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thus can be explained in terms of it.” See Aspects of Scientific Explanation (New
York: Free Press, 1965), 239. That his model is in fact rarely carried out in histor-
ical analysis Hempel attributes to the complexity of historical laws, while Popper
contrarily argues it is often their triviality that leads to their omission. See The
Poverty of Historicism (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1957). Be that as it
may, Skocpol seems to share Hempel's distrust of invoking causal mechanisms as
a defining feature of explanation. For a general critique of the shortcomings of
such empiricism, see, for example, Richard Miller, Fact and Method (Princeton:
Princeton University, 1987), part one.

In her rejoinder to Sewell's review Skocpol writes: “Few aspects of States and
Social Revolutions have been more misunderstood than its call for a ‘nonvoluntar-
ist,” ‘structuralist’ approach to explaining social revolutions. ... For the point is
simply that no single acting group, whether a class or an ideological vanguard,
deliberately shapes the complex and multiply determined conflicts that bring
about revolutionary crises and outcomes.” See “Cultural Idioms and Political
Ideologies in the Revolutionary Reconstruction of State Power: A Rejoinder to
Sewell,” The Journal of Modern History 57(3) (1985), 86—87. But which serious
scholar argues that the intentional action of a single actor is a sufficient cause for
revolution? Here Skocpol criticizes theories no one holds and holds theories no
one criticizes. The actual claim she pursues in her book is more interesting. There
she denies that the intention of a collective actor to make a revolution is necessary
for its outbreak. However, this is not empirically examined let alone justified and
is linked, I argue, to the character of her causal analysis.

Stinchcombe makes the same criticism of Skocpol for leaving out the micro-foun-
dations of revolutionary process but does not attribute this to her method. See
Economic Sociology (New York: Academic Press, 1983), 12-15 and 247-250.
States and Social Revolutions, 164.

Ibid., 163.

Ibid,, 16.

Ibid., 34.

Ibid,, 121-123.

Although Mill does not regard facts as problematical, he does recognize their
underdetermination of explanation: “Accordingly, most thinkers of any degree of
sobriety allow that an hypothesis of this kind is not to be received as probably true
because it accounts for all the known phenomena; since this is a condition some-
times fulfilled tolerably well by two conflicting hypotheses; while there are prob-
ably many others which are equally possible, but which, for want of anything
analogous in our experience, our minds are unfitted to conceive. But it seems to
be thought that an hypothesis of the sort in question is entitled to a more favor-
able reception, if, besides accounting for all the facts previously known, it has led
to the anticipation and prediction of others which experience afterwards veri-
fied...” (A System of Logic, 356).

Interpreting the French Revolution (Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1981).
Theoretical Methods in Social History, chapter 2.

An Introduction to Logic and Scientific Method (New York: Harcourt and Brace,
1934), chapter XIII.

As Karl Popper has pointed out there is a latent affinity between “induction” and
“dogmatism”: “For the dogmatic attitude is clearly related to the tendency to
verify our laws and schema by seeking to apply them and to confirm them, even to
the point of neglecting refutations, whereas the critical attitude is one of readiness
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to change them — to test them; to refute them; to falsify them, if possible. This sug-
gests that we may identify the critical attitude with the scientific attitude, and the
dogmatic attitude with the one which we have described as pseudo-scientific”
(Conjectures and Refutations, 50).

States and Social Revolutions, 6.

Ibid., 288.

“Rentier State and Shi’a Islam in the Iranian Revolution,” Theory and Society
11(3) (1982),268.

States and Social Revolutions, 293.

Ibid., 289.

Of course, subsequently Skocpol has begun to think about the capacity of states,
particularly in the book she edited with Peter Evans and Dietrich Rueschemeyer,
Bringing the State Back In (Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1985). Here her
hostility to research traditions takes a new twist. On the one hand “neo-Marxist”
theories of the state are severed from their Marxist roots, locating them in the
academic debates in United States of the 1960s and 1970s. This is a curious move
for one so committed to historical analysis. See Cammack, “Bringing the State
Back In: A Polemic,” Unpublished Manuscript (n.d.). On the other hand, in the
very act of rejecting research programs tout court she launches her own, calling
on Weber and Hintze as potential forefathers of the “state centric” perspective!
But even here she vacillates between a strong thesis in which state dynamics are
the central force in history and a weak thesis that argues simply that the state can-
not be left out of account. There continues to be a strong inductivist commitment
to confirmation, to purging her theories of counterexamples even at the cost of
their explanatory power. Thus, when confronted with anomalies, instead of speci-
fying and reconstructing her strong thesis, she abandons it for her weak thesis,
which is trivially true. See Erik Wright, “States and Classes in Recent Radical
Theory,” Unpublished Manuscript, presented to the American Sociological Asso-
ciation, 1986.

Lakatos, Proofs and Refutations.

Ibid., 37.

Edward Carr, What is History? (New York: Random House, 1961), 6.

Alfred North Whitehead, Science and the Modern World (New York: MacMillan,
1925), chapter 1.

Marc Bloch, The Historian’s Craft (New York: Alfred Knopf, 1953), 47.

States and Social Revolutions, 3.

“An ‘Uppity Generation’ and the Revitalization of Macroscopic Sociology:
Reflections at Midcareer by a Woman from the 1960s,” in Matilda Riley, editor
Sociological Lives (Newbury Park, California: Sage Publications, 1988), 145—
162; also in Theory and Society, vol. 17, no. 5.

Similar arguments have recently been made against classical anthropological
studies in James Clifford and George Marcus, editors, Writing Culture (Berkeley:
University of California, 1986). Introductory remarks or reflections on fieldwork
are separated from the “real” science of anthropology. On further examination
those remarks and reflections prove to be constitutive of, not separate from, the
main text. Thus, Renato Rosaldo shows how the results of Evans-Pritchard’s
study of the Neuer were influenced by the context of colonial domination and civil
war, just as Le Roy Ladurie’s account of Montaillou represses the effect of relying
on data gathered in an inquisition (ibid., 77-97). Both bracket the domination
that makes knowledge possible. James Clifford argues that anthropological texts
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have multiple “registers” — a manifest voice of science alongside a latent voice in
search of an essential, uncontaminated, natural world, what he calls the pastoral
mode (ibid., 98—121). Ethnography is an allegory with ethical or political mes-
sages for advanced industrial societies. For example, Derek Freeman’s devastat-
ing critique of Margaret Mead’s controlled experiment in the field makes her
account of the Samoans look less like science than a moral and practical lesson
for the American people.

Peter Beilharz has argued that Trotsky, far from deducing the direction of history,
imposes a telos on history — the inevitability of socialism and the view that in the
final analysis history must be on the side of the working class. Beilharz seeks to
discover in Trotsky’s early writings the seeds of his later unimaginative defense of
Marxism. All that he finds there is Trotsky’s use of generative metaphors of birth
and death, disease and health, seed and fruit, and the idea of history as theatre in
which actors can only interpret scripts handed to them. But Trotsky’s writings
cannot be reduced to metaphor or to his eschatology. How one reaches socialism,
with what means and when, is not given but the subject of his investigations, his
innovations, his prophecies, as well as his struggles. In projecting back into
Trotsky’s early writings the most dogmatic formulations in his later writings, Beil-
harz is committing the same generative sin of which he accuses Trotsky. In so
doing he marginalizes Trotsky’s important contributions to Marxism. See,
Trotsky, Trotskyism and the Transition to Socialism (London: Croom Helm,
1987).

Lakatos, The Methodology of Scientific Research Programmes, 48.

A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy (New York: International
Publishers, 1970 [1859]), 19-23.

The Permanent Revolution and Results and Prospects (New York: Pathfinder,
1969), 36.

Ibid,, 44.

Ibid,, 63.

Ibid,, 72.

States and Social Revolutions, 114,

The History of the Russian Revolution, 72.

The Permanent Revolution and Results and Prospects, 52. After the revolution of
1917 and particularly after Lenin’s death in 1924, Trotsky, like the other Bolshe-
viks, would seek out parallels with the French Revolution. Unwillingly, Trotsky
would come to the conclusion that the bureaucratization of the revolution could
be seen as a Soviet Thermidor and that Stalin had become the Soviet Bonaparte.
See The Revolution Betrayed, (New York: Pathfinder, 1972 [1936]), chapter S;
Baruch Knei-Paz, The Social and Political Thought of Leon Trotsky, (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1978), 392-410; Isaac Deutscher, The Prophet Un-
armed, Trotsky: 1921-1929, (New York: Vintage Books, 1959), 311-314, 342—-
347 and 457-464; Isaac Deutscher, The Prophet Outcast, Trotsky: 1929-1940
(New York: Vintage Books, 1963), 313-318. But while he saw the process of
bureaucratization as similar, he nevertheless regarded the outcomes as well as the
causes of the French and Russian Revolutions as different.

The Methodology of Scientific Research Programmes, 50.

The Permanent Revolution and Results and Prospects, 55-56.

Ibid., 57.

This is a capsule summary of chapters 1 and 2 of Resuits and Prospects and of the
same argument presented in more detail in chapter 1 and Appendix I of Volume
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One of The History of the Russian Revolution.

The Permanent Revolution and Results and Prospects, 36.

Karl Marx, The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte (New York: Interna-
tional Publishers, 1963 [1869]), 15.

Theoretical Methods in Social History, chapter 2.

I do not endorse Stinchcombe’s claim that Trotsky’s insights have nothing to do
with his Marxism, that good theory comes from inspired interrogation of the facts.
“Deep analogies” don’t spring tabula rasa, under the influence of genius, from “the
facts.” It was Trotsky’s commitment to Marxism and his need to revise it that led
him to delve into the molecular processes of revolution. Fortunately, Stinch-
combe’s theoretical sense gets the better of his empiricist polemic when he recog-
nizes that Trotsky’s account of the Russian revolution can only be understood in
the light of his prior theory of combined and uneven development. See Theoretical
Methods in Social History, 65-66. In fact his empiricist polemic is confined to the
opening and concluding chapters and does not obscure his fascinating reconstruc-
tions in between. His comparison of de Tocqueville and Trotsky does indeed il-
luminate the construction of causal processes out of historical events but it does
not demonstrate the irrelevance of the intellectual traditions in which each is
embedded. As Charles Tilly has underlined, history as immaculate conception is a
myth. See As Sociology Meets History (New York: Academic, 1981), chapter 1.
Theoretical Methods in Social History, 68.

This is also how John Roemer sees the project of analytical Marxism: “What
Marxist must provide are mechanisms, at the micro-level, for the phenomena they
claim come about for teleological reasons” (Analytical Marxism (Cambridge:
Cambridge University, 1986), 192). In a similar vein, what Jon Elster finds of
lasting importance in Marx is the use of methodological individualism: “the doc-
trine that all social phenomena — their structure and their change - are in prin-
ciple explicable in ways that only involve individuals — their properties, their
goals, their beliefs and their actions” (Making Sense of Marx (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University, 1985), 5). In drawing on the rational choice models of neo-
classical economics they move toward a mythological rather than a methodolog-
ical individualism. If they are serious about their micro-foundations they would
do better to study Trotsky’s The History of the Russian Revolution rather than
Walras.

The Permanent Revolution and Results and Prospects, chapter V1.

Ibid,, 80.

Deutscher, The Prophet Outcast, Trotsky: 1929-1940, 110.

Revolution Betrayed, 255-256.

The Methodology of Scientific Research Programmes, 50.

The Permanent Revolution and Results and Prospects, 65.

The History of the Russian Revolultion, 27.

The Methodology of Scientific Research Programmes, 86—90.

The Permanent Revolution and Results and Prospects, 67.

Ibid., 105 (Emphasis in the original).

Ibid,, 105.

Ibid., 112.

The Prophet Armed, Trotsky: 1879-1921, 293.

The same can be said of “Trotskyism,” itself very much divided by what it inherits
from Trotsky. On the one hand C. L. R. James and Raya Dunayevskaya return to
Trotsky’s early hostility to Bolshevism and his spontaneitist faith in the revolu-
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tionary spirit of the working class, while characterizing the Soviet Union as state
capitalist. On the other hand, Ernest Mandel and Isaac Deutscher embrace a
more top-down view of history as well as a more optimistic assessment of the
Soviet Union as a degenerate workers’ state. See, Beilharz, Trotsky, Trotskyism
and the Transition to Socialism, Part Two.

Selections from the Prison Notebooks (New York: International, 1971), 256.

Ibid., 238.

Carr, What Is History?, 161.

Ibid., 143.

The Permanent Revolution and Results and Prospects, 64 (emphasis added).

Carr, What is History?, 163.

Cited in Deutscher, The Prophet Armed, Trotsky: 1879—-1921, 90.

Vision and Method in Historical Sociology, 4-5.

Although “facts” are themselves theoretical constructs of sense data, what Feyer-
abend calls natural interpretations, they have greater stability than the theories
created to explain them. That is to say, they have an obduracy - if for no other
reason than by convention as in Popper's basic statements — that allows them to
act as falsifications of explanatory theories.

The Methodology of Scientific Research Programmes, 104.





