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Chapter 1

Mastering Ambivalence
Neil Smelser as a Sociologist of Synthests

Jeffrey C. Alexander, Gary T. Marx, and Christine L. Williams

Future historians will write about Neil Smelser as an iconic figure in twenti-
eth-century sociology’s second half. Smelser has had an extraordinarily
active career not only as a scholar but also as a teacher and organizational
leader. Every participant in this volume has proudly been a “Smelser stu-
dent” in one form or another. The distinction of these contributions speaks
directly to Smelser’s power as a teacher. His immensely impressive and var-
ied performances as organizational leader are perhaps less well known, but
they speak equally clearly of scholarly power exercised in a more political
manner. His roles have included being advisor to a string of University of
California chancellors and presidents; referee of the nation’s most signifi-
cant scientific training and funding programs, from the National Science
Foundation to the departments of leading universities; organizer of the
Handbook of Sociology and the new International Encyclopedia of the Social and
Behavioral Sciences; and, most recently, director of the Center for Advanced
Study in the Behavioral Sciences.

In many respects, both Neil Smelser and the social sciences matured
together in the second half of the last century. Smelser expanded his areas
of research to include sociology, psychology, economics, and history at the
same time that newly synthetic cross-disciplinary programs, area studies, and
applied programs appeared. Through his work with commissions and foun-
dations and as a spokesperson for the social sciences, he sought a greater
public role for sociology and helped to foster the gradual infiltration of their
findings and methods into other disciplines, practical settings, and popular
culture. Smelser’s early interest in comparative international studies antici-
pated their expansion, an increase in international collaboration, and
greater awareness of globalization issues. His move from optimism about
positivist approaches and functionalism in the 1g50s to a more guarded opti-
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mism and plurivocality today has paralleled broader doubts within the acad-
emy and greater tolerance for other ways of knowing.

There is one fundamental respect, however, in which Smelser has broken
with dominant trends. The last th irty years have been marked by increasing
fragmentation and seemingly endless specialization. It has been an age of
centrifugal conceptual forces and centripetal methodological rigor. These
post-1960s scientific developments have unfolded against a background of
ideological jeremiads, the continuous reference to social crisis, and alterna-
tions between elegies and culogies to revolutionary social change. Through
all this Smelser has continued to uphold generality and synthesis as worthy
scientific goals. He has maintained his intellectual commitment to uniting
divergent disciplinary perspectives, and even expanded significantly his own
disciplinary reach. He has become ever more dedicated to bridging various
conceptual and methodological divides. He has also maintained a quiet and
impressive serenity about the continuing possibility for progressive social
reform and democratic political change. He has kept his eye on the ball as
well as on the ballpark, on what is enduring as well as what is new.

This book honors Smelser primarily as a man of ideas. It does so by explor-
ing the sociological pathways that he has inspired others to take. In this brief
introduction, we first make some general points about Smelser’s in tellectual
career, highlighting what we take to be his most significant contributions.
We conclude by returning to Smelser as a man and a teacher. It has been
these human qualities, not only his intellectual ideas, that have inspired his
students to move forward on our diverse paths of intellectual life.

SMELSER THE SCHOLAR

Because he started so early and so fast, lasted so long, and matured so well,
Neil Smelser has had an active life as theorist and researcher spanning
almost fifty years at the time of this writing, and it shows no signs of slowing
down. In 1962, at the age of thirty-two, he became editor of the American Soci.
ological Review, the most influential editorial position in the discipline.
Almost thirty-five years later, in 1996, he was elected president of the Amer-
ican Sociological Association, in recognition not only of his lifetime achieve-
ment but also of the influence, both scientific and organizational, that he
had wielded over those decades.

Neil Smelser began his public life as a wunderkind. Having barely settled
into Oxford as a Rhodes scholar in 1952, he was tapped by Talcott Parsons,
his Harvard mentor, to advise him about preparing for the Marshall Lectures
at Cambridge. Parsons wanted to demonstrate that his newly developed
AGIL theory could handle economics.! However, he had stopped reading in
that discipline before John Maynard Keynes’s General Theory. Smelser was au
courant with the Keynesian revolution and AGIL besides.

During their collaboration, it was actually Smelser, not I"arsuns, w"ho i}lg—
gestcd the scheme of double interchanges tl.lat allm:vcd ff\blL to be applied
to social systems. This brilliant conceptual. 1nn0vat_10n fo.rmcd the al,-r; 0(;"
their jointly written book, Economy and_Soaety (1956), .Whlt_‘h acc?mphls e'
what its subtitle promised: an integratlo‘n of econon}lc and social t ‘C(:[l“‘}.
Along with Smelser’s later work, esp(-:(:la.lly The Sociology of Economic z.f(’
(1963), Economy and Societylaid the foundam.m:? fqr the new field of ec;)'n(;mu:‘
socic;iogy that has become central to the d;scq?llng tctday. It was only t relc
years later that Smelser published the extraordinarily innovative anq df;f:p y
researched book Social Change in the Industrial Revolution: An Appkcauonho]"
Theory to the British Cotton Industry (1959); and 01111y' thr.ee years .after that, he
brought out the equally pathbreaking Theqry of F,otlectwe Behavior (1962) .1

While Smelser gained great distinction for this rush of f:arly ‘work, he'a SO
aroused great controversy. It was high noon for .thc fl.n.lctmnz.lhst paradigm.
Smelser was its crown prince and its clear leade.r-m-wamng. His work was not
only systematic, original, and erudite but also intellectually provocative ;:inf:l
aggressive. It brimmed with great ambition and utter self-confidence, and it
seemed to suggest that, with the emergence of action theory, the soluuqn to
sociology’s struggles had arrived. Revez.tling]y, the second chaptel:‘ of 30::;;3!
Change in the Industrial Revolution was titled “Some ]Ernpty Boxes,” and t he
chapter that followed was titled “Filling the Boxes. Irl Theory of Collective
Behavior, Smelser began with the pronouncement that, “even though many
thinkers in this field attempt to be objective,” they had not .succeeded.
Because of their failure, “the language of the field . . . s}'frouds its very sub-
ject in indeterminacy.” The aim of his study, he proclaimed, would be to
“reduce this residue of indeterminacy” by “assembling a number of cate-
gories” so that “a kind of ‘map’ or ‘flow chart’” could be conslruc{ed. of th.e
“paths along which social action moves.” While he wa:G strong'ly asscrll\.'e, l‘ys
goal appropriately was to reduce, not eliminate, the. resu:!uc ot." indeterminacy.

The youthful Neil Smelser did, in fact, sucFeed in ﬁllmg llus bo>.(es, fore.v.eli
broadening our view of the industrial revolution as a multl(.hmt“nsmnal socia
process—political, economic, familial, cultural, and scientific, and verly
much contingent, all at the same time. He also manageq to create an utterly
new and fascinating conceptual social map, one that snmultaneoysly sepa-
rated and intertwined the different dimensions of collective behavior, social
structure, and social movements in a value-added manner never before
achieved. What he could not do, however, was assure lhe_ continuing sover-
eignty of functionalist theory. In the history of SOFIE?] science, much more

than conceptual precision and cxplanatory. power is involved. E\.'ery pOW(ilr-
ful approach tends to overreach and is partial and, to a degree, situationally
conditioned. ‘
Thirty years after his unabashed and Lriumphal entzance.on the :jsogo-
logical scene, Neil Smelser penned a “concluding note” to his penetrating
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essay “The Psychoanalytic Mode of Inquiry.” He warned his readers to be
careful of their imperialist urge. Was he not looking back with rueful reflec-
tion on the grand ambitions and urgent polemics of those early years?

Whenever a truly novel and revolutionary method of generating new knowl-
edge about the human condition is generated—and the psychoanalytic
method was one of those—there emerges, as a concomitant tendency, some-
thing of an imperialist urge: to turn this method to the understanding of every-
thing in the world—its institutions, its peoples, its history, and its cultures. This
happened to the Marxian approach (there is a Marxist explanation of every-
thing), to the sociological approach generally (there is a sociology of every-
thing), and to the psychoanalytic approach (there is a psychoanalytic inter-
pretation of everything). (Smelser 1998c: 246)

In the halcyon days of the Parsonian revolution, there had always been a
functionalist approach to everything—though few approaches, if any, could
rival the power and insight generated by those developed by Smelser himself.

By the late 1g60s, the functionalist approach had stalled. Attacked as ide-
ologically conservative, accused of every imaginable scientific inadequacy,
functionalism eventually lost its position of dominance. Yet Smelser’s post-
functionalist career has also been an extraordinary one. He did not blame
the enemies of functionalism for his tradition’s weakening. Instead, he tar-
geted the nature of Parsonian thinking itself. He engaged in implicit self-crit-
icism. This required courage and maturity,

Smelser accused foundational functionalism of hubris, of overreaching
conceptually and underreaching empirically. He dressed it down for being
one-sided and polemical. After making those observations on the imperial-
ism of every “truly novel and revolutionary method” that we noted above,
Smelser continued with the suggestion that “it is always legitimate to ask
about the relative explanatory power of the method in settings and circum-
stances in which it was not invented.” Only on the basis of such further reflec-
tion is it possible to be objective about “what are the emergent strengths and
weaknesses of the method” (Smelser 1998c: 246, italics added).

It was just such a commitment to the task of explanation, over and above
the allegiance to any particular theory, that allowed Smelser not only to stay
afloat but also to flourish after the functionalist ship sank. When Parsons
published his first collection of articles, in 1949, he called them Essays in Soci-
ological Theory. When, two decades later, Smelser published his own, he called
them Essays in Sociological Explanation (1968). His ambitions were tied to the
scientific goals of discipline, not to any particular approach.

In 1997, in his presidential address to the American Sociological Associ-
ation, Smelser developed what has already become the most influential essay
of his later career. In “The Rational and the Ambivalent in the Social Sci-
ences,” he developed an argument that exposed one-sided intellectual
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polcmics as a simplistic defense against the ambivalence that marks hum :fln
life. “Because ambivalence is such a powerful, persistent, unres?{vablf, volatile,

eralizable, and anxiety-provoking feature of the hur}nan condmonﬂ, -Sm.elser
suggested, “people defend against experiencing it In many ways. For m.tcl-
lectual life, the “most pernicious” of these defenses is §plltung, Wh‘lcl.].
‘avolves “transferring the positive side of the ambivalen.ce into an unq.uah-
fied love of one person or object, and the negative side into an unqualified
hatred of another” (1998d: 176-77, original italicsl)}. Smelser went on to
directly apply this critical observation to sociology ftself. Admgnishlng his
colleagues that, “in our search for application of the idea of ambivalence, we
would do well to look in our own sociological backyard,” he :?bsen'ed,
“There is almost no facet of our existence as sociologists about which we d(._)
not show ambivalence and its derivative, dividing into groups or quasi-
groups of advocacy and counteradvocacy” (1.998d: 184). s ‘

In his third major historical-cam-theoretical monograph, Social Paralysis
and Social Change: British Working-Class Education in tkef Nineteenth Century
(1991), Smelser demonstrated how this advice generghzed from tl.le path
that he had now chosen for himself. Rather than declaring all preceding the-
oretical boxes empty and announcing that he would now proceed to fill them
in, his new approach made carefully circumscribed criticisms. It prop'ose'd a
theoretical model based on reconciliation and synthesis. After reviewing
Whiggish, functionalist, Marxist, and status-group approaches to the hi:imfy
of British working-class education, Smelser suggests that each must be “crit-
icized as incomplete, limited, incapable of answering ccrl:.ain pl‘obl.cmsj a:)d
perhaps even incompatible with the others.” The alternative, h.e writes, is “to
develop a perspective that is synthetic,” that “incorporates insights from
approaches known to have usefulness” (1991: 16—.1 8). ‘

From his first, vivid entry into the field of intellectual combat, Neil
Smelser exhibited one of the most lucid and coherent minds that ever set
sociological pen to paper. As his career continued to dew:elop, he r(?vealed
another distinctive capacity: he became one of the most incorporative and
inclusive of thinkers as well. In fact, it has been Smelser’s penchant for com-
bining opposites—the acceptance of sociological ambiva‘;lence without fear
or favor—that has perhaps most distinctively marked his intellectual career.
Here are some of the most important binaries that Smelser has successfully
combined:

He is one of the most abstract of theorists, yet he became an acknowl-
edged “area specialist” in British history. '

He is a grand theorist, but he employed grand theory exclusively to
develop explanations at the middle range. -
He is a functionalist, but he devoted his theoretical and empirical
attention almost entirely to conflict.
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He is a liberal advocate of institutional flexibility, but he has written
primarily about social paralysis and the blockages to social change (cf.
Smelser 1974). ‘

He is a psychoanalyst who has highlighted the role of affect, but his
major contributions have attacked psychologistic theorizing and
explained how to fold the emotional into more sociological levels
of explanation (e.g., Smelser 1998b, 2004; Smelser and Wallerstein
1998).

He is a trained economist, but he has strenuously avoided economism,
and he is a persistent student of economic life who has demonstrated
how it is thoroughly imbedded in noneconomic institutions (Smelser
1968a).

He is a systems theorist who devoted his most recent historical mono-
graph to exploring the unbending primordiality of class.

He is a close student of social values (e.g., Smelser 19g8a) who rejects
any possibility of purely cultural explanations.

He is a theorist of social structure who eschews any form of structural
determinism (Smelser 1968c, 1997: 28-48).

He was a protégé of Talcott Parsons whom Parsons’s sworn enemy,
George Homans, publicly si ngled out for distinct praise.?

By avoiding the defense against ambivalence, Smelser demonstrated a
remarkable ability to take the sword from the hands of those who would
destroy him. He showed how Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels could be
viewed as conflict-oriented functionalist theorists (1973). He made the gen-
dered division of family labor an independent variable in social change
(1959, 1968b) decades before many feminist theorists made arguments
along these same lines. He borrowed from Alexis de Tocqueville the idea of
intransigent “estates” to explain that functional positions in the educational
division of labor could be understood as status groups seeking the protection
of their own power (1974). He used the idea of “truce situations,” an idea
that John Rex (1961) had introduced as the antithesis to functionalist con-
sensus theory, to explain why the social differentiation, at the heart of func-
tionalist change theory, developed in a back-and-forth, stuttering motion
rather than a smooth and unfolding way. He explained how the differentia-
tion between instrumental and expressive activities actually had been con-
tinued, not overturned, by the feminist revolution, and how this often cor-
rosive process of social and cultural rationalization could explain the
emergence of the new kinds of child-caring institutions and the increasingly
difficult and negotiated character of socialization from childhood to adult-
hood (19g8e).

Behind these specific and intellectual innovations, two overarching
metathemes have animated Neil Smelser’s contributions to sociology. First,
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there is the insistence that social realitv}r‘must be parscq into I‘?la‘tl\;t:l}i
autonomous analytic levels that, in empirical terms, are concretely };n ;:_r
nnected. As he wrote in his intriguing and contmupusly instructive Berlin
o tures, Problematics of Sociology, “even though the micro, mcs.o, macrt.), and
IgCIEbal lt‘?vels can be identified, it must be remembf‘:red that in ’an’ylkl.n‘dl {:,f
social organization we can observe an ln(er}:tenet’l:atlna.n (?f ﬂlESt}?] ar}all}fillc vcl;
els” (1997: 29). There is every “reason tno believe,” he insisted, t ?t a .(;eal
of reality are analytically as importat}rt as every other. Smelser.s.em?1bc :
and theoretical work consistently ‘dlspla}ys ‘the fieepest agnfl)stn;sAm .at c:_lxt
assigning causal apriority. His plurivocality is eplstc.'rr'lologlca an ‘msils‘t;e CL
He absolutely refuses to be absolute. He does ’not privilege any particular '
tor or level. Here lies the source of Smelser’s famou:'; theft from eco::li)lm(;ci
price theory—the notion that causality must be concc_wed asa ‘\ralu.e-a lf):ﬂ
process (1962: 18-20). This apparf.:nﬂy mmple yc.t, in reality, gmt.(;:lls,l:I e_
idea represents a seminal contribution to mcmlpgmal thougl‘ft. .oc1th s Lul:t
ture, beliefs, and emotions are all imp(.)rtant, as is every le.vel inside rt;)m. :
seems fitting to incorporate this idea into the title for this honorary book.
Second, there is a deep sense that social structure can never, under any
circumstances, be separated from the analysis of social process, from the
study of social movement, from the flux anq ﬂummox. of social ‘change.
Everfy book that Smelser has written, every grtlcke on social strucvt_m ei; every
study of beliefs, and every discussion of emotions has been a study in the con-
structive and destructive crystallization of structures. . _ 3
This double preoccupation with plurality and process, in the contex;} o
accepting ambivalence and ambiguity, lf{d Smelser in hn:, most r]ecc]r;t.tili
torical monograph to a wonderfully sociological rendering of the Britis
notion of “muddling through™

Like all such stereotypes, this one demands skepticism an(ll anonliteral re.admg.

Nevertheless, it can be argued that if any sequence of soc.lal c.han[.;e mamfe,s.ted

the principle of muddling through, the one I have studu.:d in this volume is a‘
good candidate. . . . Almost every proposal, whether ultimately successful 0]:
not, was accompanied by a series of disclaimers. These were that past g?od wor :

in the area would not be dishonored; ongoing efforts would not be disturbed;
what was being added would be no more than a help_f.ul supplement’ to 1:0\nlecri
certain gaps; and the claims, rights, and sensibilmo‘es 9t lmf:rcsted parties wou :
not be offended. . .. The aim was to squeeze limited increments of socia

change by and through them without disturbing t.hcrp. [But] the results we}-rr often
much more than proponents claimed in their modesty. And in the long run, the policy . . .
revolutionized the educational system. The road to that end was marked, however,
by a great deal of muddling through. (1991: 370, italics added)

Smelser writes here about the ultimate effects of wha.t lnltl'd..ﬂ:y wclr)e
intended to be modest proposals for reform. He might, in addition, be
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shlzaking abo:;t th(;‘ cumulative effects of the flow of theoretical proposals he
generated in the latter part of his long scientifi :

. he lat g scientific career. They, too, wer
accimpamcd by disclaimers and by the concern not to dishon0¥ past goog
work. They, too, were launched in a manner designed to not overly disturb
ongoing sociological efforts of other kinds, and were presented as helpful
:Ei)pleglfrn}tls. ra;lfler than as unfriendly displacements. Indeed Smelsérpdid

ceed in his effort not to offend the rigl hititics o
. : ghts and sensibilities of other soci
;T‘}‘;lcal parties. All ‘the same, he challenged their claims, and in the lon;:::
: l;: l“;ciﬂ-r:cltlsasohvad, 1hf not revolutionary, then certainly fundamental intellec-
. Over the course of fifty years in the sociological .
: ) s trenches, |
muddled through in a remarkable and inspirational w§y. e

SMELSER THE TEACHER AND MENTOR

Few twentiqh-mntury sociologists touched so many lives in so many positi
ways as Neil Smelser. These include the lives of not only his immezilzusmve
:lvt;:ln lsh and t.h(()is‘e wl:lo have learned from his voluminous writing but also Z:;Té
o have indirectly ben i i1 ;
i and}}zl igheiitsgcgg;rrll .hIS role as a leading advocate for the
These ch?pters by a small fraction of his students and colleagues ar
:‘zrtrllentﬂtjo his prcl)lfound impact. Ernest Hemingway advised autl?ors :(‘) :htoe:
er than to tell. This volume goes far in showin it
and styl}stlc strengths that Neil passed on to his ii‘;‘;‘;‘?fﬁl’;: :2:‘3}}““‘3:
leg.a'cy lle‘s partly in his substantive contributions to diver.se ﬁeldse eclt]“a
British history, social change, collective behavior, higher educa;j(SJl:lc tha5
economy, and psychoanalysis, and partly in his exceptional leadershi ' and
service roles as a social science statesperson and representative b
His legacy falso lies in the many lives he has touched through ’his teachi
and cooperative scholarly endeavors. To many of us he demonstrated tglg
Fhe slmsn;m between teaching and research was too sharply drawn ; l?[
Insplr.eq ll\§truct0r, teaching was a major vehicle for expl}curin ic.i = ;
exercising intellectual curiosity. It could be a kind of testing rguns asham
ideas that would later appear in print were first put forth Tgachin N
means of coming to better terms with the contradictions in the gl: -
within th.e social thought that sought to comprehend that world nr
tio:?;:;ing- w}z:s. also a way to c.ommunicate the love of ideas and apprecia-
ek ;:- rich intellectual heritage we were bequeathed. In his Social The-
2 Z:e ld c ags, tta;kcn.by most Berkeley grad.uate students over the more than
ecades between 1958 and 1994, Neil communicated, as he continues
to communicate, a sense of reverence for those giants of social and psychc
lOglca? th(.mght who sought to understand the vast changes in cultur 1 ‘UI
organization, and personality associated with the develoﬁmem of ti? SOCI(‘;
ern world. He showed us that we are not alone—that the social and f:tllllli(zai
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questions which assume such great importance today were wrestled with by
the nineteenth- and early—twentiet.h-cemury pioneers of the field. Yet his
respect was tempered with critical analysis and the insight that every way of
seeing is also a way of not seeing. He honored our intellectual past without
peing stifled by it. Clearly there was lots of work left to be done, given new
social conditions and the fallibility of any single approach considered against
the richness of social reality.

Academic researchers are nourished by a rich network of inherited ideas
initially obtained from those with whom we study. Under the best of condi-
tions, our teachers go beyond offering substantive knowledge and method-
ological guidance to offering models for how to be in the world. We learn
from our mentors directly, through the transmission of ideas, as well as indi-
rectly, through observation. Those of us privileged to have been Neil’s stu-
dents and colleagues have been doubly blessed in this regard. We have bene-
fited from his knowledge and intellect as expressed in his writings and
lectures, from his incisive, but diplomatjc and supportive, criticism of our
work, and from his mentoring and guidance in how to be in the academic
world.

In a world where many self-impressed academic egos could make Narcis-
sus appear to have an inferiority complex and dwarf the sense of entitlement
felt by the Pharaohs, Neil stands out by his support for and interest in oth-
ers, his humility, and his low-key, friendly, western American manner. Per-
haps the self-confidence that flows from unmatched career success and from
good psychoanalysis partly accounts for this. But it also speaks to something
more basic: he is simply a nice guy. And one who is also judicious, tolerant,
conscientious, balanced, and fair. He sees that the big picture can be known
only by looking at the many small pictures that make it up, and that our

understanding of the latter is limited unless considered in light of broader,
often interdependent factors.

The chapters in this volume are inspired by the authors’ contact with the
ideas and persona of Neil Smelser. Beyond their rich content, the work
reflects some basic themes that Neil demonstrates and has passed on as a
scholar and a human being. Like Neil, these chapters are intellectually
diverse, crossing disciplines, methods, cultures, and time periods. They
share Neil's emphasis on documenting the empirical and unique, not as ends

in themselves, as with most journalists and historians, but as building blocks
in the quest for more general and enduring (if not necessarily universal)

statements about societies. Like Neil with his broad intellectual palette, the
authors use a variety of methods (historical case studies, surveys, interviews,
and simply thinking). Yet the starting point is always the question rather than
the method. Unlike the strand of social inquiry that begins by asking which
questions a preferred method can answer, the focus here is on which meth-
ods are needed to answer the question. Answers do not stand alone, and, as in
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Neil’s work, in many of the chapters in this volume there is an effort to inte-
grate diverse materials and methods.

Following Neil’s model, most of the chapters deal with topics not easily
quantified, such as historical change and subjectivity, yet they do so in a log-
ical and systematic fashion. The authors draw upon the empirical to limit,
justify, and extend the conceptual, while the conceptual brings some defini-
tion and order to the formless flow of the empirical. In some chapters there
is attention to comparative international aspects, and in almost all of them
the logic of comparative analysis can be found, even when the comparisons
are between social forms rather than countries or cultures.

The chapters use theory as a compass more than as a fixed road map.
While informed by the values and pressing issues of the day (e.g., change,
equality, democracy, freedom, civil liberties, individuality, and citizenship),
the chapters are balanced and scholarly. They put the pursuit of truth before
the passion for change, without in any way denying the ubiquity and neces-
sity of change in many areas. Indeed, as Neil's extensive efforts to advance
national and international understanding of, and resources for, the social
sciences make clear, purposive change not grounded in empirical fact and
conceptual understanding is likely to fail, particularly in the long run.* The
basic commitment is to advancing knowledge about important social ques-
tions. If there is a dominant method, it is one called thought—to be judged
by its scholarship, imagination, logical rigor, and empirical support.

Finally, while not lacking in argument or point of view, the articles, like
Neil, are nondoctrinaire. They acknowledge complexity and the appropri-
ateness of multiperspicacity. Many seek to go beyond being cross-disciplinary
to being interdisciplinary and integrative.

Beyond sharing the abstract characteristic noted above, these articles are
diverse in subject matter, method, and degree and kind of explicit theoreti-
cal argument. The coherence exists at a general level. This contrasts with
many such volumes in which acolytes honor their mentor by exploring
themes narrowly within the mentor’s orbit. This again speaks to Neil’s style,
encouragement, and openness. He did not seek to build a school. His own
independence and awareness of the variety of approaches appropriate to
understanding a complex and changing world prevented this. There seems
to be little of the often latent oedipal conflict found in many teacher-student
situations. Rather, he was broadly supportive and encouraged us to follow
our muse, guided by a quest for excellence and a willingness to work hard.
Budding scholars worthy of the name (and the scholarly enterprise) are
indeed well served when offered resources, support, and guidance to pursue
their own interests, rather than being expected to add another plank to the

building of their mentors.

Gary Marx, one of Neil’s first Berkeley students, discussed the idea for a
book such as this with Christine Williams, one of Neil’s last students. Later,
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in planning for this volume, they learno?:c‘l that Jeff Ale’xandelr, a e.atud:iiltha;
Berkeley during the middle years of Neil's career, was also planning suc
> joined forces. ;
vol;r;;’;?::ffle:f lj’las covered almost five decades, vz?riuusA loc.ales (Ca.r’n'l)n(.lge,
London, Berkeley, Palo Alto), and diverse academic, ed.ltf)rlal,‘spccml-ass.lgn-
ment, and service roles. In the language of football, Neil is a t_r‘lple g more)
threat. These chapters are intended to reﬂect‘ the r.csearch s'1de. r ap‘p:e-l
ciation of his contributions to teaching and his various public service roles
is in order.
) a]l?it:rzlrg;ricting our emphasis to research alone, we have had to be more
selective than we wished. Neil has taught numerous sltudems, chaired more:
than fifty Ph.D. committees, and served as an ‘outsmlc meml:fr on tr‘rf?)yf
more. In editing this volume, we sought to make it broadly rcplh esentativ g
the major areas Neil has worked in and of students across his cz:recrakz
including a sampling of his students who have themselves gone on Hu ;nueg
significant contributions to knowledge. A few authors hr.:re are colle gl s
with whom he has worked particularly closel}:—ﬂ}?y are his studentsin a ess’
formal sense. Given the scope and scale of Neil’s f;areer, there :fre maln}
other colleagues who could have contributc.d to this vulu@e. We are sorry
that resource constraints prevented our casting an even wider net.

NOTES

1. AGIL refers to the four “pattern variables” in Parso‘ns’s theory of socu_il action.
In particular, these are adaptation, goal attainment, integration, and pattern maintenance,
later changed to latency.

2. From Homans (1964: 815): _ ,

My next contention is that even confessed functionalists, whef'n they se;“lous?y try to

explain certain kinds of social phenomena, in fact use Inon‘fun‘ctmn.al C‘KPNM-l:l;‘Jniéli-;

A particularly good example of this new development in fluncnonahsm is :;1 i r:t; il

book, Social Change in the Industrial Revolution: An Application of Thmy to thed ritis : ,:.') .

Industry, 1770-1840. The book is not just good for my‘purPosfes: it is goo n,dv;r} Ogc ; [a;

in itself. It provides an enormous amount of we!l orga‘mzed mic_hnjnamuon‘.ha ]gan e

to explain the changes that occurred. The amusing thing about itis that the €xp s

Smelser actually uses, good scientist that he is, to account for the changej.zfsf n'm tt i

tionalist theory he starts out with, which is as usual a non-theory, but a different ki

theory and a better one. '

5. For examples, see Adams, Smelser, and Treiman 1982; ?melser ancsl gcrstellﬁ

1q2§6; Gerstein, Luce, Smelser, and Sperlich 1988; and Luce, Smelser, and Gerste

193g.
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