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A Note from the Chair
Michèle Lamont, Harvard University

The Year Ahead: Analyzing Theoretical Cultures

I am particularly pleased to have the opportunity to serve as Chair 
of the Theory Section at the present juncture. I am currently at work 
on a book on how individuals who serve on funding panels in the 
social sciences and the humanities defi ne and recognize excellence. 
Unsurprisingly, theoretical innovation and elaboration fi gure 
prominently in their responses. It is in this context that I have become 
more than ever concerned with the production and evaluation of 
theories as sociological objects, a topic that was central to my earlier 
work, but from which I had moved away over the last fi fteen years.  
While working on this book, I have also become aware of the sizeable 
number of colleagues who share this substantive interest. Hence, 
the idea of choosing “Theoretical Cultures” as a theme for the next 
Theory Mini-Conference, to be held in San Francisco on August 14-
17, 2004. It is my hope that we will examine collectively the various 
theoretical cultures we inhabit, the assumptions they are based on, the 
criteria of evaluation they privilege, and the intellectual conversations 
they stimulate and discourage. The goal is to engage in a moment of 
collective refl exivity, both from within sociology, and in relation to 
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Theory Section Website Up and Running 
Mathieu Deflem, University of South Carolina

The ASA Theory Section has just launched its new website, 
asatheory.org. While still under development, the site already has 
much to offer in matters of sociological theory and its valuable presence 
on the internet. The site presently includes information on the Theory 
Section; online editions of the newsletter, Perspectives; information for 
student members; winners of Section awards; resources on teaching 
and researching theory, such as course syllabi and theory journals; 
references to online available sources on selected classical and modern 
theorists; and links to online publications on and in various aspects of 
sociological theory.  See WEBSITE on page 8
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The 1960s inaugurated a brilliant 
period of theorizing.  The dramatic 
social changes of the time seemed to 
demand something beyond new facts 
or a modest social problems approach; 
social analysts turned to theory to 
provide new mappings of the social 
world. 

For those of us who came of age as 
aspiring theorists between the 1960s 
and 1980s, it seemed that the very 
shape of the world depended on our 
account of it. The heightened moral 
signifi cance attached to theory meant 
of course fi erce intellectual confl ict. 
This was the era of the theory wars. We 
staked out strong positions – modernist 
or postmodernist, structuralist or 
culturalist,  positivist or interpretivist.

As this era passes it might be useful 
to take stock before trying to grasp 
the present.  Four currents of general 
theory defi ne the period between the 
1960s and the early 1990s. 

Reacting against both Parsonian grand 
theory and a perception of the growing 
ideological character of social analysis, 
many sociologists championed the idea 
of a scientifi c social theory.  Theorists 
turned away from a humanistic language 
in favor of a hard science language of 
premises, axioms, propositions, and 
laws.  Theorists such as Dahrendorf, 
Collins, Blau, or Coleman sought 
a historic breakthrough to a truly 
empirically grounded science.  

Scientifi c theory was immensely 
successful.  These theorists created 
the paradigms that dominated much of 
American sociology through the 1980s 
– confl ict theory, exchange theory, 
structural sociology, and rational 
choice theory.  Moreover, scientifi c 

theory established a tight connection 
between theory and research.  And 
yet, the promise of a scientifi c theory 
went unfulfi lled: no consensus was 
ever reached on core premises, and 
the propositions or “laws” that were 
proposed  never were organized into 
anything approaching a formal system. 

Scientifi c theorists believed, mistakenly 
it seems, that they could stipulate a set 
of premises and proceed directly to 
a propositional and empirical level. 
Anxious to avoid ideology and grand 
theory, they refused to seriously 
engage the general social ideas that 
were assumed in their premises. It was 
not diffi cult for critics to expose the 
ahistorical and culturally particularistic 
basis of those premises.

Many critics of scientifi c theory 
championed a “discourse centered” 
theory that focused on the foundations 
of social analysis. These theorists 
argued that all social research, no 
matter how empirical it aims to 
be, is organized by ideas about the 
individual, agency, social structure, 
and so on. These metatheoretical ideas 
serve as a lens through which social 
life is ordered and comprehended. 
The aim of theory is to arrive at 
something like a rational process or, 
as one theorist put it, a theoretical 
logic that can guide social analysts 
in their conceptual decision-making.  
In the work of theorists as different 
as the neo-Parsonians Alexander and 
Luhmann and critical theorists such 
as Althusser, Habermas, and Giddens, 
a discourse centered theory fl ourished 
in this period.  

If scientifi c theory short-circuited 
theoretical refl ection in order to stay 
close to empirical research, a discursive 

approach rarely found a way from 
metatheory to the empirical world. 
Problems such as the relationship 
between agency and structure, life 
world and system, order and change, 
became the preoccupation of theory.  
As one text commented on another, a 
world of intertextuality took on a life 
of its own, hardly connected to either 
research or public life.  

While scientifi c and discourse oriented 
theorists were battling it out, a new 
theoretical current appeared: identity 
theory.  This approach issued a broad 
challenge to all theorists: who is the “I” 
that is doing the theorizing?  Theorists 
had assumed that the producer of 
theory is a rational, ahistoric agent. 
Identity theorists argued that we can 
only know the world from a particular 
standpoint or identity position.  A 
national, gender, racial or sexual 
identity makes knowledge possible 
but also stamps it as perspectival and 
enmeshed in dynamics of power.

Identity theories reshaped the landscape 
of social knowledge. Today, it is with 
great caution that we speak about 
individuals or institutions without 
attending to the way differences of race, 
gender, nationality, and so on come into 
play.  Yet, identity theory has its own 
stress point: its foundational category, 
identity, is notoriously shaky.  The 
logic of identity theorizing collapses 
in upon itself.  Every identity position 
can potentially be broken down into 
additional identity positions exposing 
the instability of its starting point. 

So-called postmodern approaches 
exposed the shaky grounds of 
foundationalist theory. Against the grain 
of modern thinking, postmodernists 

The End of an Era

Steven Seidman, University at Albany
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I’ve been interested in sociological 
theory ever since I was an 
undergraduate.  I started out studying 
philosophy in those years, but when I 
realized that I was mainly interested in 
moral, political, and social philosophy, I 
began taking courses in political science 
and sociology as well.  Fortunately, the 
philosophy courses I took turned out to 
be excellent preparation.  To this day, 
I’m convinced that studying philosophy 
provides one with a deeper grasp of 
sociological theory.  After all, many of 
the classical theorists were infl uenced 
by philosophy (Marx by Hegel or 
Weber by Nietzsche, for example) or 
seeking to reformulate philosophical 
questions as sociological ones 
(Durkheim’s sociology of knowledge 
in Elementary Forms).  These kinds of 
intellectual links between philosophy 
and sociological theory provided me 
with a bridge from one to the other.  I 
can still remember the excitement I felt 
reading Tocqueville, Marx, Durkheim, 
and Weber for the fi rst time.  What 
appealed to me was the sense that the 
founders of our discipline were asking 
big and important questions about 
freedom, rationality, individuality, 
inequality, and solidarity that remained 
vitally relevant more than a century 
later.  It was the prospect of seeking 
answers to those kinds of big questions 
that, perhaps more than anything else, 
“recruited” me as a sociologist.  It 
was sociological theory, in short, that 
stimulated my interest in the discipline 
of sociology more broadly.

As a graduate student, I pursued my 
interest in sociological theory at the 
New School for Social Research.  
The Graduate Faculty at the New 
School was founded in the 1930s as 
a refuge for European scholars, many 

of them German Jews, fl eeing the 
Nazis.  The intellectual traditions that 
these scholars brought with them and 
their keen interest in democracy and 
totalitarianism are kept very much 
alive by those who now teach at 
the New School.  For them, as their 
predecessors, social and political theory 
is inseparable from civic engagement; 
it is a means for understanding and 
responding to the most pressing public 
issues of the day, including (when I was 
there) transitions to democracy and the 
resurgence of ethnic cleansing in the 
Balkans.  This distinctive approach to 
social theory is nurtured by the strong 
ties that the New School continues to 
maintain with present-day European 
scholars and intellectuals, including 
former dissidents from Eastern 
Europe.

As an assistant professor at the 
University of Wisconsin, I continue 
to be very engaged with sociological 
theory.  As a teacher, I have the 
pleasure of regularly teaching classical 
sociological theory and conveying my 
enthusiasm for it to undergraduates.  
My approach is twofold.  On the one 
hand, since many undergraduates are 
woefully ignorant of European history 
(I was too at that age), I try to place the 
assigned readings in their historical 
context.  I want my students to 
understand that the classical theorists 
were trying to make sense of a rapidly 
changing social world and responding 
to concrete issues, concerns, and 
problems.  On the other hand, I try to 
dispel the impression that these texts 
are merely of historical interest and 
impress upon my students the enduring 
signifi cance of classical sociological 
theory.  Again and again, I try to 
stimulate refl ection and discussion 

about how those big theoretical 
questions – about freedom, rationality, 
individuality, inequality, and solidarity 
– remain relevant today, how classical 
sociological theory helps to illuminate 
social life now as well as in the past, 
and how classical theories may need to 
be revised or reconstructed in the light 
of the many changes that have occurred 
since they were formulated.

I also continue to be engaged with 
sociological theory as a scholar.  My own 
small forays in Sociological Theory, 
Theory & Society, and the American 
Sociological Review show, I think, 
the infl uence of Jeffrey Alexander’s 
work, especially his emphasis on the 
centrality of the classics and the need 
to integrate and synthesize narrower, 
one-sided theoretical perspectives.  
This synthesizing impulse was 
further reinforced by my reading 
of Pierre Bourdieu, whose work 
illustrates the fruitfulness of trying 
to transcend entrenched dichotomies, 
and the work of Jürgen Habermas, 
also a brilliant synthesizer.  Moreover, 
reading Habermas convinced me of 
the usefulness and importance of 
theoretical reconstruction, i.e., “taking 
a theory apart and putting it back 
together again in a new form in order 
to attain more fully the goal it has set 
for itself.”  My approach to theory has 
also been infl uenced by the German 
tradition of critical social theory more 
broadly and, more recently, American 
pragmatism, both of which reject a 
sharp dichotomy between empirical 
social research and normative concerns.  
In closing, I should add that, like many 
young sociological theorists today, I’m 
inspired by the feeling that we live in 
a world that is changing as rapidly 

Some Reflections on Becoming a Theorist

Chad Alan Goldberg, University of Wisconsin-Madison

[Note: Perspectives will be profiling a promising young theorist in every issue.  – Ed.]
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Meet the New Council 
Members

The Theory Section is pleased to 
introduce the newest 

members of its Council:

Uta Gerhardt
J. David Knottnerus
Murray Webster, Jr.

Uta Gerhardt is Professor of Sociology 
at the University of Heidelberg. She 
is currently working on three different 
projects. For one, she is interested in 
the social theory of Talcott Parsons, 
whom she pictures as an American 
theorist taking notice of the politics of 
his times. Also, she works on Georg 
Simmel and Max Weber as protagonists 
of the idea of the ideal type, not only as 
a methodological device in sociology but 
also as an empirical approach. Third, 
she has started work on the reeducation 
of Germany after World War II by the 
American military government, which 
introduced democracy into discussions 
of the social sciences.  She is particularly 
interested in the contributions made to 
this effort by American sociologists. 
Her recent publications include: 
Agenda for Sociology. Classic Sources 
and Current Uses of Talcott Parsons’s 
Work (with Bernard Barber) (1999); 
Demokratisierung Deutschlands nach 
dem Zweiten Weltkrieg durch die 
amerikanische Besatzungsherrschaft 
(Leviathan, 1999); Darwinismus und 
Soziologie. Zur Fruehgeschichte eine 
langen Abschieds [Darwinism  and 
Sociology. The Early History of a 
Long Story] (Heidelberg University 
Yearbooks, 2001); Idealtypus. Zur 
methodologischen Begruendung der 
modernen Soziologie [Ideal Types. 
Methodological Foundations of Modern 
Sociology] (2001); “Worlds Come Apart. 
Systems Theory and Critical Theory 
in the 1940s - 1960s. A Historical 
Account” (American Sociologist, 
2002); Talcott Parsons - An Intellectual 
Biography (2002); Zeitperspektiven. 

Kultur und Gesellschaft. Beitraege der 
Soziologie, Geschichte, Philosophie und 
Literaturwissenschaft [Time Perspectives. 
Culture and Society. Essays in Sociology, 
History, Philosophy, and Literary 
Criticism] (2003); Der Heidelberger 
Soziologentag als Wendepunkt der 
Rezeptionsgeschichte Max Webers [The 
Heidelberg Sociology Conference as 
Turning Point in the History of Weberian 
Thought] (2003); The Long-Range Policy 
Statement on German Reeducation, A 
Milestone in the History of Cultural 
Transfer of Democracy (forthcoming).

J. David Knottnerus is Professor 
of Sociology at Oklahoma State 
University.  He is currently working 
on a number of projects employing 
multiple methodologies that are related 
to a body of theory and research known 
as structural ritualization theory.  This 
approach focuses on the role that 
symbolic rituals play in social life and 
the processes by which ritualization 
occurs and leads to the formation, 
reproduction, and transformation of 
social structure.  Recent publications 
include “The Theory of Structural 
Ritualization,” in Advances in Group 
Processes (1997); “Reproducing Social 
Structure in Task Groups: The Role of 
Structural Ritualization” (with Jane Sell, 
Christopher Ellison, and Heather Mundt) 
in Social Forces (2000); “Spartan Society: 
Structural Ritualization in an Ancient 
Social System” (with Phyllis E. Berry) 
in Humboldt Journal of Social Relations 
(2002); Literary Narratives on the 
Nineteenth and Early Twentieth-Century 
French Elite Educational System: Rituals 
and Total Institutions (with Frederique 
Van de Poel-Knottnerus) (2002); and 
Structure, Culture and History: Recent 
Issues in Social Theory (edited with Sing 
C. Chew) (2002).  He is also the current 
president of the Mid-South Sociological 
Association.

Murray Webster, Jr., is Professor 
of Sociology at the University of North 
Carolina at Charlotte. His Ph.D. is 

from Stanford University, and he has 
been on the faculties of Johns Hopkins 
University and University of South 
Carolina, and has visited at Stanford and 
at Emory. He served twice as Sociology 
Program Director at the National Science 
Foundation. Much of his empirical work 
has been experimental investigations to 
assist in extending theories and models 
of status processes. 

Early research focused on how 
performance evaluations from an 
observer affect individuals’ ideas of their 
own competence, and how characteristics 
of an evaluator condition the effects 
of his or her evaluations. That work is 
summarized in a book with Barbara 
Sobieszek, Sources of Self-Evaluation 
(Wiley-Interscience 1974). With Doris 
Entwisle, he developed ways to apply 
the theory to improve participation and 
learning of elementary schoolchildren. 
Status Generalization: New Theory and 
Research, edited with Martha Foschi 
(Stanford 1988), presents studies on 
status processes and structures. Webster’s 
other papers assess status effects of 
several characteristics in our society, 
including beauty, skin color, occupation, 
and sexual orientation. 

Webster’s theoretical papers include 
“Psychological Reductionism, 
Methodological Individualism, and 
Large-Scale Problems” (American 
Sociological Review 1972), “Double 
Standards in Just Earnings for Male 
and Female Workers” (with Guillermina 
Jasso, Social Psychology Quarterly 1997), 
“Creating Status Characteristics” (with 
Stuart Hysom, American Sociological 
Review 1998), “Applications of Theories 
of Group Processes” and “Modeling 
Second-Order Expectations” (both with 
Joseph Whitmeyer, Sociological Theory  
2001 and 2002), and “Working on Status 
Puzzles” (Advances in Group Processes 
2003). Current work, with Whitmeyer and 
Lisa Rashotte, assesses variant models of 
effects of status claims, and incorporates 
behavior patterns in processes of status 
generalization. 
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proposed a deconstructive strategy; 
they challenged the quest for objective 
foundations and a theoretical system.  
The main impulse of postmodern 
thinking was to cast doubt upon the 
idea that any particular foundational 
position can be rationally secured; 
pragmatic starting points and rationales, 
rather than exclusively rationalist 
strategies, were defended. 

Postmodern thinkers, however, never 
escaped general theorizing.  Think 
of Derrida’s theory of the binary 
character of language and discourse 
or Foucault’s theory of modern society 
as a disciplinary society. Yet, these 
theorists often refused to acknowledge 
their own general theorizing or examine 
their foundational assumptions. 

This era of theory has drawn to a 
close. We still rely on these theoretical 
movements but their chief ambition, 
establishing an objective science, 
securing agreed-upon foundations, 
or outlining a theory of the subject, 
history and modernity, have been all 
but abandoned. So, while the rhetoric of 
science remains prominent in American 
sociology, no one is seriously trying to 
codify theory into a general axiomatic 
system. And Habermas’s Theory of 
Communicative Action seems like the 
last attempt to reconstruct Marxism as 
a general theory.

There has occurred, for reasons I cannot 
address here, a shift in the practice of 
theorizing, which is part of a broader 
change in the culture of social analysis. 
All I can do is hint at this change.

Disciplines are losing their role as 
the primary directing force in social 
analysis.  Today, scholarship is 
increasingly organized in “fi elds” 
of debate and research. These 
are intellectual clusters centered 

on a particular substantive focus 
(nationalism, democracy, immigration, 
globalization, sexuality, civil society) 
and around which form dense networks 
of research, analytical theorizing, 
and normative argumentation.  These 
scholarly clusters may overlap at 
certain points, but each is relatively 
autonomous or has its own distinct 
intellectual shape and texture. 
Moreover, whereas disciplines aspire to 
develop general theories that integrate 
research and concepts into a unifi ed 
body of knowledge, fi elds of debate 
pressure scholars to develop concepts 
and analytical or interpretive strategies 
that contribute to a particular cluster. 
The scope and validity or utility of 
theoretical ideas is evaluated primarily 
in fi eld specifi c terms.

For example, consider the fi eld of 
citizenship studies.  Although scholars 
in this fi eld use general concepts 
such as personhood or rights, and 
although some of the theoretical 
notions developed in this area will 
have a scope beyond this fi eld, much 
of their analytical and interpretive 
work addresses specifi c conceptual and 
empirical concerns and controversies: 
Is citizenship a status or practice? What 
set of rights, duties, and practices is 
covered by the concept of citizenship? 
To what extent is the notion of 
citizenship gendered or raced? Does 
or should citizenship extend beyond 
the individual to groups or corporate 
bodies? Or, consider the fi eld of queer 
studies. Although this cluster has been 
shaped by the general theorizing of 
Foucault and feminism, the theoretical 
concerns of scholars in this fi eld are 
highly particularistic, for example, 
the analytical distinction between 
sexual behavior and identity, the 
relationship between sex, gender, and 
sexuality, the meaning and dynamics of 
heteronormativity, or the historical and 

analytical scope of concepts such as the 
closet and homosexuality.  

Theories that might be central in one 
fi eld may be of marginal signifi cance 
beyond that fi eld. My guess is that 
theorists working in the area of civil 
society or globalization will likely 
have not heard of or read the work 
of key queer theorists such as David 
Halperin, Leo Bersani, Biddy Martin, 
Eve Sedgwick, Gayle Rubin, and 
Diana Fuss.  And, it’s likely that many 
sociologists and sociological theorists 
will have only a fl eeting acquaintance, 
if any, with some of the chief theorists 
in the area of citizenship, such as Will 
Kymlicka, Carole Pateman,  Adrian 
Oldfi eld, T.H. Marshall, John Rawls, 
and Bryan Turner.

Fields of debate are characteristically 
postdisciplinary.  Substantive focus 
and the problematics and debates 
in a specifi c fi eld matter more than 
disciplinary identifi cation.  Moreover, 
to be a competent or skilled participant 
in a fi eld, individuals must learn its 
distinctive argumentative languages 
and methodologies. And fi elds are 
typically marked by a multiplicity 
of theoretical traditions and 
vocabularies, including different styles 
of scholarship and models of social 
knowledge. For example, a serious 
theoretical engagement of citizenship 
debates would pressure one to become 
fl uent with cultural studies, classical 
sociology, feminist and queer theory, 
normative political theory, and critical 
theory. 

Because fi elds of debate are organized 
around specifi c substantive concerns 
such as  immigration or nationalism, 
there is considerably more pressure 
than in the disciplines for thinkers to 
demonstrate the value of theory in 
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our neighboring disciplines. I have 
already invited the anthropologist 
and current President of the 
American Anthropological 
Association Don Brenneis, the 
feminist theorist Judith Butler, and 
the philosopher Richard Rorty to 
come to talk to us about their own 
theoretical cultures. A parallel 
panel, which I will be co-organizing 
with Julia Adams (University of 
Michigan), will concern some of 
the theoretical cultures of sociology. 
We are in the process of securing 
the participation of open-minded 
key contributors to our most central 
traditions who will be willing to 
refl ect publicly on the theoretical 
work they do. Hoping to maximize 
intergenerational exchange, I have 
also asked our new newsletter 
editor, Neil Gross (University of 
Southern California), to help put 
together a session on “Analyzing 
Theoretical Cultures.” 

These three sessions will constitute 
the core of our traditional mini-
conference. In addition, I am delighted 
that my former colleague Mario Small 
(Princeton University) has agreed 
to organize the referreed roundtable 
for our section. Finally, I have asked 
Andrew Perrin (University of North-
Carolina at Chapel Hill) and Woody 
Powell (Stanford University) to 
organize an open session celebrating 
the intellectual legacy of Lewis Coser, 
an infl uential and loyal member of the 
section. By its quality and range, Lew’s 
scholarship is a particularly vivid 
illustration of the importance of theory 
to the production of consequential 
sociology. The role his work played 
in the development of confl ict theory, 
his seminal contributions to the 

sociology of knowledge (namely in his 
Men of Ideas and Books: The Culture 
and Commerce of Publishing, with 
Kadushin and Powell), and his widely-
read writings on the sociological 
theoretical tradition (on Simmel, 
Masters of Sociological Thought, and 
others), are illustrative of the various 
forms that Lew’s infl uence on the 
discipline has taken.  This session 
reinforces a recently created section 
tradition (initiated by Gary Alan Fine) 
to have occasional sessions celebrating 
the role of theory and of infl uential 
theorists in our fi eld.  

The Year Behind Us

I want to thank Linda Molm for having 
so competently chaired the section over 
the past year. With the help of Ira Cohen 
and Charles Lemert, she organized a 
stimulating program that made room 
for the various constituencies that 
make up our section. She leaves us 
with a very healthy state of affairs. 
Indeed, our section is one of the largest 
of the ASA (ranking 8th in size in terms 
of membership out of 43 sections). It 
attracts individuals across generations, 
and I have asked our membership 
committee, composed of Bob Shelly 
(Ohio University) and Nina Eliasoph 
(U. of Wisconsin) (and the newly 
appointed Gianpaolo Baiocchi of the U. 
of Massachusetts-Amherst) to continue 
the excellent work they began last year. 
The section is also in excellent fi nancial 
shape, with over $10,000 in the bank. 
This income has accumulated largely 
from royalty income produced by 
edited volumes related to past Theory 
Mini-Conferences. I invite members 
to submit to the Section Council (via 
me) proposals for ways to spend these 
funds.

I also want to thank Gary Fine, Linda 

Molm, and Robin Stryker for serving on 
the committee in charge of fi nding a new 
Perspectives editor. I am thrilled that 
Neil Gross has taken up the challenge 
and that the University of Southern 
California has agreed to support the 
production of the newsletter. I am 
very familiar with Neil’s publications, 
notably his excellent sociological 
account of Rorty’s pragmatism (in 
Theory & Society), his ASR paper on 
the identity of pragmatist philosophers, 
and his articles with Charles Camic 
on the sociology of knowledge. He 
is among the best young theorists in 
the country, and it is my hope that his 
presence will send a clear signal about 
the importance that the section attaches 
to the presence of junior faculty and 
younger scholars in its midst. 

We are also very fortunate in having 
secured the help of Mathieu Defl em 
(University of South Carolina) as the 
section’s website editor. Some of you 
will know that Mathieu’s effect (or 
should I say effi cacy) is powerful when 
it comes to electronic communication 
– he did a splendid job with the website 
of the Comparative Historical Section. 
Our new website is already available 
at www.asatheory.org.  I invite you 
to peruse the site and send relevant 
information to Mathieu for inclusion 
(at Defl em@gwm.sc.edu). Note that 
Mathieu’s new and engaging book on 
the very salient topic of international 
surveillance (Policing World Society: 
Historical Foundations of International 
Police Cooperation) is now available 
at Oxford University Press.   

Last but not least, I want to congratulate 
this year’s winners of the two prizes 
given by the section. Ed Lawler 
(Cornell University) won the best article 
award. Jack Goldstone (Georgetown 
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empirical terms.  A good deal of theory 
that is oriented to fi elds of debate is 
what Jeff Alexander and I have called 
“concretized theory.”  This is a type of 
theorizing that remains ever mindful and 
attentive to research and intends to redeem 
its conceptual moves at least in part by 
its empirical payoff.  At the same time, 
concretized theory is often unapologetic 
in taking up normative arguments and 
positions. Long established disciplinary 
dichotomies, for example, between theory 
and research, fact and value, scholarship 
and partisanship, are marginalized in 
clustered debates.

Finally, as theorists aim to engage 
empirical, analytical, and normative 
considerations, exclusively rationalist 
justifi cations that appeal to narrowly 
cognitive or empiricist rationales give 
way to pragmatic styles of justifying 
knowledge and normative claims. In other 
words, conceptual or analytical strategies 
are evaluated less exclusively in terms 
of representational truth then in  terms 
of what they allow scholars to say or do 
– empirically, analytically, or normatively.  
In such a context, it is the character of 
argumentation – its openness to counter 
positions, its expectation that participants 
give full accounts of their position, a 
refl exivity about the positionality of 
social understandings – that is associated 
with what we’ve come to call reason or 
rationality. 
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and profoundly as when our discipline was 
founded, on the verge of a new century that 
is full of great hope and promise as well as 
grave threats and dangers.  The need for 
more theory has never been more apparent 
or more pressing.  To paraphrase a great 
rabbi and scholar, if not now, then when?  If 
not us, then who?

REFLECTIONS from page 3from page 3

Book Announcements

Mounira Maya Charrad, States and Women’s Rights

The Department of Sociology at the University of Texas-Austin is 
pleased to report that Mounira Maya Charrad recently received the 
following awards for her book, States and Women’s Rights: The 
Making of Postcolonial Tunisia, Algeria, and Morocco (University 
of California Press, 2001): 

• Distinguished Book Award for the Outstanding Book in Political 
Sociology, American Sociological Association, Political Sociology 
Section, 2002.

• Best Book in Politics and History Greenstone Award (co-winner), 
American Political Science Association, 2003.

• Highest Award for the Outstanding Book in Any Field, Hamilton 
Award, University of Texas at Austin, 2002.

• Best First Book in History Award (co-winner), Phi Alpha Theta 
International Honor Society in History, 2002.

• Best Book in Sociology Komarovsky Award (honorable mention), 
Eastern Sociological Society, 2003. 

States and Women’s Rights considers why state policies on 
gender issues vary so greatly from one country to another in the 
Islamic world and argues that we need new theoretical paradigms 
to understand Middle Eastern societies. Showing how Islam 
is mediated by political power, the book offers a comparative-
historical framework centered on the relationship between the state 
and kin-based political groups in the process of nation building to 
explain why women’s rights were expanded in Tunisia, but not in 
Algeria and Morocco.

Thomas J. Fararo and Kenji Kosaka, Thomas J. Fararo and Kenji Kosaka, Thomas J. Fararo and Kenji Kosaka
Generating Images of Stratifi cation

The Department of Sociology at the University of Pittsburgh 
announces the publication of Generating Images of Stratifi cation: 
A Formal Theory, by Thomas J. Fararo and Kenji Kosaka (Kluwer 
Academic Publishers, 2003).
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University) received an honorable 
mention for this prize. Erika Summers-
Effl er (University of Pennsylvania) 
received the Shils-Coleman Graduate 
Student Paper Award. Sincere congrats 
to the three of them, and warm thanks 
to section members who agreed to serve 
on the prize committees (Michael Macy, 
Randall Collins, Paul DiMaggio, Lyn 
Spillman and Murray Webster for the 
Theory Prize, and Shane Thye, Spencer 
Cahill, Ann Mische, Gretchen Peterson 
and Joachim Savelsberg for the Shils-
Coleman Committee).1

(Footnotes)
1 Descriptions of the award winning papers 
will be available on the Section’s website, 
www.asatheory.org, and will also appear in 
the January issue of Perspectives. – Ed.

CHAIR’S MESSAGE 
from page 6

WEBSITE from page 1

Section members are encouraged to 
visit the site and offer suggestions and 
feedback to the Website Editor, Mathieu 
Defl em, at defl em@gwm.sc.edu. 
Presently an Assistant Professor at 
the University of South Carolina, 
Mathieu has research interests in law, 
social control, terrorism, international 
policing, abortion policy, and theory. 
He is author of Policing World Society
(Oxford University Press 2002) and 
editor of Habermas, Modernity and 
Law (Sage 1996) and Terrorism and 
Counter-Terrorism (Elsevier Science 
2004). Defl em’s theoretical interests 
include work on the theories of 
Georg Simmel, Ferdinand Tönnies, 
Robert Merton, Talcott Parsons, 
and Jürgen Habermas. Many of his 
writings are available online via: 
www.mathieudefl em.net. 

Theory Section Committee Membership 2003-2004

Nominations Committee
Orville Lee, New School University, Chair (LeeO@newschool.edu)
Robert J. Antonio, University of Kansas (anto@ku.edu)
Linda Molm, University of Arizona (molml@u.arizona.edu)
Jean Van Delinder, Oklahoma State University (jlvan@ukstate.eduJean Van Delinder, Oklahoma State University (jlvan@ukstate.eduJean Van Delinder, Oklahoma State University ( )
Henry Walker, University of Arizona (hawalker@email.arizona.edu)

Theory PrizeTheory Prize
Julia P. Adams, University of Michigan, Chair (jpadams@umich.eduJulia P. Adams, University of Michigan, Chair (jpadams@umich.eduJulia P. Adams, University of Michigan, Chair ( )
Karin Knorr Cetina, University of Konstanz 
(Karin.knorr@uni-konstanz.de)
John Lie, University of California-Berkeley
(johnlie@socrates.berkeley.edu(johnlie@socrates.berkeley.edu( )
Noah Mark, Stanford University (nmark@leland.stanford.edu)
Robert Wuthnow, Princeton University (wuthnow@princeton.edu)

Shils-Coleman Best Student Paper AwardShils-Coleman Best Student Paper Award
Charles Camic, University of Wisconsin-Madison, Chair 
(camic@ssc.wisc.edu)
Adrian Favell, UCLA (afavell@soc.ucla.edu)
Marion Fourcade-Gourinchas, University of California-Berkeley
(fourcade@uclink.berkeley.edu)
Kieran Healy, University of Arizona (kjhealy@arizona.edu)
John Meyer, Stanford University (meyer@leland.stanford.edu)

Membership CommitteeMembership Committee
Robert Shelly, Ohio University, Chair (shelly@ohiou.edu)
Gianpaolo Baiocchi, University of Massachusetts-Amherst 
(baiocchi@soc.umass.edu)
Nina Eliasoph, University of Wisconsin- Madison 
(eliasoph@ssc.wisc.edu)

Newsletter Editor
Neil Gross, University of Southern California (ngross@usc.edu)

Website Editor
Mathieu Defl em, University of South Carolina (Defl em@gwm.sc.edu)

Advisory Committee for the Creation of theAdvisory Committee for the Creation of the
Lewis Coser Award
Michèle Lamont, Harvard University, Chair 
(mlamont@wjh.harvard.edu)
Diane Barthel, SUNY-Stony Brook (dbarthel@notes.cc.sunysb.edu)
Michael Burawoy, ASA President, University of California, Berkeley 
(burawoy@socrates.berkeley.edu)
Gary Alan Fine, SSSP President, Northwestern University 
(g-fi ne@northwestern.edu)
Linda Molm, Past Chair, Theory Section, University of Arizona 
(molml@u.arizona.edu)
Andrew Perrin, University of North-Carolina, Chapel Hill 
(Andrew_perrin@unc.edu)
Walter Powell, Stanford University (woodyp@stanford.edu)
Murray Webster, Chair Elect, Theory Section, University of North 
Carolina (mawebste@email.uncc.edu)
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Perspectives

Theory Mini-Conference: Analyzing Theoretical Cultures

Invited Session #1: Theoretical Cultures Across the DisciplinesInvited Session #1: Theoretical Cultures Across the Disciplines

Organizer: Michele Lamont, Department of Sociology, Harvard University, William 
James Hall, 33 Kirkland Street, Cambridge, MA 02138. Phone: 617-496-0646. Email: 
mlamont@wjh.harvard.edu

Invited Session #2: Theoretical Cultures Within SociologyInvited Session #2: Theoretical Cultures Within Sociology

Organizers: Julia P. Adams, Department of Sociology, University of Michigan, 1224 
South University Avenue, Ann Arbor, MI 48104-2590. Phone: 734-763-0405. Email: 
jpadams@umich.edu

Michele Lamont, Department of Sociology, Harvard University, William James 
Hall, 33 Kirkland Street, Cambridge, MA 02138. Phone: 617-496-0646. Email: 
mlamont@wjh.harvard.edu

Invited Session #3: Analyzing Theoretical CulturesInvited Session #3: Analyzing Theoretical Cultures

Organizers: Neil Gross, Department of Sociology, University of Southern California, Los 

Angeles, CA 90089-2539. Phone: 213-821-2331. Email: ngross@usc.edu

Michele Lamont, Department of Sociology, Harvard University, William James 
Hall, 33 Kirkland Street, Cambridge, MA 02138. Phone: 617-496-0646. Email: 
mlamont@wjh.harvard.edu

Open Session:  Open Session:  Confl ict, Marginality, and Intellect: Research Inspired by Lewis A. 
Coser

Organizers: Andrew Perrin, Department of Sociology, University of North Carolina at 
Chapel Hill, 269 Hamilton Hall, CB#3210, Chapel Hill, NC 27599-3210. Phone: 919-962-
6876. Email: andrew_perrin@unc.edu

Walter Power, Graduate School of Education and Director, Scandinavian Consortium 
for Organizational Research, Stanford University,  532 CERAS Bldg., Stanford CA 94305-
3084. Phone: 650-725-7391. Email: Woodyp@stanford.edu

The work of Lewis Coser laid the groundwork for a wide variety of current research in 
sociology. This session aims to examine Coser’s legacy in sociology by bringing together 
diverse, current research in fi elds infl uenced by his work. We welcome submissions 

2004 ASA Theory Section Mini-Conference: 
Analyzing Theoretical Cultures

Invited Session #1: Theoretical Cultures Across the Disciplines

Organizer: Michèle Lamont, Department of Sociology, Harvard niversity, William James Hall, 33 
Kirkland Street, Cambridge, MA 02138. Phone: 617-496-0646. Email: mlamont@wjh.harvard.edu

Invited Session #2: Theoretical Cultures Within Sociology

Organizers: Julia P. Adams, Department of Sociology, University of Michigan, 1224 South University 
Avenue, Ann Arbor, MI 48104-2590. Phone: 734-763-0405. Email: jpadams@umich.edu

Michèle Lamont, Department of Sociology, Harvard University, William James Hall, 33 Kirkland 
Street, Cambridge, MA 02138. Phone: 617-496-0646. Email: mlamont@wjh.harvard.edu

Invited Session #3: Analyzing Theoretical Cultures

Organizers: Neil Gross, Department of Sociology, University of Southern California, Los Angeles, 
CA 90089-2539. Phone: 213-821-2331. Email: ngross@usc.edu

Michèle Lamont, Department of Sociology, Harvard University, William James Hall, 33 Kirkland 
Street, Cambridge, MA 02138. Phone: 617-496-0646. Email: mlamont@wjh.harvard.edu

Open Session:  Confl ict, Marginality, and Intellect: Research Inspired by Lewis A. Coser

Organizers: Andrew Perrin, Department of Sociology, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 
269 Hamilton Hall, CB#3210, Chapel Hill, NC 27599-3210. Phone: 919-962-6876. 
Email: andrew_perrin@unc.edu

Walter Powell, Graduate School of Education and Director, Scandinavian Consortium for 
Organizational Research, Stanford University,  532 CERAS Bldg., Stanford CA 94305-3084. Phone: 
650-725-7391. Email: Woodyp@stanford.edu

The work of Lewis Coser laid the groundwork for a wide variety of current research in sociology. 
This session aims to examine Coser’s legacy in sociology by bringing together diverse, current 
research in fi elds infl uenced by his work. We welcome submissions of new research in areas such as 
social confl ict, marginality, and the sociology of intellectuals, as well as synthetic work that examines 
the signifi cance of Coser’s work to current social research.

Referreed Roundtables

Organizer: Mario Small, Department of Sociology, Princeton University, Wallace Hall, Princeton, NJ 
08540. Phone: 609-258-4530. Email: msmall@Princeton.edu
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