories, each funda-
mentally different from one another. They then investigare che historical dy-
amics associated with each class. Similar processes, sequences, and laws thus
ccur in similar structures; different processes, sequences, and laws occur in dif-
erent structures, A small number of typical paths of development and change are
hereby located. Scructuralists cherefore do compararive histories to discover the
istorical laws of scrucrural development. State breakdown and peasant revolu-
ons occur according to Skacpol (1979), for example, differencly in agrarian bu-
reaucracies than in postcolonial regimes. Because of differences in initial condi-
ions, institurions, stenctures, groups, and contexts, similar causes or shocks (e.g.,
ars) produce dissimilar effeces in different syst:erns.14 On the other hand, differ-
it contexts within a similar overall type produce similar outcomes. "’
This typological approach limits the generalizabilicy of one's findings to the
pe of cases examined. Hence, Skocpol (288} asks, “Can {these findings] be ap-
lied beyond che French, Russian, and Chinese cases? In a sense, the answer is
equivocally ‘no': one cannot mechanically exrend che specific causal arguments
1t have been developed for France, Russia, and China inco a ‘general theory of
volurions' applicable to all other modern social revolucions. There are cwo im-

::This was ane of Weber's principal methodological themes (Lichbach 1995: 290-1).
Exumples include Brenner (1976, 1982} and Kaczenstein (1978).
uﬁxamples include Moore (1946) and Skecpal (1979).
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portant reasons why such a stearegy would be fruieless.” Pir.stl, new cases might |
have oew causes: “The causes of revolutions (whether of individual case's, or sets
of similar cases) necessarily vary according to the historical and inter-natm‘nnl cie-
cumstances of the countries involved” (288). Second, new cases might interscc
wich old causes: “Patterns of revolutionary causation and outcomes are afected -
by world-historical changes in the fundamental scructures and bz{ses of state -
power as such” (288). Skocpol (290) concludes that ."other revolutions require
analyses in their own right” because they oceur in c‘hfferc?nt types of structures .
{e.g., in different stares and in different world-hiscorical c1rcum5tances).. =
In sum, structuralisc comparison involves chree steps. The first scep involves
classification: Strucruralists locate different configurarions of bounded and pat-
rerned acrion and inceractions. The second step involves morphology: The Prin-
ciples that scrucrure the relationships among the parts, or the therne,l logic, or-
rules thar establish che functioning of a configuration or form, are spf:uﬁ.ed. The
final step involves dynamics: A scrucrure's development, institurionalization, and
change are studied. This involves 2 focus on origins, or how the structure come
into being; maintenance, ot how the structure comes to be stable; and transfor
mation, or how the structure changes. -
Rarionalists therefore generalize, culturalists particularize, and s.tructumh_st ;
rypologize, Comparativists can compare to establish similarities, differences, o
both similarities and differences.

LACUNAE

A school’s particular oncology, merhadology, and approach to the ideogmph{
nomochetic problem produce charactesistic serengths and weak?esses. A compat;
arive analysis of the approaches illuminares these virtues and vices. _
The racionalist perspective is “excernalist,” “behaviorist,” or "thrc.mghpu
Given that racional actors attempt to efficiently adape to their environmel
external conditions and not human consciousness are the focus of Eh.f.‘ FhQQFY
Rarionalists thus rend toward a mechanical-behavioral view of subjectiviry !
adopr a parcicularly anemic or thin version of intencionality, racional.ity, and; 1'_111
rerests. Actors are thus left wirth an impoverished orientation to action: Peop
are computing devices and mechanical robots who calculate their il‘jltErEStS-"Ra
tionalists who explain action in cerms of exogenously changing prices thu
evitably slight the individual and group identity-formarion quesmon:.PEr;'_s
and communal idencicies are treaced as exogenous to rather chan constituty
stable and orderly social relationships and inceractions. For example, Bﬂ
(1989: 150) suggests that people are concerned wich efficiency and Pare:lc?
timalicy because it can help everyone including themselvesE If‘ an
Marxian manner, the theory contends rhat people devise instirucions 0.
unleash the full productive potential of their economies.” While Eh1s H?tt
ism might seem to be che basis of murual cooperation and sx?c1al orde
Lo e are even more concerned with distribution, powel
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propercy righes because these can help them mosc of all: “People see clearly
where cheir interests lie. They invest in the creation of insticutions in order to
structure economic and polirical life so as better to defend cheir position with-
in them. They invest in insticutions so as to vest their inrerests” (151). Hence,
rationalists like Bares ulrimately offer a materialist theory of preferences'®
under which incerest is an obsracle rather than a basis for social order: Rario-
nalists view ends as random in a positive sense and as equal in a normarive
sense, which means thar values ultimately divide racher than unite people. In
sum, rationaliscs sacrifice the subject and surrender the self, undoing the com-
munity and unmaking the collectivicy'’

Scoer (1985: 27) asks, “Why are we here, in a village of no parcicular signif-
icance, examining the scruggle of a handful of history’s losers?” Evidently, “the
big batcalions of che state, of capitalist relations in agriculeure and of demogra-
phy itself,” which beger the metanarratives of large-scale peasant rebellion and
revolution, “are arrayed against them.” His answer is thar while the material di-
mensions of class conflict and social change are undeniable, conflict and change

- must ultimacely be understood interprecively. Other culeuralists go even furcher

than Scott, adopt an all-embracing Hegelianism, and argue char it is “ideas all
the way down.” Whether they are moderates or extremists, culruralises face the

. problem thar the existence and causal impace of culrure is difficult if nor impos-
. sible to investigare. There are major problems with testing arguments about the
" existence of norms becanse norms vary by people, conrext, time, integrarion, in-

tensity, and completeness. For example, Samuel H. Barnes in this volume shows
thac partisan allegiance has temporal instabilicies and comparative nonequiva-
lences. Moreover, narms are not directly observable and are subject to the “owl of

-minerva” problem (i.e., they are easiest to discover when they are in decline).
This leads to the second major problem faced by the culturalists: testing argu-
- ments about the consequences of norms. Do norms actually produce action and

outcomes? When action and the material world are swept up into an all-embrac-

ing Hegelian idealism, teleology and taucalogy are inevirahle, Hence, cultural-
ists face the problem of eliminating plausible rival hypocheses. Their ideas are
significant but nonfalsifiable. For example, while Scott (1985: 139) does suggests
vera] “standards of evidence and inference” on which one interpreration is to he

preferred to 2nother, he does not pretend to offer a research design capable of sep-
araring idealist from marerialist forces. In sum, culturalises do not attempt o
separate the marerial from the ideal because they assume that material must al-

. . . 18
ays be interpreted in terms of the ideal.
As indicated earlier, Skocpol (1979) minimizes the voluntarism of revolu-

tionary masses and elites and slights the significance of their values, beliefs, and

'8A reluced criticism is thar they akso have n materialise theory of beliefs.
A relaced criticism thus challenges the rationalist’s methodological individualism.

] Other critiques of culrural snalyses of polirics are developed by Mare Howard Ross in his contri-
ttion to chis volume.
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ecrions. Her purely strucrural cheory emphasizes that structutes, Ot ACELORS, pro-
duce ouccomes. She argues a rigid methodological holistic pasition: Struccure- is
significanc and individual actions, desires, and beliefs are not. In ocher words, in-

dividuals have no choices. They are all but eliminarable, overwhelmed by struc-

vure. People are merely “bearers,” “carriers,” or “supporrers” of ﬁlr.lctlons de_ter—
mined by objective strucrures.”? Moreover, when structuralists consider
individuals, they tend to homogenize them. All people within a category ate the

same, merely role players who lack individuality. Culruralises thus-charge i..‘hat >
strict scructuralises study history wichout a subject. Human beings are made inco

mechanical robots and dupes who are forced to comply wich the dicrates of some
system. Structural theories, in other words, lack people with agency: actors who
have choices and take meaningful actions. Structuralists thus produce a bloodless

social science: People are the victims of and silent witnesses fo history. This
bloodless social science means that structural cheories miss policics: the strategic

interaction among goal-seeking individuals. They also miss humaa ‘activi%'y, cre-
arivity, 2nd ingenuicy. Rationalists thus charge that serict s‘trucm‘.lmhsts miss co}
lective action and coalitional processes. This bloodless social science also mean
that structural theories are deterministic: Given strucrure, OutComes follow,
Srrucrural causes are so powerful that everyching becomes pred.ictable: There are
imperarives and not possibilities, dictares and not concingencies. To_ structu‘ra:l
ists, in sum, structure is face. This perspective leads to historical fatalism, an iro
cage decerminism, and the absence of voluntarism. o -

Ratipnalise thinking therefore culminates in materialism, cu}turapst
thought in idealism, and scructural tenets in determinism. Hard-core rationalists

lose values and conrexts, crue-believer culturalists miss choice and constraint, and:

die-hard strucruralists miss action and orienrarion. Bates (1989), Scott (1&?85 |
and Skocpol (1979) are well aware of chese lacunae. In order to advance their ¢
search communicies, they willingly make these trade-offs.

SUBTRADITIONS

Each tradirion specializes: Rartionalists concentrate on actiof, culturalists fo
on norms, and structuralists center on conditions, “Thin" versions of prog
srick closely to their cradirional cores. Consequently, one can test the'pmg'.:amf
a very fundamental way. The problem, however, is that the program is easxly

¥ practice, of course, the fevel of conscrnines varies from sicuation o situation gnd moy P“?d
more ot fess limited choices. Inglehare (1990: 18) wisely suggeses thac

on one hand, one can conceive of sicuations so torally rigidly strucrured that vir:uully' naching
the individual cun do affects his or her fate, The situstion of a prisonef in a concencmrion '-‘;mh
may be very near chis extreme. On the other hand, one can also conceive nfs:tuafmns in : al;d:
what happens mainly refleces the individusl's behavier; & libertrian society wich lavis! :

well-distributed resources might approach chis ideal. In che real world, one is slmost never
eicher excreme: ourcomes reflzet both incernal oriencarions and external constrains.
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sified: Exclusivity slights a great deal of the complex empirical woeld and hence
produces unsatisfacrory explanations of the richness of social life. “Thick” ver-
sions of research programs therefore begin ta look empirically attraccive to che
members of each research communiry. Pragmatic researchers willingly add on el-
ements from the other approaches. Consequently, a single tradition can subsume
many specific theories, and one can test the program but not in any basic way.
The three research communities thus contain an internal seruggle berween the
purists and che monopolists, or between chose who wish to develop thin versions
of the program and those who wish to develop thick ones.

Rationalists study individual action and social ourcomes. Thin rationalists
are pure incentionalists who see reasons as causes of action. They have a reduc-
tionist view of condirions and culture that understands chem as individual beliefs
and desires. For example, economists who do public choice {e.g., Becker 1976)
focus on a supposedly universal human nacure and irs laws: diminishing marginal
utility, irrelevance of fixed costs, substitutes and complements in choice, market
equilibrium of supply and demand, etc. Hence, thin rationalises might be more
accurately called “human-nature rationalists.” One can extend che boundaries of
the rationalist approach by deepening the micro, and hence scudying eulruse, and
exploring the macro, and hence examining institutions (Lichbach 1995: chap.
10}. Thick rationalists like Bates thus move roward serucrure by looking at con-
ditions as both causes and effects (alchough they do noc go all the way o the
scructuralise position and explore how steucture affects the constitution of acrors
themselves). Thick rationalists like Bates also move toward culeure by looking at

preferences (although they do not go all the way to study how actors are them-
selves consticured by values) and beliefs (alchough they do not go all cthe way and

become cognitive psychologists) as both causes and effects. Hence, thick ratio-
nalists mighr be more accurarely called “social-sicuarion rarionalists.” Bates thus

begins with the historically specific opporrunity scructure in Kenya which de-
fines the desires, beliefs, and choices of Kenyans. In addition to exploring how

the concrete siruation in Kenya constrains or limics, and enables or empowers, in-

dividual Kenyans, Bates also examines how Kenyans determine their hiscorically
concrete situation: The economic, social, and political inscitutions and outcomes

f Kenyan political economy are endogenous.
Culturalists study subjective and intersubjective values and beliefs. Thin
ulturalists include the suevey researchers who maintain that aceors malke cul-

tirally informed choices. They also mainrain that material structures must al-
ways be filtered through ideas — values and beliefs. Culturalists broaden cheir

erimeter by analyzing how culrure defines choices and strucrures. Thick cul-
uralists thus explore the decision rules behind choice and how actors are con-

stituted by culture. Intersubjective approaches that take a thick view of culture

nclude Gramscian hegemonic culruralists and Parsonian functionalists. Sub-
ctive and intersubjective subtradicions is a very significant divide. Samuel H.
arnes in chis volume refers to it as che "I/we problem: Culture is what we be- -
eve, not what I believe.” Marc Howard Ross's essay in chis volume sarveys the
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Structuralists study civil sociery, the state, and the international syscem of

stares, Strucruralists include the pluralists, Marxists, and seatists. Thin struc-
ruralists are materialists. They argue thar a base or subscrucrure drives a periph-
ery or superstructure. They also minimize che significance of actors and cheir
freedom to choose. Since they see choice and culeure as derivarive of seructures,
thin structuralists often do not even bocher to examine chem. Structuralisrs
thicken their approach by studying how the reason and nonrationaliry concained
in structures are manifested in actions ane orientations. Thick structuralists thus
explore the materially driven dynamics of structures of collecrive action and so-
cial norms,” L

In sum, purists/traditionalists and monopolists/synthesizers pull their re-
search programs in opposite directions. Purists keep the approaches close to their
tradirional roots; they therefore minimize within-tradition variance and maxi-

mize berween-tradition variance. Their extensions are usually rrivial and cheirar-

guments most often turn out to he wrong. Monopolists move their approaches

beyond their traditional core tosynthesize perspectives; they therefore maximize-

within-tradition variance and minimize berween-tradition variance. Their exten-
sions are wsually more interesting, but it is usually hard to know whether the
progra._m is producing the really useful insighrs.

: SECTION 3: ’I‘HE SOCIALLY EMBEDDED UNIT ACT

These basuc sumlannes and differences in rarionalise, culeuralise, and structura.l-
ist thought raise deeper interpretive questions: What is the meaning and signif:
icance of the three approaches? How can we understand and appreciate che dis
pute among the three research communities that characterize contemyporary.
comparative politics? And why, after all, is today’s bactle of the paradigms tak
ing place among rationalists, culruralists, and strucruralists and, unlike chi
1960s, not among funcrionalists, systems theorists, and Marxiscs? !

Such quesrions are best approached by serring che dialogue among the
schools within the historical contexr of the development of social theory. Th
origins of social thought provide clues to contemporary understandings an
debates in comparative politics. More specifically, comparativists can begin t:
appreciate the similarities and differences and the connections and disjung
tures among the research schools by exploring how the approaches can b
traced to Parsons's unit act and Weber's paradox of modernity.

Uy Km:zncisnns essay in chis volume offers another way to parse structurstism: One tradision (€
Mpoore, Skocpol) develnps grand macroanalytic naomeives of world-hiscorical importance while nnnth
“smatter-scale historical instirutionalism” (e, E-, che one described by Peter A. Hall in his essay in r.h!s
ume) is more r:mpmmlly and theomt:cﬂlly restruined nand mokes the relarively modest claim chac histo
nm:l msntununs ma:l:cr.'- : :
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Parsons (1937) used che conceptual device of the “unir act” to SYStematize or
rationalize the ideas of several of the founders of social thoughe.?' His purpose
was to unite the rarionalise, culeuralise, and scrucruralist foci on interests, iden-
tities, and insritutions into one framework. The “action frame of reference,” pRET
of his voluntaristic theory of action, was the first acrempt to end the war of the
schools and integrate the conflicting paradigms.” _

Building on Weber's ({19241 1968) idea of social acrion, one can say that
both acts and contexts matter and hence thar all aces are socially embedded. I
have therefore extended the unit act o take accounc of the strucrure-acrion prob-
lem of reconciling individuals and collectivities.”® The socially embedded unit
act is represenced in Figure 1. The diagram has three layers — an inner or indi-
vidual layer, a middle or collective layer, and an outer or approach layer — which
reveal important connections among the schools,

THE INNER OR INDIVIDUAL LAYER

The socially embedded unit act involves a hypothetical person in a siruarion in
which the world is at least parcially under his or her control. The acror thus has some
agency: He or she manifests subjectivity, has purpose, possesses free will, uses rea-
son, and acts. The presumed resulr is human creativity and personal responsibility.

Philosophical discussions of intencional explanation and technical discus-
sions of individual decision making therefore stress that agents possess three im-
poreant characreristics (Elscer 1989). They have desires ~ goals, purposes, and
ends — thar chey intend to sacisfy. They have beliefs — informartion and knowledge
— about cheir situation. Finally, they make choices — act, do, and perform — in

. order to reach their goals. In sum, ar the individual level desires and beliefs di-

FeCt action.

*!For nearly two decades, Parsons's unic acr and relared coaceprital schemes dominated a great deal of so-
cial science. Muny of the paradigms that became popular during comparative policies’s eatlier flirmedon with
theary and peneralizntion in the 19505 and 1960s were rooted in Passans {e.g., structural funceionalism),

*Pazsans eventually moved from & geneml theory of nction —a view of social order s resulring from

the contingency of individualistic decision making and the voluntaristic interaccion of isolated individu-

als in some Inrger framewotle of norms and values — to o sepucrural-funcrional scheme — a systems theory
of sucial ordec based on funcrional or sysiemic imperatives, This chapter does not consider the entirecy of
Parsonss thoughr, including che scruccure-funcrion scheme and "general acrion complexes” thar synehe- .
size social, cultural, personality, ond behavioral uspeces of modern societies. For n review of Parsons's work,
see Sculli and Gerstein (1985). An imporcant recenc corcribucion is Camic (1989). :
B Pyrsonss (1937) presentarion of the unit ace in face mixes che individuzl and collective levels. Ar:-
tors have goals. The situation in which chey find themselves is pated into two pares — conditions and means.
Conditinns are che matetinl elements which cennot be molded to the scror's purposes; they are the obstacles”
thae constrain agency ahour which ncrors develap beliefs. Means are che choices or actions underaken by, :
the aczor char enable agency. Finally, actors approach the situation wich cermin norms. They use their awn

sub]ecnvc judgments or srandards to interprer or underscand cheis situation. The pursuic uF;,Duls nnd []1!‘. PRI

chioice of means is cherefore judged by normative considerations, idend smndnrds ot vnlue expecr.u:lons
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Fignre 1. The Socially Embedded Unit Act: The Basic Diagram

THE MIDDLE OR COLLECTIVE LAYER

The socially embedded unit act also involves sets of individuals who comprise:
some collectivity. People, in ocher words, are part of some social order.

The structure-action or individual-collective problem involves linkages be-

rween che three properties of agency and three corresponding properties of socl

ery. Individual desires reflect and produce social norms. Individual beliefs corre=:
spond to and ultimately influence material condirions. Finally, individual action;

aggregates into and also responds to colleccive action. In sum, at the collectiv
level culearal norms and environmental conditions affece social actiofi,

THE QUTSIDE OR RESEARCH COMMUNITY LAYER

All grand syntheses, like Parsons's voluntaristic theory of action, become the l?b
ject of close scrutiny. The intellecrnal division of labor rakes its toll. Speciali
have therefore appropriated each of the componencs of the socially embedde

unit act and spawned a research community. There are now experts in acrion {
e s e e e eweY ard rrndiriane frhe eterieriiralices).
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Hence, the outer layer of the diagram indicates that each of the schools con-
centrates on one vereex of the triangle. Culeuralists specialize in individual de-
sires and cultural norms, scructuralises in individual beliefs and environmenrtal
conditions, and rationalists in individual choice and social action.

THE CONNECTIONS AMONG THE LAYERS

The connections among these three layers problemarize several importanc themes
in social theory and hence reveal several significant relationships among the ap-
proaches. First, Figure 1 clarifies why the debare among Marxists, scrucrural
fiuncrionalists, systems theorists, etc., in the 1960s evolved into a debate among
rationalists, culturalists, and serucecuralists in the 1990s. Theorecical chinking has
sharpened and the issues are now crisper. Hence, there is now a cercain symme-
try among che competing positions, which is occurring throughout the social sci-
ences,”” thar was missing from the earlier “war of the schools.” Each contempo-
rary school coalesces around a subject matrer: Choice, culture, and context are the
domains of study. Each adopts an ontology: Reasons, tules, and relations consti-
tuce the world. Bach explores a key explanarory variable: Interests, identities, and
institutions drive outcomes. Finally, each lends itself to a theory of social order:
The intersection of strategies, symbols, and strucrures define sociery. In sum, our
problem situations and research designs in comparative politics consist of three
natural models and foils. The value in juxtaposing the approaches is thac cricical
confronrations reveal the junctures where a school’s lzcunae are best addressed by
the other schools.

Second, the socially embedded unit act clarifies the central issue in social
thought: the strucrure-action problem of unicing micro, meso, and macro levels
of analysis. The difficulty here is that human beings are the continually active
subjects who make the eternally passive objects which limic cheir subjectivity.zs
Individuals are cherefore more or less intencional agents who make history, soci-
ety, conditions, and rules and yec history, society, conditions, and rules make in-

- dividuals. We are both aneonomous creators and dependent crearures, innovarors

and prisoners. The world is both fact and counterfactual, constraine and con-
struct. Some examples will drive home the point:

Taking and selling prisoners becomes the institution of slavery. Offering
one's seevices to a soldier in recaen for his protection becomes feudalism.
Organizing the conerol of an enlarged labour force on the basis of standard-
ized rules becomes bureaucracy. And slavery, fendalism and bureaucracy be-

Mhere are several individualistic, micra, or action approaches to inguiry besides mrional chaice.

" When I considered culrurlist approaches, for example, I briefly discussed subjectivist approaches (e.g.,

modern survay research) that offer a richer focus on the cognition, resoning, maosivacion, and existential
meaning the individual actor acraches to his or her action. There are also richer incersubjective approach-
b5 to consciausness char emphasize prxis or the enaccment and performence of social octs,

#5ee foornace 3.
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come the fixed, ecernal setrings in which seruggles for prosperity or survival

or freedom are then pursued. By subscitucing cash payments for labour ser-
vices che lord and peasant joiatly embark on the dismantling of the feudal
order their grear grandparents had conscructed. (Abrams 1982: 2-3)

The srrocrure-action problem is concerned, more specifically, with inter-
relating the three aspects of che micro (individual), meso (group and insticution-
al), and macro (societal) levels of analysis. The first is the aggregation problem: °
how unintended, unwanted, unexpected, unpredictable and yet seemingly in-
evirable collective outcomes result from a sec of more or less purposeful individ-
ual actions. The second is the institutionalization problem: how these emergent
properries solidify over time into structures, The chird is che contexrual problem:
how chis solidified social order comes to constrain and enable individual con-
sciousness and acrion. Hence, the structure-action problem has imporrane noe-
mative’’ and positive’® implications, especially about freedom and decerminism,
and hence the possibilities of rationality and nonrationalicy. :

A glance at the socially embedded unit act diagram shows how the frame-
work goes beyond Parsons's individualistic unic acr and clarifies these Issues:
Looking vertically, one discovers that there are acrually two structure-action
problems: culture and rational action, strucrure and rational action. Looking hor-
izonrally, chere is one structure-structure problem: culrure and strucrure. Legiti-
macy and social order chus rest on the harmonization of insticutions and idenriz
ties, identities and interests, and interests and instirurions. In addition, the:
aggregation problem exists for all components of the socially embedded unit act
— action (individual action and collecrive action), values (individual preferences:
and collective values), and beliefs (individual cognitions and institutional devel-
opment). Rationalization thus occurs in the action sphere, where individual and.
collective action is reconciled through organization; in the idesl sphere, where
the abstraccion and systemartization of values (substantive rationalicy) pmceed: ;
and in the material sphere, where bureaucratization (functional rationalicy) de
velops. The parts of che inner or individual layer of the socially embedded unit
act (desires, beliefs, and action). are thus associated with the middle layer of
spheres of society (ideal culrure, macerial structure, and group action), something

TThe individual-sociery issue is imporrant normacively. All socieries must deal with value conflices
among individusls and harmonize social values. All sociedes must then escablish principles of the good
life and reconcile chem with the priociples of the good society. All societies must ereate un echical toral
ty in the face of posible fragmentation, polycheism, nnd o relativistic “everything goes” mentulicy. 59':
eries must, in shott, establish legitimacy, However, our western values lead us to wish to preserve n:gEﬂ_
a5 did Weber. The individunl-saciety izsue therefore cuts to che core of the liheral ngendsa. It is inrimat
ly nasociared with nn analyst’s philosophical or value oriencacions. '

*The individunl-soeiety problemacique is related 1o all che major issues in positive polit
Quescions of pessonalicy (being, autonomy, existence, and alienarion), culture (legizsimacy, trust, mord
justice, and erhics), economics (markee, socialism, equity, efficiency, and welfare), sociery {civil socie!
conteace, corpomeism, commuity), conflics and cooperation {peace, war), and poliries (che srate, dero
e amed lilesliermY prasnle wich rhe ccructtire-nerinn rroblam

ienl ::h_rf-'ﬂ
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that was not clear in Parsons's individualistic unir act. Hence, an individual’s de-
sires are a reflection of his or her ideal culcure; an individual’s beliefs are founded
on the material scruceure in which he or she exists; and an individual's actions are
a part of the activities of some collectivity. There are also individual-collecrive
connections across the parts of che socially embedded unic act. One may investi-
gate, for example, how individual actions reflect collective values. Hence, one
may explore connections at the collective level, ar the individual level, and across
the individual-collective divide, both wichin and between parts of the socially
embedded unir acr.

Third, the socially embedded unit act clarifies the competing perspecrives
on two other grand issues of social thoughr: social order and social change. Bach
school generates a theory of social order: Social order is based eicher on reason,
common values, or a hierarchical stcucture’s imposition of material rewards and
punishments (Lichbach 1996). Each school also generates a theory of social
change. Rationalists explore how individuals react to the unintended and un-
wanted social consequences of rational action and construcr new institutions —
which are, of course, subject to dysfuncrions and hence insticutional change, Cul-
turalises focus on how culture insticucionalizes strucrures and hence how culeural
change renders situations obsolete, Institutionalists explore the historical dy-
namics of structures.

Finally, consider how the diagram relates to the nomipalism vs. realism de-
bate. I employ a Weberian nominalist racher than a strucrural realist orientarion
to the three research schools. Since Weber's “ideal types” address general methad-

" alogical problems in comparative politics, and since che nature of ideal types sets

the boundaries of this conceprual exercise, Weber's ideal-rype analysis bears elab-
oration (Weber [1903-171 1949).

One cannot study all che cheories and approaches that exist in contermpo-

rary comparative politics in all of their complexity and flux. The chaos of the

theorerical world is as severe as che chaos of the empirical world., Hence, we

-need orienting models and guiding frameworks thac define and frame ques-

tions and problems. These are of necessity selective working heuristic tools

. rather than exhauscive and exacr depicrions of realicy. They embody, in other
words, a rather one-sided picrure of the “realicy” of the theories in comparative
politics thar exaggerates, accencuaces, intensifies, highlights, and dramatizes
certain features.

The socially embedded unir act is therefore a typology or classification

scheme designed to juxtapose the three “ideal cypes” (not all possible types) of so-
cizl theory now found in our most prominent research communities. Whar are
the central and significant features of che theories that deserve emphasis in these
ideal rypes? One must rake account of the goals, perspectives, and ideas of che
theorists themselves. I also have incereses and values — what Weber calls value rel-
evance — in exploring those fearures that I consider significant for contemporary
social theory. The ideal types of racionalist, culturalist, and seructuralise thoughe
thar T have developed mix both sers of concerns. . R
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Each ideal type theory is thus logically coherent: onrology, methodology,
comparison, lacunae, and suberaditions form 2 whole. This demonstrates char
there is a cerrain inrernal logic to my incerprerarion of che value systems held by
each ser of theorists. .

The set of ideal types — the classification scheme — reveals certain contrasts
thar allow the exploration of the alrernacives and conflicts inherent in the differ-
entiztion among the rypes. More concretely, the typology can be used to gener-
ate four fruicfisl types of comparison among types (general theoretical traditions)
and cases (particular theories). First, one can compare among the types to show
their similarities and differences. Weber thus explores types and subtypes, sets
and subsers, of cases. I have drawn numerous comparisons in rationalist, culeur-
alist, and structuralist thoughr. Second, one can compare among cases. Weber
thus argues thar one needs clear concepts before one can show the similarities and
(especially) the differences among cases. I have drawn numerous comparisons
among the theories developed by Bares, Scott, and Skocpol. Third, one can com-
pare a type with a case within its range (to show its applicability). Weber thus
uses an ideal type as a yardstick to define individual cases: It is a seandard against
which empirical cases can be measured. By comparing the real with the ideal,
Weber is able to throw a case into relief, highlighting errors and assessing devi-
arions. I have drawn comparisons between rarionalism and Bates, culruralism and
Scott, and struceuralism and Skocpol. Finally, one can examine a single case from
the point of view of several ideal types. Weber thus tries to explain parcicular
cases by applying a battery of ideal cypes and theories. Actual cases, in other
words, are unique, specific, and distinctive combinations of the ideal types. The
nexr section will cherefore analyze Weber from rationalist, culeuralise, and struc-
turalist perspectives. :

These four sets of contrasts, analogies, and juxtapositions allow compara-
tivists to fruitfully mix the general and the specific, engaging theories and the

cases. They allow Weber to place cases and situate developments within general

concests; they facilitate general comparative and typological explicarion of par-

ticular evenrs and situations; and they enable him to focus his analysis on those -
cases that had grear subsranrive and theorerical significance. Moreover, ideal type
analysis makes comparativises aware of the pitfalls of moving from theory to case. ;
Weber argues that ideal types are only useful fictions that do not exhanst and ex- .

actly depict reality. Hence, they should not be reified into something “real”
rather than something “nominal”: They cannot be used to “deduce” cases and
therefore they are not “falsified” by locating deviations from real cases. 3

I have therefore combined various properries of social cheories (e.g., ontolog¥,
methodology) to produce three types of sacial theories. The ideal-type rationalist,
culturalist, and structuralist research communities developed here should be
judged on pragmatic grounds: They are useful or not useful for chis or that prob

lem from this or that conceptual point of view; they should be displaced by sz

other sec of ideal cypes that highlight different and, from another point of view,
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In sum, a consideration of cheee ideal-type research schools forces compara-
tivists to confront some fundamental issues in social theory: the narure of che
competing paradigms and che seructure-acrion, social order—social change, and
nominalism-realism debates. The socially embedded unir ace helps clarify, albeit
not solve, these enduring issues.

SECTION 4: MAX WEBER, MODERNITY, AND
COMPARATIVE POLITICS TODAY

Parsons’s failed synthesis thus holds che key to a deeper understanding of the con-
nections and disjuncrures among the three research communiries thar dominare
conremporary comparative politics. Any satisfacrory subscantive explanation in
our field will emnploy one or more of these sets of “nuts and bolts” (Elster 1989).
But what would be the purpose of such a theory? What is the historical situarion
in which social scientists find chemselves that requires understanding?

Max Weber™ argues char social scienriscs should begin inquiry by analyzing
the value relevance of the problem situation in which they find cthemselves.
Weber thus explores the world-historical significance of his own circumstances
and then evaluates his state of affairs from the point of view of a normative the-
ory of politics: how people oughr to live, che definition and implemenrarion of
the common good, and whar is the best or right life and regime. This reflection
led Weber to identify his central problem, and surely the central prablem of his
age, as the dialecric of modernity, or how modernity emancipates and exploies.”

Medieval thought centered on the word of God as revealed through the
teachings of the Roman Catholic Church. As Hawthorn (1976: 8), paraphras-
ing Hobbes, purs it, “Reason was always and necessarily subservient o reve-
lation, which alone could reveal God's purpose.” Weber's concerns, and indeed
the concerns of all of the founders of social thought, can be traced ro a process,
begun in the Renaissance and continuing in the Enlightenment, thar dispuced
medieval chinking. The rigid buc stable old order of communicies and hierar-
chies, based on ecclesiascical, feudal, and monarchical auchoricy, was chal-
lenged by cognicively and morally reasoning individuals (Nisber 1966). These

individuals accempred to create 2 new rational order in all spheres of social
life.

2 . . . .
*I: is fascinating o recall how much of she language of eontemporary comparacivists can be craced
to Weber: ideal interests and mecerial interests; ideal cype and wersteben; class, starus, and parry; tradition-

al, charismaric, and mtional legitimacy; formal and subscanrive mtionalicy; the iron cage of reason and the

disenchancmenc of the world; bureaucracy and the modesn stave; the ethic of ultimate ends and the echic

of responsibility; and the Proceseant ethic and a calling. Behind this vacabulaty lie Weber's methodolagy
and subsrantive theories which have also had a lasting impact on comparacive policics.

Pouber's muster problem has also been identified ss the origins of capitlism and the Wese, the na-
ture of domination and the sture, and the science of celeure (Hennis 1983; Nelson 1974; Schroeder 1992:
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Modernity chus involved the growth of reason that culminated in 2 s:eries. of
macro changes involving the rationalization of social strucrures. In poht}cs, lib-
eral democracy, the rule of law, and state bureaucracy were created, In interna-
tional relacions, globalizarion and internationalism culminated in a world sys-
tem. In the intelleceual world, science and technology were founded. In the
economic world, bourgeois capitalism — markers, industrialization, mass con-
sumption, and manufacruring — were developed. In civil society, specialization,
division of labor, complexity, and pluralism were fashioned. Finally, che _Cul‘ture
sphere saw the growth of liberalism, individualism, universalism, egalitarianisrm,
humanism, secularism, marerialism, and the idea of progress. ) o

The project of modernity thus involved reason at two levels. Ar the mc‘hv;d-
ual level, individual rationality and moral autonomy were to be constiturive of
idenrities. At the societal level, the rationalization of structures and institutions
were to be constitucive of social order.

Weber (1946: 117) is a rarionalist in thar he warns about che paradoxical
consequences of chis modernity: “The final resul of political action ofren, no,
even regularly, stands in completely inadequate and often even paraduxufal rel':a.-
tion to its original mezning.” The macro cransitions and transformartions, in
other words, produce new ircationalities, instabilities, inefficiencies, and contra-
dicrions that challenge social order. Modern western (occidental) racionality, he
maintains, is concerned wich means-ends calculations {formal racionality) racher
than with reasoned judgments abouc the value of ends themselves (substanive
rationality). The drive to conerol all aspects of the patural and human worlds has
several scruceural consequences: imperialism and dependence, or the ruthle‘ss ex-
pansion and exploitacion of the planet and all of its peoples, which inevitably
produce destructive wars; the bureauctatizarion of everything, or the growth of -

racionalized and anonymous adminiscrative systems char regulace all forms of -
modern life, which ultimately controls the body and sexuality; and the struggle
by all peoples for nationalism and democracy, which finally cause inceactable and
deadly conflicts. The policy consequences are equally dramaric: Humans create
an artificial world of irracionalities; this begets further rational means-ends call- :
cularions, which result in anocher round of policy interventions designed to rid.
che world of the first-order irrationalities; in the end, newer and deeper lrfﬂ'-;.
rionalicies resule. The drive to control the natural and social worlds also has ma].Df

consequences for values: che secularization of culture (what Weber calls the "d{S_'—=
enchanement of the world,” or the expulsion of magic, myths, and all forms of ir-
rarional social life) and the standardization of culrure (what others have called_
massification and homogenization). Finally, the supposedly rational individeHJS
suffer the most dire consequences of all: the loss of certainty about the meaﬂ'lﬂ_g_
and purpose of their lives. Moral individualism, the radical isolarion, sepa.u'aﬂﬂ
and divorce of individuals from all social ties, is responsible for several evils: The
commodificarion and depetsonalization of social relationships, and hence the d

- Ly . e
terioration of common values and the shrinking of a shared ethical space, are Pt
e Y b o Ealin e of alienacion and powerlessnes
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and the resulring failure of the will o power (the drive to self-perfection and self-
promorion, or the desire to perfect and extend the self by relying on personal cre-
ative power rather than depending on anything external), are perhaps paradoxi-
cal outcomes; solipsism, relativism, and perspectivism are perhaps logical
outcomes; and since people need meaning, the rise of fundamentalisms, myths,
and superstitions to replace the eraditional values that have been lost is pechaps
the inevitable outcome of moral individualism.

In the rwentiech cenrury, these struceural, policy, culrural, and individual
developments culminated in pathologies unimaginably worse than the greatest
evils of the premodern world: two world wars and toralitarianism. The logical
consequence of reason applied to means and not ends was the Holocause: The
trains ran on time bur to a place inconceivable to all bur moderns. Rational
means had furthered irrational ends, and an unimaginably pathological and bar-
baric irracionality at that.*!

Weber is also a culruralist in that he explores a fascinating paradox in the
arigins of modern rationaliry: how che irrational quest for meaning and salvarion
helped create the rational individuals and institutions of the modern world. He
hypothesizes char “Calvin’s doctrine of predestination resulred, among his fol-
lowers, not in fatalism, not in a frantic search for earthly pleasures, bur curiously
and counterintuitively — in methodical activity informed by purpose and self-de-
nial” (Hirschman 1977: 130). In other words, the Protestant Reformarion pro-
duced ascetic Protestantism which, in tuen, 2crualized che individualism thac en-
couraged a rational social order: The spiric of capicalism mortivated hourgeois
capitalism; an inquisitive sciencific outlook inspired the Carcesian-Newtonian
scientific framework; moral individualism encouraged political liberalism; and
methodical patrerns of action galvanized state bureaucracies. Rartionality, accord-
ing ro Weber, thus depends upon such irrational motivations as the Protestant
docerine of proof and the idea of a “calling.” Swidler {1973: 41) concludes thar
“the values which morivate rationaliry, the conrrol of ideas over action, must
themselves be non-rational. There is always a sphere of social life which is non-
rational, and it is on the preservarion of chis sphere thar the rationality of the rest
of the system depends.” Only meaning, faith, and a calling can save us from the
irrationalities of reason.>

Finally, Weber is also a scructuralise in that he studies how che institutional
dynamics of state and sociery cage individuals in the dialecric of reason and irra-
tionality. He explores the institutionalization of chree types or systems of domi-
narion or aurhoricy — rarional, tradirional, and charismatic legicimacy ({1924}
1968) — and the logics of three types or systems of stratificarion — class, starus,

rpe postmodernists challeage the “logic™ of such gmnd historical narmrives.

35cience, according to Weber, is peshaps the best example of how che basis of rtionaliey is an irr-
tional commitment to ulcimate values. He suggests that values gnide the choice of scientific problems and
that the commitment to science is itself o valne commizmene based on the desite 1o shape the world. |
Hirschman (1977: 38) concludes thas "unintended consequences flow from hwman thoughr {and from che
shate it ic rlven thrnneh Tanaoaoe) v leee rhan from human actions.” S
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and party (1946). Weber also examines the development of the legal system
({19243 1968), the dynamics of premodern and modern capitalisms ({1923]
1961, {1896] 1988), and the rationalization of religious belief syscems (1931,
1952, [1904-05] 1983, {1958] 1992).

In sum, at the beginning of the century, Weber explores modernicy’s dialec-
tic of reason and irrationality in individuals and collectivities. e conducts com-
pararive and historical, positive and nermacive, analyses of the rationalization
(reconciliation, harmonizarion, and development) of individual and sociecy. He
does so, moreaver, in racionalist, culturalist, and structuralist cerms.>?

" Weber's master problem of modernity is today, the dawn of the third mil-
lennium, still the master problem of comparative polirics: “We live... amid the
debris of Reason™ (Seligman 1992: 1). Enlightenment trends engulf the state
(e.g., the worldw_ide growth of democracy) and the economy (e.g., the glolal
movement to marke'ts). Counterenlightenment trends, however, overwhelm civil
society {e.g., the growth of erhnic diversity and che consequent rise of incractable
social conflicts) and culrural life (e.p., postmodernism, religious fundamen-
ralisms, mysticisms, and relativisms of all sorts). While democracy and mackets
represent developments that continue to support reason, echnic and culrural wars
ate developments that continue to challenge reason. The problems of moderniry
and postmodernity are on today’s agenda in the liberal and market-oriented
West. Due to the West's influence, they are also momentous issnes facing the en-
tire world commuﬁiry' of nations.

To the true Euhghreoment mind, the failings of moderniry are simply prob-

lems to be solved. Moderns- assume, after all, chat the social world is open to
huerman control. Tmth and value can be rationally -discovered (if not created):
Through the universal scientific method, humans can conquer the nacural world
and social life. Descartes’s self, in other words, can unlock Newton's mechanical
universe and Plato's social world. The rarional organization of society can end
human bondage to: physical narure and social institutions and bring moral
progress, social justice, and human happiness. Moderns, in short, can create
utopia: the perfect human society that enables a rationally managed life. An En-
lightenment social science, rationally divided into several disciplines, is cherefore
needed to understand’ modernity and solve its problems. Today's srudents of com-
parative politics chus explore the dialectic of moderniry in ways rooced in Weber:
The deeper unity among the approaches is therefore that chey offer critical com-
mentaries on the emergent institutions of modernity. '
The rarionalist Weber examines status groups and social classes wich matet-
ial interests in order to explote the unintended negative consequences of reason.
Contemporary rationalists also explore the modernity problematique by concen-
trating on reason: Instrumental rationality, after all, is the hegemonic mode of

¥ Weber's thounghr is co.mplm: and difficulr 1o pigeonhole. For example, he did nor manifest all che
ideal-type properties of a scructuralisc; As o methodnlogical individualise, he made no ontological com-
. mitment 1o the existence of collectivities.
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thought in the modern world. Rationalists thus seek to understand how choice
concrols reason yer produces irrationality. Just as in Weber's studies of the para-
doxical consequences of rationality, today's rationalists explore the intended and
positive, as well as the unintended and negarive, consequences of rationality. In
Kenya, for example, Bates (1989) finds thar reasoning voters and politicians, con-
sumers and producers, create drought, famine, and subsistence crises. Racionalise
solutions to the modern problems of democracy and capitalism tend to stress that
more rationality is needed: A more efficient ‘economic marker, social contract,
and polirical liberalism creates reason and hence overcomes many of the parholo-
gies of modernity.-

The culturalist Weber examines religious ethics and normative orders in
order to explore the irrationality rhat drove the rationality thar turned irrational.
Contemporary culruralists also explore the modernity problemarique by concen-
trating on the nonrational: Reason, after all, cannot accomplish everything be-
cause ic is self-destructive and negares irself. Culruralists chus seek to understand
the values which give reason and racionality their meaning and significance. Just
as in Weber's studies of the nonrational origins of modern occidental rationality,
today's culruralists explore how culrure constitutes reason, or how culture con-
textualizes thought and establishes the boundaries of rationality, In Malaysia, for
example, Scott (1985) analyses the fragile ideological hegemony of the landed
elite over the peasantry and traces the basis of an irrational class order to the cre-
arion of identities and communities. Culeuralist solutions to the modern prob-
lems of diversity and social conflict tend to stress the nonrational: The homo-
geneity of values and beliefs found in true communities allows the construction
of more fully human idenriries that are the antidote to many of the parhologies
of madernity.

The structuralist Weber examines patterns of seratification and sysrems of
domination in order to explore the institutional logics of cthe forces that operate
behind the backs of reasoning and nonrarional individuals. Contemnporary scruc-
turalists also explore the modernity problemarique by concentrating on the con-
tainmenr or constraine of reason and rationalicy: The rational choice teleology,
after all, is limited by the resiliency of society and power. Nacure restricts man’s
powers, and not the reverse. Newton's mechanistic world serikes back at
Descarres's auronomous self. The determinism of strucruralise rhought is aIso ar-
tractlve to moderns.>® Strucruralists thus seek to understand the “iron cage” of
forces>> thar results from and constrains rationaliry and nonrarlonahty J'ust as in

*Bloom (1987: 255) points out char Tocqueville warned against democacy’s nttraetion o determin-
istic explanations: "Tocqueville explained this rendency es n consequence of the impormnce of the individ- -
ual in egalicnrinn sociery. Curiously in demoeracy, the freest of sociecies, men ruen our to be miore willing -
to accept docrrines chat tell them chac chey are decermined, char is, not free. No one by himself seems (o be_ .
zhle, or have the right, to concrnl evenrs, which appear o be moved by impersonol forces. In nr:smt:rm:les. :
on the other hand, individunls born co high position hnve ron great « sense of theic cantrol aver whn: rhey
nppenr s command, ste sure of cheir freedom and despise cveryrhmg rhnr m:gh: seem ta det th
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Weber's studies of institutional dynamics, today’s structuralists explore the con-
straints of the conctere material world. In Prance, Russia, and China, for exam-
ple, Skocpol (1979) argues thar revolucion resulred from the stare being en-
meshed in ewo sers of constraining structures: international relations, which
consist of political and economic conflict among states, and domestic relations,

which consist of conflicr berween dominanc and subordinate classes. Struceural--

ist solutions to the pathologies of modernity tend to stress insticutions and orga-
nizarions: Reformers need strong and rationalized state bureaucracies to cope

~with the economic and political competition that arises from the system of states
and from the internal disorder that arises from cenflicting social forces; radicals
need an organized group of like-thinking individuals to descroy and eventually
remake the state.

The question of modernity will remain our master problem well into the
nexr century. Contemporary comparativists will grapple with its challenges by
specializing in each of Weber's perspectives, QOur historical situation offers us
great theoretical leverage. On the one hand, understanding Weber's master prob-
lem helps us appreciare the significance of the approaches. Rationalist, cultural-
ist, and serucruralist thought have an underlying uniry because chey offer critical
comementaries on the same central problem of medernity. On the other hand, un-
derstanding rationalist, culruralist, and strucruralist choughe helps us appreciate
the significance of these challenges. The dialectic of reason and irrationality in
individuals and cul[ectlvmes can be understood and reconciled in chree inter-
related Ways.-_ T

SECTION 5: CONCLUSION

My assumption"thmughouf this chapter tas been that all research is conducted
within a framework of concepts and metheds and hence thar theoretical criticism
assists concrete emplncal wark. Comparanwsrs should reflect on the presupposi-
tions that underpm their’ practlces. "QOur theorists and theories need ro be reflex-
.. ive'and self-crirical, aware of their goals, assumptions, and limitarions, and will-

. ingro pubhcly exphcate a.nd defend their commitments. Even problem-oriented

comparammsts cannot maintain a serict separation between theorerical and sub-
stantive concerns. They should recognize that 2 more critical understanding of
theoriez is the best way to elaborate, reformulate, and extend substancive in-
sights. - :

My goal has therefore been to move reflection abouc the nacure of sacial che-
ory onto the agenda of comparative politics, My means has been to elaborate
three ideal-type research schools. I have shown, for example, that the struc-
turefaceion;, nominalism/realism, holism/individualism, marterialism/idealism,
rationaliry/culture, and subject/object debates are relevant to a sophisticaced ap-

preciation of the work of imporrant comparativists such as Bares, Scott, and
Sleacnol.

SOCIAL THEORY AND COMPARATIVE POLITICS s

The field of comparative politics is in a pareicularly good position to appre-
ciare chese issues of social cheory that are embedded in the rationalist—cultur-
ist—struceuralist dialogue. Comparativists, after all, study the macrorransforma-
tions of state and society and the microchanges in individuals and their identicies
associated with modernity. Comparative politics is the narural home of Mills's
(1959) “sociological imaginarion.”" Hence, che battle of the paradigms con-
tributes to comparative polirics, and comparacive polirics contributes to the bac-
tle of the paradigms. The comparative and historical analysis of rationality, cul-
ture, and structure will be cencral to the agenda of comparative politics in the
tweney-first cenrury. Future comparativises will choose to work within one or
more of these frameworks.

Comparativists who are engaged in such study should recall the words of
Rabbi Menachem Mendel: “For the believer there are no questions; for the non-
believer there are no answers,” There is always che danger that proponents of a
research communiry will become trne believers and view their opponents as cheir
birter enemies. If chis occurs, the “baccle of the paradigms” or the “war of the
schools” in contemporary comparative polirics will tale on che character of an in-
rerfaith dispuration out of the Middle Ages. We must avoid this. Compararivises
need a “dialogue of the hearing” in which believers ask searching questions and
nonbelievers offer valuable answers, )

Comparativists who are engaged in such study should also chink about
Weber. His case and comparative case studies remain unparalleled, by far the bese
exemplars for young comparacivists. Weber had an uncanny eye for che central
theoretical dilemma thac confrones a parcicular problem area. Weber was suc-
cessful because he, more than anyone else, realized thar the key analytical issue
underlying inquiry most often revolves around the racionalist, culruralist, and
structuralisr dialogue. After neacly a century, his worle rermains the most satis-
factory resolution of this enduring issue of social thought. Weber was a rational-
ist, culruralist, and serucruralist who produced the most creacive synchesis — of
structure and action, of individual and collectivity — thar has ever been made.
Given their roots in Weber, it is clear that racionalises, culeuralises, and seruc-
turalists can make rich and exciring contributions ro comparative politics. Baces,
Scoct, and Skocpol have proven that comparativists can legitimately and produc-
rively define cheir perspective as & positivist focus on explaining rational action
and choice, an interpretive focus on understanding values and beliefs, a realist
focus on comprehend.ing structures and cheir dynamics, or, most enticingly, any
combination thereof.?

In sum, I offer a four-pare thesis abouc improving rhe state of theory in com-
parative paolitics. Firse, if we approach theory by believing char our field consists
only of a “messy center,” our search for better theory will end almost immedi-
ately. Second, if, on the other hand, we embrace creative confront:_icions,' w_hich

3The chaprers by Peter A, Hall and by Doug McAdam, Sidney Tarrow, nnd Chnzles T'lly in EhlS vn[- -
ume scess thie valise of frichil inearsierinne srmahe the apneeaches Ll o
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can include well-defined syntheses, among the scrongly defined research com-
munities in our field, reflexive understandings of theorists of their theories will
flourish. Third, contemporary comparativists can get the most out of such a dia-
logue by appreciaring the historical context of the development of social theory.
Finally, contemporary comiparativists can also gain from such a dialogue by rec-
ognizing that the approaches offer a critical commenrary on the challenges of
modernity which, in tiirn, helps us appreciate the significance of rationalist, cul-
'rurahst ancl stmcturahSt thought
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And if you agk me how, wherefore, for what reason? I will answer you:
‘Why, by chance! By the merest chance, as things do happen, lucky and un-
lucky, terrible or tender, important, or unimporrant; and even things which
are neither, things so completely neurral in character that you would won-
der why they do heppen at all if you didn’t know that they, too, carry in
their insignificance the seeds of furcher incalculzble chances (Joseph Con-
rad, cited in Kellerc 1993: 49),

[Ulnforeseen catastrophes are never the consequence of the effect, if
you prefer, of a single motive, of # cause singular; but they are rather like a
whirlpool, a cyclonic point of depression in the consciousness of the world,
towards which a whole multitude of causes have coneributed (Gﬂclda [19571
1984: 5).

The Danube does not exise, that is as clear ag day. The Danube is
not something, not cthe water, not the molecules, not the dangerous cur-
rents, but the rozality: the Danube is che form. The form is not some
mantle beneath which something still more serious lies hidden (Ester-

hazy 1994: 24),

*Eurlier versions of chis chaprer benefited greatly from che crirical ecomments of Mok Lichhach and
and Marc Ross and the encouragement of Roger Cobb. I am very plensed co thank chem and to free them
of nny responsibility for any of its flaws, :



