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Sidney Verba: An Intellectual Biography

Paul M. Sniderman, Stanford University

It is common practice to divide the
study of politics into two—norma-
tive and empirical; then into
three—American, comparative, and
international; then into two again—
substantive and methodological;
then into two yet again—micro vs.
macro; and having defined this 2 x
3 X 2 x 2 disciplinary matrix, we
then tell graduate students to spe-
cialize. It is, most obviously, the
rare distinction of Sidney Verba to
have made fundamental contribu-
tions in very nearly every location
in this 24-cell disciplinary matrix.

He has, to call only part of the
roll, published work of the highest
quality on the comparative study of
political cuitures and democratic
stability (Almond and Verba 1963);
assumptions of rationality in mod-
els of the international system
(Verba 1961a); the forms, sources,
and consequences of political par-
ticipation (Verba and Nie 1972;
Verba, Nie, and Kim 1978; Verba,
Schlozman, Brady, and Nie 1993a);
the structure of public opinion and
the character of voting (Nie,
Verba, and Petrocik 1976); the con-
nection between personal experi-
ence and political discontent
(Schlozman and Verba 1979); the
role of small groups and social in-
fluence in shaping political behavior
(Verba 1961b); political mobiliza-
tion and the representation of
group interests (Verba, Schlozman,
Brady, and Nie 1993b); and com-
plementarities and comparative ad-
vantages of quantitative and quali-
tative methods (King, Keohane,
and Verba 1994).

Given all this, it would surely be
appropriate to take the central fea-
tures of Sidney Verba’s work to be
the sheer reach and variety of his
analytical arguments and empirical
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findings, together with the singular
craft and elegance with which he
has written them up. I am sympa-
thetic to this view, but I want to
take this occasion to advance a dif-
ferent interpretation. Precisely
what is remarkable about the range
and diversity of Verba’s research
contributions, I want to argue, is
the deeper coherence they possess,
the way they fit together as integral
parts of a larger project. That
project I take to be nothing less
than the development of an empiri-
cal democratic theory. To state my
own view of the matter as directly
as I can, Sidney Verba stands
alongside Robert Dahl as a pre-
eminent contributor in modern po-
litical science to a systematic, in-
formed, and critical understanding
of democratic theory and practice.
Sidney’s work is also distinctive
in a second respect. Obviously,
only a small number of political
scientists have written works that
have had a major impact on the
discipline, and a smaller number
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still have written more than one
such work. When I think of Sidney
Verba, what comes first to my
mind is a distinguished series of
books, including The Civic Culture,
Participation in America, and The
Changing American Voter, each of
which redefined its specific field of
study. Sidney, author of multiple,
major works, manifestly belongs to
the select second group. But to
frame the issue this way is, I think,
to miss the point. What most de-
serves to be remarked about Sid-
ney’s work is that, while maintain-
ing its range and pace, it has over
time acquired a centrality of focus
and a depth of argument that sets it
apart in the quantitative study of
politics. To drive this point home, I
propose to make use of a rhetorical
device and draw a contrast be-
tween the first wave of Sidney’s
work ending with The Changing
American Voter and the second
wave, which very much includes
not only the work he has subse-
quently published but the seminal
study of political participation on
which he is presently working. To
underline the progress of his work 1
want to concentrate on the career
of one particular theme in the
larger body of his work: a theme
that by sustained reflection and em-
pirical inquiry he has made distinc-
tively his own. That theme is the
centrality of politics itself to a
proper understanding of the politi-
cal beliefs and behavior of both
ordinary citizens and leadership
elites.

I propose to proceed in three
steps. 1 want to comment first on
some of the principal works of Sid-
ney’s first and best known wave of
research, then discuss some of the
major works of his quite extraordi-
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nary second wave, and conclude
with some remarks about his over-
all intellectual style, which de-
serves attention in its own right, 1
believe, independent of the specific
contributions of any of his many
studies.

I

Sidney’s first major work, Small
Groups and Political Behavior,
manifestly differs from his subse-
quent work on muitiple dimensions.
It is very much a work of the li-
brary rather than of field research;
qualitative rather than quantitative;
cast in the vocabulary and centered
on the research of social psycholo-
gists rather than of political scien-
tists; reliant methodologically on
experimental design and random-
ized manipulations in the labora-
tory rather than standardized inter-
views with representative samples;
above all, focused on the interac-
tions of people in the context of
face-to-face groups rather than ag-
gregations of individuals selected to
represent the central tendencies of
geographic areas or political cul-
tures, each individual observed in-
dependently of each other.

These differences notwithstand-
ing, a fair reading of Small Groups
and Political Behavior will reveal
the roots of Sidney’s career-long
concerns. I do not at all mean that
one can find there, in capsule form
as it were, the principal arguments
he would go on to make, as though
his subsequent career has consisted
chiefly in a long-drawn-out effort to
appreciate the logical consequences
of his initial convictions. On the
contrary, the burden of my argu-
ment is that the emergence of a
new orientation to his subject mat-
ter is precisely the outstanding
characteristic of his work. But the
materials and concerns he was to
draw upon to achieve this are evi-
dent in the normative, if not the
analytical, preoccupations that
comprise the core of his first book.
I am of course thinking of the clas-
sic chapter on leadership and the
norms of the group. It presents an
original and nuanced discussion of
a fundamental, yet frequently over-
looked, dilemma of political leader-
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ship. An effective leader must si-
multaneously conform to the norms
of the group to maintain standing,
yet deviate from them to innovate.
Verba’s discussion of this dilemma,
I would emphasize, is very much
worth reading—and rereading—in
its own right, but the point I mean
to make here is that one can see
the first consideration of his career-
long reflection on the crucial themes
of the roles of citizens, the respon-
sibilities of leadership, and the di-
lemmas of political representation.

An effective leader must
simultaneously conform
to the norms of the
group to maintain
standing, yet deviate
from them to innovate.

With his second book, Verba
moved to the center of the arena he
has, together with Phil Converse,
dominated ever since—large-scale
survey research. The Civic Culture,
conceived and written together
with Gabriel Almond, is social sci-
ence on the largest scale: a study
of the political cultures of five
countries—the United States, Eng-
land, Mexico, Germany, and Italy
—distinct in language (the first two
arguably aside), institutional struc-
ture, historical experience, and
level of economic development. It
is invariably, and quite rightly, re-
marked that The Civic Culture is
outsized in its theoretical ambition
to identify the constituent elements
of the political culture consistent
with stability in contemporary lib-
eral democracies. The Civic Culture
is also outsized in its empirical
reach. Having myself had a hand in
designing original public opinion
surveys, I can vouch for the labor
involved, and if one will only make
the effort to recall the limited facili-
ties available when questionnaires
were being designed, samples col-
lected, and interviews conducted
more than three decades ago, it will
be immediately apparent that The
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Civic Culture stands as enduring
witness to the dedication of Gabriel
Almond and Sidney Verba to schol-
arship. Their work initiated a
stream of subsequent research
comparable in volume to two of the
other classics of mid-twentieth cen-
tury social science, The Authoritar-
ian Personality and Communism,
Conformity and Civil Liberties. But
my interest lies in the career of
Sidney Verba, not in that of his
works, so I look at The Civic Cul-
ture to map Verba’s intellectual
trajectory.

Consider the terms in which Al-
mond and Verba cast their explana-
tory framework. The causal factors
they feature include interpersanal
relations within the family, the
school, and on the job, as indexed
by early participation in family de-
cisions; freedom to take part in
school discussions and debates;
and the extent to which they are
consulted about decisions at work;
and a selection of demographic at-
tributes, among them age and edu-
cation. The causal storyline of The
Civic Culture is socialization, and
without ignoring the impact of ex-
periences later in life (such as par-
ticipation in voluntary organiza-
tions), the explanatory emphasis of
Almond and Verba is very much on
the formative impact of early expe-
riences on the political orientations
and subjective competence of citi-
zens. To put this point in broader
terms, on the one hand, what dis-
tinguishes both The Civic Culture
and Small Groups and Political Be-
havior is an effort to move beyond
merely documenting empirical regu-
farities and reach toward a genu-
inely theoretical account of socially
and politically significant problems.
On the other hand, what is distinc-
tive about this theoretical project is
the extent to which it represents a
decision to move outside political
science and to take as the model
for theory leading arguments in
sociology and social psychology,
above all, Parsonian structural-
functionalism. Viewed from this
pan-social science perspective, po-
litical science is reduced to a sub-
case, an applied discipline, distinc-
tive perhaps in its subject matter
but derivative in its fundamental
explanatory framework.
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Participation in America, co-au-
thored with Norman Nie and win-
ner of the Gladys Kammerer Prize
awarded for the best book on
American politics, marks a closer
engagement with politics as a do-
main of activity that needs to be
understood in its own terms. Most
obviously, one can point to the in-
novative investigation of the con-
currence of the views of ordinary
citizens and community leaders,
where concurrence is defined in
both the relative priorities of public
issues and the particular positions
taken on them. Additionally, there
is the typological analysis of the
modes of political participation in
the course of which Nie and Verba
explore the sources, correlates, and
consequences of campaign partici-
pation, communal activity, voting,
and particularized contacts as
forms of citizen engagement in poli-
tics, and as well their initial explo-
ration of the role of political parties
in shaping political participation.
Yet, all of this duly acknowledged,
one must also recognize that the
explanatory center of gravity very
much remains sociological, with
readiness to take part in public af-
fairs accounted for in terms of so-
cioeconomic status (SES).

A concern with SES is not inap-
propriate—who would want to ar-
gue that a concern with class is
proof of an indifference to politics?
Rather it is that a sense of how pol-
itics works can help disclose how
class works to shape the political
ideas and conduct of citizens.

The centrality of politics for the
understanding of the political be-
liefs and conduct of citizens con-
stitutes the driving theme of The
Changing American Voter, coau-
thored with Norman Nie and John
Petrocik and winner of the Wood-
row Wilson prize awarded for the
best book in political science taking
account of all fields. There are cyn-
ics who believe that the first step
that the field of public opinion and
voting took was also its last. Cer-
tainly, the classic first step—7The
American Voter, by Campbell,
Converse, Miller, and Stokes—was
a giant step. In ways both large and
small, The American Voter has
dominated subsequent research on
the nature of public opinion and the
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dynamics of presidential voting.
The only work comparable in em-
pirical scope and analytical ambi-
tiousness is The Changing Ameri-
can Voter, and its overarching
argument accordingly deserves par-
ticular attention.

Acknowledging both their intel-
lectual indebtedness to The Ameri-
can Voter and the many continuing
points of similarity between the
two works, Verba and his collabo-
rators nonetheless draw a contrast
between the Michigan approach
and theirs on three dimensions.
Causally, the Michigan approach is
social-psychological in cast, with
its emphasis on the rootedness of
fundamental political attitudes in
early socialization in the family and
school. Temporally, it is a story
not of fixity but of continuity, both
within and across political genera-
tions. Politically, it is an account of
a particular, limited, and not neces-
sarily representative era of Ameri-
can politics—the decade of the
1950s and the Eisenhower presi-
dency. By contrast, Verba and his
colleagues intend their approach to
be political rather than social-psy-
chological, to accent change rather
than continuity, and to underline
the variety rather than the unifor-
mity of political eras.

Focusing on the mass public,
Verba and his colleagues develop
two contrasting portraits. Summa-
rizing the findings of the classical
studies of public opinion, they
point to the principal features of
the American public in the 1950s:
minimally interested, attentive, and
(apart from voting) active in poli-
tics; unsophisticated in their views
of political matters in general, un-
able to master and make use of
overarching master-perspectives on
politics; and inconsistent, in conse-
quence, in the positions they take
across a range of issues.

Citizens, unengaged by the issues
of their time, take their cue, at any
rate so far as its politically most
consequential choice is concerned,
from their long-term partisan com-
mitment, a commitment grounded
in their early learning and sense of
social identity. Centered in their
own immediate lives, disengaged
from the issues and controversies
of public life, they are satisfied
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with their political system and insti-
tutions, confident of the compe-
tence and trustworthiness of public
officials, confident also of their own
power to have a say.

By contrast, The Changing
American Voter offers a new por-
trait of the general public, one that
accents marked, even fundamental
changes. On its account, the once-
binding ties of partisanship, though
still manifest, have visibly frayed,
particularly among the youngest
political generation. New issues
have come to the fore, particularly
race, Vietnam, crime, and drugs.
Citizens in significant numbers,
moreover, are changing not only
what they are thinking about politi-
cally but how they are thinking
about it, more often framing it in
ideological or near-ideological
terms and more thoroughly and
consistently organizing their posi-
tions across an extended array of
political issues. This argument has
proven controversial, and the last
element in particular—the consis-
tency thesis—has come under close
scrutiny. For my own part, I am of
two minds about the reaction to
The Changing American Voter. On
the one hand, the critical examina-
tions by Sullivan, Piereson, and
Marcus (1978) and Bishop, Tuch-
farber, and Oldendick (1978) are
models of exact and innovative
methodological assessments. On
the other hand, the methodological
response to The Changing Ameri-
can Voter, imaginative and helpful
as it has been, has not really en-
gaged the larger arguments of the
work, and these larger arguments—
and particularly the need to under-
stand the responses of mass publics
in the context of political issues as
these issues are structured for them
by parties and candidates—have
moved the field forward fundamen-
tally.

II.
The principal themes had all

.made their entrance by the end of

the first wave of work, and the the-
matic continuity across works so
diverse substantively and compara-
tively was striking. Whether the
subject was the orientations of citi-
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zen to public affairs, their participa-
tion in politics, or the nature of
their thinking about political issues,
and whether the focus was on a
single country or on five, each
work formed a part of a continuing
engagement with a set of core con-
cerns at once normative and sub-
stantive. Chief among these con-
cerns was pluralism as a theory of
political representation and the
constraints socioeconomic inequal-
ity imposes on democratic practice.
With this first wave of work, Sid-
ney had distinguished himself in his
generation. Yet what was truly to
set him apart was that, having won
the principal honors of his profes-
sion—the Gladys Kammerer Award
for the Best Book on American Na-
tional Policy (1972) and the Wood-
row Wilson Award for the Best
Book in Political Science (1976)—
he then embarked on a second
wave of work, more deeply consid-
ered, further reaching, and more
imaginative than the first.

I mean to underline the deepen-
ing of Sidney’s arguments, choos-
ing for particular emphasis his ad-
vances on three fronts—the politics
of equality, the connection between
personal experience and political
demand, and the problem of politi-
cal participation. I want to start
with the politics of equality to un-
derline Verba’s distinctive engage-
ment with the content of politics as
a condition of understanding citi-
zens’ responses to politics, and be-
gin by contrasting it with the cen-
tral tendency of concurrent studies
of public opinion and politics.

I would select as the primary fea-
tures of the dominant perspective
on public opinion through the sev-
enties and eighties the minimal lev-
els of attention ordinary citizens
pay to politics and the minimal lev-
els of information they accordingly
possess about it. From this per-
spective it seemed to follow quite
naturally, even self-evidently, that
the views of mass publics on issues
of public affairs tended to be super-
ficial, often illogical or at any rate
in ideological disarray, and remark-
ably changeable: indeed, on some
issues so much so as to suggest
that a great many people had not
even formed a genuine attitude in
the first place.
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But in a world where the ordi-
nary citizen knows and cares so
little about public affairs, politics
itself tends to disappear. The task
of the public opinion analyst is not
to give an account of how citizens
engage the issues of the day but
rather to emphasize that they are
unlikely to have given them much
thought. Political issues and politi-
cal argument, given this orienta-
tion, tend to be pushed to the mar-
gins of the study of public opinion
and politics. In contrast, Verba and

. . . each work formed

a part of a continuing
engagement with a

set of core concerns at
once normative and
substantive. Chief among
these concerns was
pluralism as a theory of
political representation
and the constraints
socioeconomic inequality
imposes on democratic
practice.

his colleagues have attempted to
recover the heart of politics itself
as a subject for study by political
scientists, taking as their subject
in a remarkable pair of studies one
of the master ideas of politics:
equality.

Elites and the Idea of Equality
and Equality in America offer a hall
of mirrors capturing reflections of
the many faces of equality as a
political idea. Some of these reflec-
tions are familiar, though not for
this reason less important. Others,
however, are fresh and for this rea-
son uncommonly arresting. I am
thinking particularly of the assess-
ment of income inequality, where
each respondent is first asked what
a particular group (executives, for
example) earn, then what they
should earn. As Verba and his col-
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leagues demonstrate, given esti-
mates of perceived and of fair earn-
ings across occupational groups,
standards of fairness and of the ac-
ceptability of inequalities otherwise
invisible can be conclusively re-
vealed.

Injury to Insult, written with Kay
Schlozman, approaches the larger
problem of politics and economic
disadvantage from a quite different
angle. It takes as its central prob-
lem the relation between suffering
economic disadvantage and becom-
ing politically mobilized. Injury to
Insult is a fascinating and politi-
cally relevant work just because it
drives home the (increasing)
strength of the boundaries between
the personal and the public. By
focusing on key elements of the
American Dream—for example, the
belief that hard work is the most
important factor in getting ahead
and that the chances for success
are distributed fairly—and examin-
ing their hold on Americans across
class and race, Schlozman and
Verba reveal some of the chief bar-
riers to the translation of economic
grievance into political discontent.
In the process—above all, in their
disclosure of an inverse relation
between belief in the American
Dream and occupational level
among Blacks—they may have un-
veiled one of the most potent, and
perverse, dynamics of the issue
that goes deepest in American poli-
tics: race. Injury to Insult is my
intellectual favorite of Sidney’s
work. It is, I trust, not inappropri-
ate to express a personal prefer-
ence in this instance because an
aspect of this work—the connec-
tion between personal economic
problems and political demands—
has been a focus of part of my own
work with Richard A. Brody, and
what I am specially positioned to
testify to is how much deeper their
inquiry has gone than ours.

Political participation is the third
front on which Sidney has, by em-

- phasizing the centrality of politics

to an understanding of political be-
lief and behavior, strikingly deep-

ened his argument. In Participation
and Political Equality, Sidney, to-

gether with Norman Nie and Jae-On
Kim, breaks out on two dimensions.
The first is comparative, but on an
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exceptional scale—seven nations in
all: Japan, India, Austria, the Neth-
erlands, Nigeria, Yugoslavia, and
the United States. The second di-
mension is analytical. The relation
between socioeconomic level and
political participation, from the per-
spective of Sidney’s first wave of
work, is to be seen as a primary
factor accounting for the character
of a country’s politics. However,
the same relation, from the per-
spective of his second wave, is
itself to be understood as condi-
tioned by the character of a coun-
try’s social and political institu-
tions. Thus, Verba, Nie, and Kim
introduce the quite productive dis-
tinction between individual-based
and group-based inequalities in par-
ticipation, and, still more ambi-
tiously, explore the extent to which
the impact of socioeconomic in-
equalities can be tempered by
strong institutional structures, such
as political parties or even non-
political organizations.

If the story of Sidney’s reconsid-
eration of political participation
were to end here, it would be a
full-length story. But Sidney is in
the middle of the most ambitious
study of his career. Together with
Kay Schlozman and Henry Brady,
and relying on a quite extraordi-
nary sample of the politically ac-
tive, Sidney starts by asking why
people do not participate. In re-
sponse, they offer three simple rea-
sons: ‘‘because they can’t; because
they don’t want to; or because no-
body asked.”

They go on to elaborate each of
these in a theoretically rich fashion:
‘They can’t’ suggests a paucity of
necessary resources: time to take
part in political activity, money to
make contributions, and civic
skills—by which they mean those
communications and organizational
skills that facilitate effective partici-
pation. ‘They don’t want to’ fo-
cuses on the absence of psychologi-
cal engagement with politics—a
lack of interest in politics, minimal
concern with public issues, a sense
that activity makes no difference,
and no consciousness of member-
ship in a group with shared political
interests. ‘Nobody asked’ implies
isolation from the recruitment net-
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works through which citizens are
mobilized to politics (1993a; 1993b).

Developing this ‘‘resources”
model, they show how different
activities require different re-
sources, partly in ways that are
familiar—political contributions, for
example, obviously covary with
income—but more fundamentally in
ways that are not. Thus, Sidney
and his collaborators show that
civic skills, on which campaign
work and community involvement
rest, are learned through adult in-
volvements in church, in nonpoliti-
cal organizations, and on the job.
Civic skills, then, become a key
mechanism integrating social and
political life, with religious institu-
tions, for example, not only impart-
ing participatory skills but also
serving as sitss where people get
asked to become involved in poli-
tics; this is an aspect of political
involvement crucial for those with
low SES. Their “resource model”’
represents a strikingly new tack,
and, making all the usual and ap-
propriate allowances for-work in
progress, I believe this new study
of political participation by Sidney,
Kay, and Henry will be, in both
reach and originality, the capstone
of Sidney’s career.

1.

It is not enough, if one wants a
genuine appreciation of Sidney’s
research accomplishments, to re-
view the substantive findings of his
research program: it would not be
enough, however comprehensive
and detailed the review, because it
would ignore his singular intellec-
tual style. Many others—above all,
those who have the good fortune to
work alongside him—could provide
a far more telling intellectual por-
trait than I. But having committed
myself to the same research voca-
tion as he—large-scale survey re-
search-—there are features of his
intellectual style whose distinctive-
ness and value I am specially posi-
tioned to appreciate.

Most obviously, Sidney has a
unique gift for analytic narrative.
The metaphor implicit here—Dbe-
tween survey researcher and novel-
ist—may strike some readers as
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inapt. If so, they would have
missed a vital part of what makes
Sidney’s books singular: they are
narratives of ideas. Consistent with
this, Sidney has developed a trade-
mark expository practice of relat-
ing—of narrating—a complex theo-
retical argument, first breaking it
down into a series of argument-
defining expectations, each illustra-
tively captured with an artfully sim-
plified graph or figure, then, with
the analytical plot established, re-
viewing the quantitative evidence
closely and in detail.

The result is a capacity to de-
velop an argument of uncommon
complexity, step by step and in as
much empirical detail as necessary,
without sacrificing or obscuring the
larger causal—and political—themes
that tie the separate parts together
and drive the larger argument. Oth-
ers in quantitative political science
have a gift for narrative, can embed
statistical results in a larger story
that informs and motivates them,
but not many, and then—almost
without exception—only in the
form of an article. I am not aware
of a contemporary social scientist,
writing at full length, with a capac-
ity to organize and convey complex
quantitative results with compara-
ble expository flair and analytical
force.

It would be a mistake to regard
this gift for exposition merely as a
byproduct of an exceptional fluency
at writing, although it would be a
bigger mistake still to slight the an-
alytical and expository craft Sidney
has developed through the practice
of his vocation. But, to push the
analogy between novelist and social
scientist a step further, what gives
a special character to Sidney’s
books is the extent to which they
are, in conception and not merely
in analysis, genuine works of imagi-
nation. Because of the staggering
cost of survey research, without
anyone intending it, indeed, with
hardly anyone wishing it, both
what is measured and how it is
measured have become routinized,
the National Election Studies being
the paradigmatic example in politi-
cal science, the General Social Sur-
vey in sociology. Sidney’s work
could not stand in more dramatic
contrast. Each of the major works
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of his second wave offers a freshly
conceived world: new variables like
new characters in a story, or old
ones assessed in new ways reveal-
ing previously unglimpsed aspects
of their character. In a field of
study where imagination has often
seemed to consist in being clever
after the fact through complex
quantitative analysis, it is difficult
to exaggerate the inventiveness
Sidney has displayed in the design
of his studies, above all, in the sec-
ond wave of his work where each
of his major studies departs in deci-
sive ways not just from the studies
others have done but from those he
has himself done. I am not aware
of another figure in survey research
who has shown a comparable mea-
sure of creativity in conception,
study after study.

A third feature of Sidney’s intel-
lectual style is its normative com-
ponent. It is an unmistakable as-
pect of the narrative of ideas he
relates. All his work, early or late,
testifies to his continuing preoccu-
pation with the problematic con-
nection, in life and not merely in
political theory, between political
representation in contemporary de-
mocracies and the needs and aspi-
rations of those who are badly off,
whether they are badly off because
of their economic circumstances or
because of their color, gender, or
caste. The relation between norma-
tive and empirical, between fact
and value, is more complex than
usually acknowledged, and my own
view of it, having reviewed Sid-
ney’s work in detail, is that each of
his works, considered both in over-
all argument and in operational de-
tail, would not be as they are, and
would be less than they are, but for
their normative component.

A final element of intellectual
style, and surely the most obvious
of them all, is Sidney’s gift for
collegiality. His research is a testi-
monial to it. A partial list of his
collaborators, proceeding alphabet-
ically, includes Gabriel Almond,
Henry Brady, Robert Keohane,
Jae-On Kim, Gary King, Norman
Nie, Gary Orren, John Petrocik,
Bing Powell, Ken Prewitt, Kay
Schlozman, and Goldie Shabad.
Viewed from the outside, political
scientists who practice approaches
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other than survey research may, to
borrow a phrase from Michael Kam-
men, view it as ‘“‘a machine that
would go of itself.”” Nothing could
be further from the truth. The very
strength of survey research meth-
odologically—that decisions on
measurement must be made explic-
itly and in advance of collecting
data—can be a nightmare organiza-
tionally, while the very scale of the
research undertaking as a whole
does not exactly work to extinguish

Sidney Verba, winner
of the James Madison
Award for distinguished
contribution in political
science and now
president of the
American Political
Science Association—
in honoring both the
man and the work,

we honor what is best
both in ourselves and
in our vocation.

the individual ambitions of the re-
searchers undertaking it. I have
myself not worked with Sidney
Verba, but I know many who have,
and without exception they testify
to his empathy, humor, loyalty,
and absolute decency—in a word,
to his gift for friendship, which
cannot be unrelated to his commit-
ment to citizenship both as a sub-
ject for study and as a focus of his
life in the university and outside it.
The work mirrors the man. Sidney
Verba, winner of the James Madi-
son Award for distinguished contri-
bution in political science and now
president of the American Political
Science Association—in honoring
both the man and the work, we
honor what is best both in our-
selves and in our vocation.
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