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Preface

While studying political science at Stanford and Yale in the early 1960s, behavioralism was the rage. As an undergraduate, I was first introduced to knowledge produced by behavioralists in a course taught by John Bunzel. As a graduate student, I was most influenced by behavioralists Robert Dahl, Karl Deutsch, Heinz Eulau, Robert Lane, and Robert North. At the same time, my undergraduate experience with Charles Drekmeier and graduate courses with Fred Watkins caused me to appreciate political theory. I accepted behavioralism with a certain grain of salt, and said so in 1966 as a conference paper, later published, with the title “A Neotraditional Plea to Some Political Behavioralists.” The thesis was that behavioralists were not really as scientific as they pretended and that traditional research in political science should not be forgotten, including policy-relevant research. I was joined by political scientist Ted Becker in some of the permutations of the essay (Haas 1967; Haas and Becker 1970a,b). When a behavioralist took exception to the critique, I then wrote “Three Types of Science” (1969) as a response in a major journal, arguing that every discipline should have room for theory, research, and policy applications.

But political science is now described as a “jigsaw puzzle” that nobody seems to want to solve (Sigelman 2006b, v). I perhaps should accept blame, because I was the first one to propose Sections while a member of a committee to rewrite the APSA constitution during 1970. Since my retirement from the University of Hawaiʻi after some thirty-five years, I have been pondering how to provoke the profession into such a transformation. Now that is the aim of the present volume.

Behavioralism was opposed for good reasons by postbehavioralists, who stressed policy relevance at the time of the Civil Rights Movement and Vietnam War. But there was a nihilist streak among some postbehavioralists, who later turned to variants of postmodernism, poststructuralism, and constructivism to deny that any objective science of politics was possible. But more recently, the once-rebellious constructivists have rediscovered the value of some of the concepts of the behavioralists. The concept of “security community” of Karl Deutsch and associates (1957), for example, has been embraced as a viable concept by constructivists Emanuel Adler and Michael Barnett (1998), and many more examples are found herein.

Consequently, the worm may have turned back to the scientific pretensions of the behavioralists, albeit with much deserved self-conscious skepticism. To provide a guide in that direction, I authored Polity and Society: Metaphilosophical Underpinnings of Social Science Paradigms (1992). I was therefore chagrined when the book made no impact except for congratulations from the field of philosophy. The centrifugal directions of political science in the 1990s meant that a centripetal book was unwelcome.

Today, the situation is different. The American Political Science Association has gone beyond a century of existence. So has the nominally premier journal, the American Political Science Review. Although many political scientists published ecumenical essays in the one hundredth volume of the Review, they did not bring the profession together but instead celebrated diversity and pluralism within the profession. The present volume, therefore, is designed to make such an effort—to find a way to integrate the pieces of the “jigsaw puzzle” into a coherent whole. In doing so, I borrow from a fleeting term in the writing of David Easton—the term “neobehavioralism.” 

Chapters in the present volume reflect my thinking over the years along the lines of neobehavioralism. What I mean by the term is that political scientists not only can link theory with research with policy but also try to integrate all three elements in any publication. I do not know whether political science can ever be a “science,” and I accept criticisms in that regard, but I hope to prove that a political scientist can proceed creatively, modestly, and productively to expand horizons of the field while motivated by the fundamental quest to improve humanity and the planet earth. Before political science is or wants to be a “science,” in my opinion, scholars must first create a symbiotic discipline.

I have cited the jigsaw pieces of some of my own writings as references in the present volume to provide examples of how a neobehavioralist can operate. The first chapter herein harks back to chapters in the book that I edited with Henry Kariel, Approaches to the Study of Political Science (1970). I once wrote an article on the need for sections in the profession, but after submitting the essay, I withdrew the item from consideration when sections were approved. Parts of that article now appear in chapter 2.

Parts II and III consists of chapters on paradigms, which were expanded from my Polity and Society (1992) in my recent International Relations Theory: Competing Empirical Paradigms (2016b). In the latter volume, I stress the relevance to international studies, but the present volume focuses more on other subfields of political science, though overlap is inevitable. 

Using the trichotomy of Auguste Comte (1830–1842), international relations is mostly at the theological stage, mired in ideological thinking, while the rest of political science is largely at the empirical stage. The third (metatheoretical or paradigmatic) stage is advanced by the present volume.

Political science does indeed have several macrotheories (paradigms) that can form the basis for a truly theoretical science—theories, that is, with research and policy implications. To prove that political scientists have been doing research that could be integrated paradigmatically, I decided to cite relevant research from the literature of prominent journals for the years 2000, 2008, and 2016. Except for the Rational Choice paradigm, many authors seem entirely unaware of the larger paradigmatic implications of their recent research. Yet their contributions are far more numerous than those that have sought to prove rationality in political decision-making.

Part IV develops the essentials of neobehavioralism—multimethodology, cross-testing theory, and a set of neobehavioral principles. Readers are challenged to find a better way to integrate political science today. 

Having written a book that spans many fields, I want to take this opportunity particularly to thank the input of David Easton, whose thinking has been aligned with mine for over fifty years even though we first met in 2013. The six political scientists cited above also deserve credit for steering toward theoretical science in disparate ways. Thanks also go to Jeffrey Berry for information that I obtained while writing was in progress, and especially for the encouragement of Bruce Bueno de Mesquita, Bill Crotty, and Patrick James. Bruce’s paradigmatic vision, carried through in rigorous research, makes him in my opinion the foremost political scientist alive today. Steven Eson of the American Political Science Association also deserves credit for updating information in Table 2.3.

I provide no footnotes, preferring to put entre nous asides inside parentheses. I have tried to make the prose snappy, but jargon is always abundant in a theoretical book. The book is incomplete, not developing the paradigms to the fullest, because each one deserves its own more comprehensive book. The aim here is to provide a window into the future of political science. 

Michael Haas
Los Angeles



Part I

THREE TYPES OF SCIENCE

Is political science a science? If political science is a science, then the discipline should have three symbiotic characteristics common to any other science. At one level, scientists make observations. engineer changes in the real world, and calibrate measuring instruments. At a second level, they search for relationships between two or more variables across several cases in order to establish generalizations that will serve as predictive guides to the future and to cases yet unexamined. Yet myriad generalizations do not cumulatively add up to higher and higher levels of scientific achievement until scientists consider macroanalytic explanations for empirical findings, smoothing out the idiosyncrasies of particular empirical investigations into parsimonious paradigms or metatheories concerning how the “real world” is organized. 

The three types of endeavor are known as applied (clinical) science, empirical science, and theoretical science. They need each other to become a self-correcting activity.

Insofar as political science might be considered a science, theories should be used as covering laws to explain why significant phenomena are interconnected. Theories should inspire empirical research. Empirical tests of theories, using cases or data, should be undertaken to refine accepted theories and to discard theories that are less explanatory. And the knowledge thus gained should be applied successfully to actual problems, making for a better world. Theory should not be idle speculation, in other words, but serve as a predictive guide leading to tests of hypotheses, whereupon theory can be corrected based on evidence. Meanwhile, better real-world outcomes would result as knowledge is applied.

Sometimes science involves inductive generation of hypotheses for testing from theoretical frameworks. At other times, data are collected, generalizations are determined, and then creative minds deduce macrotheoretical explanations to fit empirical generalizations. Deviant cases that fall outside existing generalizations and theories should stimulate efforts to find broader explanations so to encompass all phenomena within a single paradigm.

The present book is designed to present political science as a science, though one not necessarily paralleling the natural sciences. Part I, devoted to analyses of the state of the discipline of political science, begins in chapter 1 with an historiography that examines how political science emerged more than a century ago, tried to lead to a more scientific discipline, and has not yet fulfilled the original promise. Chapter 2 discusses the way political science has been organized into subfields, which are now much more diverse than in the early days of the discipline.

Parts II and III are devoted to theoretical political science, delineating metatheories (paradigms). Part IV urges political scientists to become neobehavioralists by returning to the vision that began the field by integrating all three types of science symbiotically.


Chapter 1

Political Science

A Contested History

The history of political science attests to shifting overemphases in one or two of the three facets of the scientific enterprise (theoretical, empirical, applied). Preacademic systematic political speculation, for example, was largely theoretical in the writings of the moral philosophers but clinically applied when they inspired policy changes and constitutions.

The intellectual history of political science can be described as changes in approaches to the subject, just as historiographies can be characterized as efforts to justify one emphasis over another (Dryzek and Leonard 1995). Hitherto, most histories of political science have been conventional (e.g., Almond 1996; APSA 2011). An objective way to show shifting foci over time is to content-analyze essays in the premier journal, the American Political Science Review (APSR), decade-by-decade, starting with the first year of publication. One such compilation, reconfigured from Lee Sigelman (2006b, Table 1.1), shows the relative share of theoretical (speculation about the essence of reality), empirical (efforts to achieve generalizations based on evidence), and clinical (applied) policy analyses.

A tabulation based on a somewhat different coding by John Wahlke (1978, 10) for 1968–1977 demonstrates that the preponderance of empirical studies was only challenged during the period of World War II, when the focus shifted to analyses of specific policies and normative considerations (Table 1.1). Theory building, which lags behind empirical studies, has increased in recent decades largely because of the advent of such trends as formal modeling and constructivism.

But a statistical snapshot does not provide the full story. Although the analysis of political philosophy as a response to the issues of the day has been labeled “historicism” (Easton 1953), many political scientists have ignored the diverse historical contexts in which the discipline arose and has responded over the years. Whereas some histories of political science emphasize endogenous developments (Hoxie et al. 1955; Crick 1959; Somit and Tanenhaus 1967; Waldo 1975; Berndtson 1987; Baer, Jewell, and Sigelman 1991; Freeman 1991; Blyth 2006; Dryzek 2006; Gunnell 2006), major trends have often reflected events or needs of the time (cf. Marks 2009), so the following review of the intellectual history of the field is somewhat different—by focusing on how the discipline responded to political conditions within various eras.




	
Table 1.1 Approaches to the Study of Political Science (in percent per decade)





	
Years


	
Theoretical


	
Empircal


	
Clinical


	
Other





	
1906–16


	
    0.0%


	
     82.1%


	
   10.4%


	
     7.3%





	
1917–26


	
2.6


	
54.7


	
20.5


	
22.2





	
1927–36


	
4.9


	
61.8


	
9.1


	
20.3





	
1937–46


	
7.5


	
39.6


	
22.6


	
30.1





	
1947–56


	
7.8


	
64.7


	
8.2


	
19.2





	
1957–66


	
8.8


	
62.3


	
2.8


	
26.0





	
1967–76


	
16.9


	
67.6


	
0.5


	
15.0





	
1977–86


	
17.4


	
60.7


	
0.5


	
21.4





	
1987–96


	
24.0


	
55.3


	
0.3


	
21.2





	
1997–06


	
21.0


	
83.7


	
0.2


	
25.0





	
Total


	
14.2


	
60.6


	
4.1


	
21.1





	
Source: Sigelman (2006b: Table 1)







ORIGINS

Although Aristotle has been identified as the “father of political science” (Corwin 1929, 570), histories of the field often leap to political philosophy during the eighteenth-century Enlightenment. Eric Voegelin, however, has traced the discussion to the Middle East, Greece, the Mongols, Rome, Sumeria, and beyond in a six-volume compendium, Order and History (1956–1989) and an eight-volume History of Political Ideas (1998–1999), for which The New Science of Politics (1987) was intended as a prologue.

The first self-identified political scientist was Francis Lieber. After being imprisoned in Prussia for opposing the monarchy, Lieber immigrated to Boston in 1827. Educated broadly at the University of Jena, with a dissertation in mathematics, his main early academic achievement in the United States was to edit the Encyclopedia Americana. A public intellectual of the day, he was consulted by Alexis de Tocqueville. After twenty years as a professor of history and political economics at the South Carolina College, he was recruited by Columbia College in 1857. He then was asked to call his new position Professor of History and Political Science (Haddow 1939), though he was within the Department of Jurisprudence. Having served in the Napoleonic Wars and the Greek Independence War, he was well aware of the indignities of military operations. President Abraham Lincoln commissioned Lieber’s most famous work—the Lieber Code—about war crimes (Lieber 1863). Lincoln was concerned that abuses committed by the Union army could erode support in the North for the war. Lieber codified existing international custom and treaty law, paving the way for the later adoption of the Geneva Conventions.

Lieber wrote about such subjects as civil liberties, constitutions, ideologies (individualism, internationalism, nationalism, socialism), juries, penal reform, political ethics, property rights, and protectionism, thus demonstrating that the burgeoning American democracy was a fit subject for dispassionate analysis. In 1865, internecine politics at Columbia resulted in a new title—Professor of Constitutional History and Public Law (Rozwadowski 1988). When he died in 1872, he had been the arbitrator chosen by México and the United States to resolve various issues between the two countries. His speeches and writings, many clinical in orientation rather than examples of empirical or theoretical science, generated respect for a discipline that he singly coined into existence. Lieber brought a legal approach from his European education to America, and the initial study of politics was embedded within the fields of law, philosophy, and political economy.

The outbreak of the Civil War, for many observers, proved that American democracy had failed. Lincoln hoped that the victory of the North would provide a new birth of freedom for the country, but the devastation and loss of life was so overwhelming that the country’s survival as a democracy was in question. According to the terms of the surrender of the Confederate States of America, the government in Washington was charged with the responsibility of transitioning states in the former Confederacy to compliance with constitutional principles, which soon consisted of Amendments 13, 14, and 15. State building in the defeated South was on the political agenda in Congress.

Accordingly, the academic community stepped forward in 1865 with the formation of the American Social Science Association (ASSA). To help the American state while advancing scholarship, ASSA was divided into five fields: (1) education and art, (2) health, (3) trade and finance, (4) social economy, and (5) jurisprudence.

Due to the so-called Compromise of 1877, occupying federal troops were withdrawn from the South. The social experiment to bring former slaves into the modern world was squelched. But the trade union and suffragette movements were pressing demands for reform on Washington. By this time, Germany had become the paragon state—with an efficient bureaucracy presumably untainted by political influence, universal male suffrage, and welfare policies that visionaries in other countries were seeking to emulate.

The field of political economy, though recognized in the early nineteenth century from the writings of Adam Smith (1776) and others, was an untenable marriage of two disciplines because many American classical economists felt that politics interfered with their models of the economy, thrusting those studying government into a second-class academic citizenship that the latter could not abide (cf. Gunnell 2006, 480). The result was the beginning of new academic units focusing on government and politics.

Herbert Baxter Adams started the Department of History and Political Science when Johns Hopkins University began in 1876. In 1883, he founded The Johns Hopkins Studies in Historical and Political Science as the first scholarly journal in political science.

In 1876, John William Burgess was appointed at a position in the Law School at Columbia, four years after Lieber died. Then, in 1880, Burgess was allowed to occupy the position vacated by Lieber, and he founded the first separate academic unit devoted solely to political science. According to Burgess (1916), “My first idea in regard to a School of Political Science in the U.S. came to consciousness during the horrors of our Civil War, and I resolved then to dedicate myself, should I outlive that struggle, to the work of promoting a better political education in our country.”

Harvard, Princeton, and other universities soon launched departments of government or political science, though not by a generally agreed original design (Morgenthau 1955, 436–37). They carefully taught courses about government that did not encroach on existing departments elsewhere in the social sciences.

The most famous research study of the day was published as Congressional Government (1885) by Professor Woodrow Wilson of Princeton University. His study of Congress explained that deference to seniority in Congress empowered committee chairs to rule regardless of public opinion or even presidential preferences. In other words, Wilson “discovered” the fact that informal relations were key to an understanding of how politics operates. He was impressed not only by British parliamentary democracy but also by Germany’s separation between politics and administration (cf. Blyth 2006). The focus of political scientists at the time was on state building (Berndtsen 1987, 55) in the North as well as the South.

One reason for the new faculty of political science at Columbia University was to apply knowledge about politics in preparing students for careers in diplomacy, legislation, public administration, and law (see Table 2.1). As new papers were written in the field, the Political Science Quarterly (PSQ) was founded in 1886. The next journal of interest to political scientists was Studies in History, Economics and Public Law, which was launched in 1891 at Columbia.

In 1889, Edmund James of the University of Pennsylvania—“Penn”—tried to return to ASSA’s interdisciplinary spirit by founding the American Academy of Political and Social Science, including a journal, the Annals of the Academy of Political and Social Science, which began publication in 1890. James sought to advance public policy through scientific research. Issues of Annals ever since have focused on specific policy questions, hoping also to invite political leaders to contribute essays. Initially, the “academy” consisted of Penn, Bryn Mayr, and Swarthmore. However, James left Penn in 1895, and the effort made less impact than originally anticipated.

As ASSA developed, the disciplines were too diverse to communicate through a common jargon. Economics broke away in 1885, recoiling from the biases of political science Social Darwinists, especially William Graham Sumner. Wilson’s institutional analysis exemplified the predominant mode of scholarship when the American Political Science Association (APSA) was formed in 1903. Wilson’s student, W.W. Willoughby (1904, 35), was seeking to launch a discipline that would develop a science that would positively influence policy in a democratic direction. He believed that institutional analysis should be the model for research rather than the legalistic approach adopted by prior scholarly writing about politics (such as by Francis Lieber).

Then, in 1906, Willoughby, a professor at Johns Hopkins, founded the American Political Science Review (APSR) so that there would be a learned journal for the new academic field beyond the academic gatekeepers at Columbia and Penn. He also arranged to publish Proceedings of APSA meetings. In time APSR’s diversity overshadowed PSQ.

Canada was the second country to form a political science association (in 1913), followed by Finland (1935), China (1932), and India (1938). Britain and other countries did not found a political science association until after World War II, so the foundations of the academic field were primarily laid by American scholars. The International Political Science Association was established in 1949, aiming to link the various national bodies and encourage more.

During the period up to the end of the nineteenth century, American political scientists focused on the state, using institutional analysis. Wilson’s concern that public opinion had no role because of the existence of fiefdoms in Congress was soon overwhelmed by a new concern—corruption in American politics.

Under unregulated capitalism, ruthless entrepreneurs Andrew Carnegie, Cornelius Vanderbilt, and John D. Rockefeller became so powerful that they could cause depressions, hire private police to shoot striking workers, buy politicians, and contribute money to universities. Although their donations helped to build up major universities (the University of Chicago for Rockefeller), their greed to amass wealth was demonstrated by firing workers and forcing those employed to work longer hours. A populist movement emerged in the Democratic Party, while a faction of the Republican Party also appealed to the popular discontent, and the Progressive Movement was born.

THE PROGRESSIVE MOVEMENT

The Progressive Movement was formed to bring greater democracy by restraining corporate dominance in the economy, which in turn was controlling Congress and bureaucrats within the executive branch. Political machines also arose in large cities to secure votes by handouts to voters, and even reputedly put a president into office (William McKinley). Progressives sought structural reforms—such as the initiative, the recall, and the referendum—to pursue the idealistic goal of perfecting citizen rule. The ascendency of Theodore Roosevelt brought about Progressive reforms of various sorts, greatly expanding the role of government, but Roosevelt had to contend with interests in his own party that supported big business.

A. Lawrence Lowell, the fifth APSA president, identified the “objective” of political science as primarily “moral, that is the improvement of
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