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I wrote this text because I believe that introductory students can benefit from exposure to the analyti-
cal puzzles that shape, or, perhaps, constitute an academic discipline, and I continue to believe that
among the most satisfying moments in teaching are those when we help students realize that, the
more complex we allow questions to be, the more exciting it is to study those questions. As I enter my
third decade of teaching undergraduates, I also find myself increasingly convinced of the importance
of helping students understand that analytical approaches to the study of politics have many practical
and immediate uses, whether in clarifying the logic behind divergent perspectives on international
security questions or in identifying the shared ontological assumptions of individualist conservatism
and classical liberalism.

The goal of encouraging students to think critically about political science topics has
also motivated every decision made about this text. Analyzing Politics is written not only to
instruct but also to challenge and sometimes to unsettle readers. Furthermore, I hope the text
invites students to explore a broader range of perspectives and sources than those traditionally
incorporated into introductory political science textbooks; toward this end, I have included more
advanced topics, such as postmodernism, and I have also invited both instructors and students
to e-mail me at egrigsby@unm.edu/ to raise comments and questions beyond those I include in
these pages.

Insofar as students, instructors, and reviewers have helped me think more carefully about a
number of the questions discussed in the earlier editions, I have updated this edition in a variety
of ways. I place greater emphasis on pedagogy in this edition than in earlier editions. Specifically,
beginning with Chapter 2, new to this edition is, in each chapter, an opening scenario highlighting a
recent controversy related to the subject matter of the chapter. T have designed this opening episode
to accomplish two objectives:

® To acknowledge and respect students’ curiosity. I select recent controversies and
cases with which students should be able to identify and to which students can be
expected to attach relevance.

® To use intellectual curiosity as a foundation for intellectual engagement. I sum
up the opening cases by making explicit to students the ways in which the core
concepts in the chapter provide a contextual basis for clarifying the controversy that is
highlighted.

By placing this “real life” material at the opening of the chapters, I invite students not just to read
but also to see themselves in the material. Indeed, I believe that the characteristic that most vividly
separates this text from other introductory political science texts is this effort, chapter by chapter, to
illustrate to students that politics is about their lives, that—regardless of their majors and their career
goals—they will find political decision-making shaping the parameters of the lives they build for
themselves and their families. These opening scenarios also allow me to briefly introduce to students
a number of specific topics new to this edition, even while I continue to give lengthier attention to


mailto:egrigsby@unm.edu/
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core analytical concepts within the discipline that readers of past editions expect to see. These new topics
include:

Government storage of DNA information on citizens;
“Terrorball”;

Freedom of academic materials (for example, Arabic language cards) vs. national security
screenings;

Government measurements of poverty;

Contemporary European responses to neofascist mobilization;

Gender differences related to risks associated with natural disasters and financial crises;
Differences in educational policy across democracies;

Incumbency effects in U.S. congressional elections;

Institutional procedures in parliamentary settings;

Contlict in the Democratic Republic of Congo;

New media (Facebook, Youtube, Twitter).

In addition to the new material presented in the opening scenarios in each chapter, this edition also
gives attention to recent events in U.S. politics (for example, 2008 election results, health care reform
debates, and 2009-2010 public opinion survey data) and in international politics (for example, the earth-
quake in Haiti, civilian protests in Iran, and European responses to Muslim communities). Discussions
of recent events are incorporated into analyses of core concepts (for example, sovereignty, presidential
persuasion, candidate-centered parties, and democratic pluralism).

The major organizational features of this text reflect the logic of trying to balance (a) acknowledg-
ment of the breadth of the discipline of political science with (b) awareness of the benefits of keeping
the length of the text manageable. The historical development of political science as a science is dis-
cussed in Chapter 2, a chapter in which students are also asked to reflect on controversies relating to
both the practice and philosophy of science. Key concepts in political science analysis are presented in
Chapter 3 but are also integrated into later chapters, as those concepts relate to elections, parties, and
transnational issues. Chapter 4 explores how ethical frameworks for evaluating politics can be informed by
Socratic, Platonic, Aristotlean, Machiavellian, Hobbesian, Madisonian, Millian, and Nietzschean insights.
Chapters 5 through 7 introduce students to liberal, conservative, socialist, fascist, feminist, environmen-
talist, and postmodern theory. Chapters 8-10 discuss U.S. and comparative politics, with attention given
to democratic-nondemocratic analytical frameworks (Chapter 8), comparative electoral, political party,
and interest group strategies and patterns (Chapter 9), and comparative executive, legislative, and judicial
institutions (Chapter 10). Chapters 11 and 12 close the text by introducing students to models of analysis
as well as contemporary media and global poverty controversies in international relations. Numerous indi-
viduals have helped in the production of this text. I owe many thanks to Kate MacLean, Carolyn O. Merrill,
Joshua Allen, Edwin Hill, Matthew DiGangi, and Vidya Muralidharan. I wish to thank the following indi-
viduals for sharing political science expertise and for offering suggestions for improving the substance
and style of the text: Nancy Baker, New Mexico State University; Robert Trudeau, Providence College;
John Davis, Howard University; Alain Sanders, St. Peter’s College; Anika Leithner, California Polytechnic
State University; Timothy Jeske, Yakima Valley Community College; Leif Johan Eliasson, East Stroudsburg
University; Jody Neathery-Castro, University of Nebraska at Omaha; and John Arthur. My most enduring
thanks go to Tracie Bartlett.
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INTRODUCTION

Politics can be a realm of surprises and apparent contradictions. In late 2009, at
the same time that U.S. citizens were becoming more isolationist than at any time
recorded by modern public opinion researchers, U.S. president Barack Obama
was receiving international accolades as a recipient of the Nobel Peace Prize. The
president’s recognition abroad could not shield him from opposition at home,
however, and, by the early months of 2010, the country’s newest self-identified
grassroots political movement—the Tea Party—was launching protests against
the president who had himself been a grassroots community organizer. Yet, while
President Obama was sometimes charged with being pro-“big government”—or
even with being a “socialist”—for his support of government assistance programs,
a 2010 report in The Economist magazine revealed that it had been during the
Bush administration that the size of the U.S. federal government had increased
beyond anything seen since the administration of Lyndon Johnson; in fact, The
Economist noted, 7,000 pages of new government regulations were added under
Bush’s leadership. Moreover, at the same time that information technology was
broadening access to news, public opinion surveys were documenting significant
gaps in information among members of the U.S. public; indeed, before leaving
office, the former president Bush sought to correct the mistaken assumption—at
one point believed by almost 70 percent of the U.S. public—that Saddam Hussein
had been responsible for the 9/11 terrorist attacks.

Political science seeks to analyze such complexities. As you study political science
you may find that your conception of politics has been influenced by many factors.
For example, consider how differently you might view your life, your goals, and your
attitudes about politics if you could be transported across the boundaries of identity,
gender, nationality, age, and/or economic status. Imagine, for instance, that you reside
in Cairos City of the Dead, a sprawling, crowded cemetery in which tombs share space
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CHAPTER 1 Introduction

President Barack Obama and
Michelle Obama at the White
House in 2010. During his first
year in office, President Obama’s
policy concerns ranged from
health care reform and domestic
economic stimulus programs

to military involvement in Irag
and Afghanistan. Among his
early presidential pledges was
his commitment to remove U.S.
troops from Iraq by August 2010.

SOURCE: Christa Case Bryant, “Troop
Withdrawal: Obama to End Iragq

War by August 2010, " The Christian
Science Monitor 27 February 2009,

at http://www.csmonitor.com/
World/Global-News/2009/0227/
troop-withdrawal-obama-to-end-irag-
war-by-august-2010 (accessed 22 April
2010).

MANDEL NGAN/AFP/Getty Images

with satellite TV dishes. The City of the Dead has become home to many of Cairo’s
poor and homeless as Cairos population growth has outpaced its infrastructure. If
recent predictions by the United Nations prove to be correct, your life—one lived in
congested urban quarters—will become the life of more and more men and women
as the year 2030 approaches. Indeed, the United Nations cautions that the world is
becoming “a planet of slums.”

Now, imagine yourself a member of the Nukak-Maku, a nomadic, self-contained
people living far away from cities and deep in the forests of Colombia. If you happened
to be one of the approximately 80 members of your people who recently—for reasons
unclear to outsiders—Ileft the Amazonian jungle and entered San Jose del Guaviare,
you encountered an unfamiliar world. You brought with you no word for money, you
have no understanding of airplanes (you have asked if they move on hidden paths in
the sky), and you have never heard of Colombia, the country in whose borders you
and your people have existed for hundreds of years.

Try to imagine sharing the experiences of Tsutomu Yamaguchi. Mr. Yamaguchi
was working in Hiroshima on August 6, 1945, the day the atomic bomb was dropped
on the city. The atomic bombing of Hiroshima killed 140,000 people, but somehow he
survived. Feeling profoundly fortunate to be alive still, he left Hiroshima and headed
for his home, Nagasaki. On August 9, an atomic bomb was dropped on Nagaski


http://www.csmonitor.com/
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City of the Dead, Cairo, Egypt. Cairo’s vast cemetery is also home to many of the city’s poor and
otherwise homeless. The United Nations estimates that a billion people—more than one-third of
all those living in urban areas—reside in slums.

SOURCE: On the growth in global urbanization and slum rates, see Mark Jacobson, “Dharavi: Mumbai's
Shadow City: Some Call the Dharavi Slum an Embarrassing Eyesore in the Middle of India’s Financial Capital.
Its Residents Call it Home,” National Geographic (May 2007).

and Mr. Yamaguchi, again, survived. One of perhaps more than 100 people to have
survived two atomic bombs, Mr. Yamaguchi went on to become a teacher and to raise
a family. It was only in his old age that he started speaking publicly about his life as
a hibakusha (atomic bombing victim) and his views on nuclear war. Before his death
in 2010, Mr. Yamaguchi stated that, in his opinion, the only people who should ever
have the power to authorize the use of nuclear weapons were mothers with young
children. Try imagining your life as Dena al-Atassi. You were the only Muslim in your
high school in Bunnell, Florida. A daughter of a Syrian father and a U.S. mother,
you received death threats for simply wearing a headscarf (hijab). Your stepmother
stopped wearing her scarf out of fear of a backlash against all Muslims after 9/11.
However, you find strength in following the example of Muslim women who wear the
head covering and you pledge to never let your fear compel you to remove the hijab.

Imagine you are Ehren Watada. When you were studying for your business degree
at Hawaii Pacific University in Honolulu, the United States was attacked on 9/11.
You joined the military to be part of the fight against terrorism, but, over time, you
became increasingly critical of the Iraq war. Determined to serve your country and
your conscience, you volunteered to be deployed to Afghanistan, but you refused to
serve in Iraq. The military brought charges against you and your court martial ended
in a mistrial in February 2007.

© Courtesy of Ellen Grigsby
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CHAPTER 1 Introduction

AN
s |

B T

Liberian president Ellen Johnson-Sirleaf participating in events at a meeting of the African Union
in 2009.

Imagine you are Ellen Johnson-Sirleaf. In 2005, you were elected as Liberia’s first
woman president and Africa’s first woman elected head of state. One of your priorities
is seeking debt relief/forgiveness for Liberia under the Heavily Indebted Poor Country
Initiative. Your election was not the only milestone for feminist politics in recent years:
Laura Chinchilla won the presidential election in Costa Rica in 2010, and Michelle
Bachelet was elected Chile’s first female president in 2006, the same year in which
the women of Kuwait, for the first time in history, were accorded the right to vote in
parliamentary elections.

Finally, imagine how differently you might view politics if yours were the
experiences of President Obama’s Chief of Staff Rahm Emanuel. As a former member of
the House of Representatives, you made a name for yourself as 2007 Democratic Party
Caucus Chair. As Caucus Chair, you used your influence to try to dissuade Democratic
politicians from appearing on Steven Colbert’s The Colbert Report. Your strategy was
clear, for you knew that Colbert had roughly 1.2 million viewers and an uncanny
skill for maneuvering politicians into embarrassing situations. You remember that
Colbert once asked Illinois Representative Phil Hare, “If you could embalm anyone in
Congress, who would it be?” You know that Colbert asked Georgia Republican Lynn
Westmoreland, a cosponsor of a bill that would have required the posting of the Ten
Commandments in the nation’s capital, to recite all ten and he could come up with only
three. You remember also that Colbert coaxed Florida Democrat Robert Wexler to agree
to complete the following sentence: “I like cocaine because ...” As White House Chief
of Staff, you are determined to use your skills to enhance President Obama’s success,
just as you earlier tried to assist Democratic House members in avoiding missteps."

MAHMUD TURKIA/AFP/Getty Images
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Stephen Colbert’s “The Colbert Report” subverts conventional presentations of “newsworthy”
events.

The challenges of trying to view the world of politics from so many different
perspectives have threatened to overwhelm the most experienced and respected of
political scientists.” As you read this text, keep in mind what political scientist David
Easton has observed: Politics involves change.” In an increasingly interdependent
world even those changes that appear essentially domestic in nature may resonate
with international significance.”

Politics also involves decision making over the world’s resources. Whereas we can
look to Easton’s comments to appreciate the concept of change as central to politics,
we can also draw on the teachings of political scientist Harold Lasswell to consider that
politics is about deciding who does and does not get access to what the world has to
offer.” Lasswell’s insights are important for us to reflect on as we begin studying politics
because they point us in the direction of questions both intriguing and disturbing
in their complexity, such as Why is an American citizen likely to live longer than a
Liberian citizen? Politics, Lasswell’s insights would tell us, has a lot to do with it. Life
expectancy, access to safe water sources, and opportunities for jobs paying livable
wages are all areas of our lives affected enormously by political decisions of the world’s
governments, as those governments make choices about how the world’s resources are
to be distributed and how conflict is to be resolved. The world of politics consists of
those governmental decisions that extend life expectancies or shorten them, enhance
or reduce access to basic necessities, and implement a rule of law or violate it. In
other words, politics involves the choices governments make in shaping the process
whereby medicine, water, food, housing, and jobs are made available or unavailable
to the world’s people.

Photo by Gail Oskin/Wirelmage
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Introduction

Indeed, politics encompasses all those decisions regarding how we make rules that
govern our common life. These rules may be made in a democratic or authoritarian
manner, may promote peace or violence, and may empower state or nonstate actors
(such as trade associations, media representatives, and multinational corporations).
Whatever the rules, however, politics is based on the recognition that our lives are
shared, as long as we live in common, public spaces such as state territories. If you
have traversed a public road, used books at a public library, stopped at a public street
sign, or walked across a public university campus today, you have shared space and
resources governed by politically made rules implemented by states. Thus, whether
you are conscious of it or not, as you go about your days, you are immersed in politics.
As the ancient Greek philosopher Aristotle taught, in essence, we are political creatures,
inhabiting a world of shared problems and possibilities.®

As you analyze politics, you will see that politics touches everything, as political
scientist Robert Dahl once suggested.” If you doubt Dahls point, take a moment to
think of an issue or topic that seems to have nothing to do with politics—it could be
art, love, emotion, or a myriad of topics seemingly personal and apolitical. If Dahls
observations are borne out, by the end of this text you may well see politics enveloping
even these aspects of your life.

This text seeks to introduce to you some of the ways in which political science
analyzes politics by exploring different subfields of political science. This brief opening
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Artist Renee Cox has challenged political and cultural sensibilities through her art. In this

photo, she is standing beside her work “Yo Mama'’s Last Supper.” The former New York City
Mayor—and 2008 Republican presidential hopeful—Rudolph Giuliani responded to Cox’s work
by raising questions about the appropriateness of displaying it in a publicly funded area. By
articulating such questions, Giuliani suggested that the scope of politics—and the jurisdiction of
government—includes setting boundaries on creative expression.

chapter introduces political science as a field of inquiry seeking to examine political
processes in a manner that offers information without denying complexity and nuance.
Chapter 2 looks at the ways in which political scientists analyze political data. Chapter
2 encourages readers to think about the process of thinking itself and to reflect on the
proposition that the perspective from which you choose to view politics influences
what you see; for example, traditionalists, behavioralists, and postbehavioralists may
study the same political phenomenon but see different things. Chapter 3 examines key
political science concepts such as power, states, and nations.

Chapter 4 explores a number of theoretical debates that have intrigued students of
politics. For example, we will examine debates about whether governments should try
to promote equality, and we will evaluate philosophical disagreements over whether
governments should try to enforce a public morality. In Chapters 5-7, we will analyze
different political ideologies and see how liberalism, conservatism, socialism, fascism,
feminism, and environmentalism differ in their views of politics, government, and
citizenship.

Chapter 8 looks at variations in democratic and nondemocratic governments.
Chapters 9 and 10 focus on comparisons of different aspects of citizen participation
(such as voting) and government decision making (such as judicial review). These
chapters discuss U.S. politics and government within the context of comparative

© Suzanne DeChillo/The New York Times
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analysis. By thinking about U.S. political issues from a comparative perspective, you
can, perhaps, better view the United States as other countries might. You can assess
U.S. government and political decision making as part of the larger political world, not
in isolation from this world.

In Chapters 11 and 12, issues in international politics are examined. Realist
and liberal debates on the nature of international affairs are scrutinized, as are
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© AP Photo

Should government have

the power to deny interracial
couples the right to marry?
Should it have the power to deny
this right to same-sex couples?
In 1967, the U.S. Supreme

Court overturned a Virginia law
prohibiting marriage between
African-Americans and whites.
Mildred and Richard Loving,

the couple who challenged

the interracial ban, are shown
above. Lois Burnham and Holly
Puterbaugh (shown to the right,
along with an official who “civil
unioned” them) had been in a
relationship for 28 years by the
time their government granted
same-sex couples the option

of a legally valid civil union
ceremony. One of the songs
performed at their service was
“The Impossible Dream.” By
2009, six states—Massachusetts,
Connecticut, Vermont, Maine,
New Hampshire, and lowa—had
legalized same-sex marriage,
while 29 states had altered their state constitutions to prohibit same-sex marriage. Could it be that
these cases illustrate that falling in love can be very political indeed?

© Paul Boisvert/The New York Times/Redux

PN

SOURCE: See Christine Vestal, “Gay Marriage Legal in Six States,” Stateline 8 April 2009, at
http://www.stateline.org/live/details/story ?contentld=347390 (accessed 22 April 2010).
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Introduction

questions concerning the place of the United Nations and North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO). Globalization, media relations, and international economics
are also discussed. For example, we will explore some of the dynamics by which
the World Bank and other international financial institutions have become focal
points for citizen groups wishing to discuss the connections among politics, change,
resources, and public decision making. As you explore the questions in this text,
feel free to e-mail me directly with comments and/or questions. My e-mail address
is egrigsby@unm.eduw/.
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POLITICAL SCIENCE AND
SCIENTIFIC METHODS IN
STUDYING POLITICS

A recent CNN report disclosed that, unknown to many parents, babies in the
United States are regularly tested for genetic disorders. During the testing,

DNA information is obtained and stored for use, in some cases, in later scientific
experiments. Medical authorities support these practices in the interest of public
health and scientific research. Some parents oppose the testing—as well as the
fact that prior parental consent is not universally required—in the name of privacy
and individual rights. What do you think?

This chapter will provide you with analytical concepts and approaches to
assess such questions from the standpoint of traditionalist, behavioralist, and
postbehavioralist political science models. This chapter also examines the nature
of science itself and discusses some of the key historical debates over the ethics
of scientific research and thus helps you evaluate the DNA testing controversy in
a broader context.

Source: Elizabeth Cohen, “The Government Has Your Baby’s DNA,” CNN Health, February 4, 2010
(http://www.cnn.com/2010/HEALTH/02/04/baby.dna.government/index.html?hpt=Sbin)

Political science’s identity as a social science was both celebrated and challenged to
an extraordinary degree in 2009. On the one hand, political scientist Elinor Ostrom
was named a recipient of the Nobel Prize, a recognition that signified international
acknowledgment of the intellectual contributions that a discipline like political
science could offer. Yet, in the same year, Oklahoma Senator Tom Coburn argued
for the termination of U.S. National Science Foundation funding for political science


http://www.cnn.com/2010/HEALTH/02/04/baby.dna.government/index.html?hpt=Sbin
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research. According to Senator Coburn, U.S. federal dollars should be awarded to
scientific projects seeking more meaningful solutions to human problems than those
typically studied by political science researchers and routinely included in political
science textbooks.

Senator Coburn’s criticism attracted national attention, but political science’s
potential to raise controversy was nothing new. Political science—like other social
sciences—seeks to study human behavior through the use of a scientific method that,
at times, can prompt objections and debate.

Perhaps no example in recent decades has more vividly conveyed science’s
capacity to engender ethical controversy than the Zimbardo prison experiment at
Stanford University in 1971. In this experiment, university students were recruited
by Stanford Psychology Professor Philip Zimbardo to participate in a research project.
All the students were in good mental and physical condition, all were well-adjusted
(for example, none had a record of criminal or disorderly conduct), and all were male.
Professor Zimbardo was interested in exploring the interactions between individuals
in situations wherein some had authority over others; to accomplish this objective,
he set up a mock prison in the basement of the Psychology Department and he
randomly assigned some of the student participants to be “guards” in this prison and
others to be “inmates.” He intended for the experiment to last 2 weeks. However,
by the end of the second day, “guards” were acting aggressively toward “inmates.”
By the fifth day, “guards” were forcing “inmates” to surrender their clothing, to wear
head coverings, to endure sleep deprivation, and to submit to sexual humiliation.
Upon the urging of a former graduate student, Professor Zimbardo called an end to
the experiment after 6 days rather than allow the physical, sexual, and verbal taunts
to continue.

In 2007, Professor Zimbardo reflected on this experiment. He shared his conviction
that his research could offer insights into the abuses that had taken place at Abu Ghraib
Prison in Iraq and that had been revealed to the public in 2004; at Abu Ghraib, a group
of U.S. military and intelligence agency personnel engaged in acts of physical abuse
and sexual humiliation of Iraqi detainees. In the Stanford prison experiment, Professor
Zimbardo explained, students succumbed to situational cues (for example, acting the
role of “guard” over submissive “inmates” in a pretend-prison) permitting of abusive
behavior after only a few days; consider how much stronger the temptation toward
aggressive action against submissive populations in an actual prison facility under the
stress of war could become, Professor Zimbardo noted. Science—in this case, a social
science experiment—revealed uncomfortable truths about human psychology, truths
relevant to both citizens and political leaders struggling to understand how the abuses
at Abu Ghraib could have happened.’

If Professor Zimbardo is correct—if science can provide reliable information
about the ease with which power can be abused by otherwise “good” people—should
science be accorded special claims to authority when studying politics? Should
those investigating the political world scientifically have a greater voice than others
on matters pertaining to politics? If scientists make claims to having a reliable and
disinterested expertise, should you believe them?

This chapter seeks to help you sort through such questions by exploring what
political scientists mean when they present their findings as scientific. Chapter 2

13
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CHAPTER 2  Political Science and Scientific Methods in Studying Politics

points out that political science has changed over the centuries; the chapter further
analyzes relationships between political science and science, scientific processes, the
use of scientific processes in analyzing political data, and limitations of science.

THE RANGE OF POLITICAL SCIENCE: HISTORICAL
DEVELOPMENTS

Political science often traces its beginnings to ancient Greece and the teachings of
political thinkers such as Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle.? Political science as an
academic field, however, is much newer. In the United States, the first political science
department was organized at Columbia University in 1880, and in 1903 the American
Political Science Association (APSA) was formed. At the turn of the twentieth century,
probably no more than a couple of hundred people in the entire United States thought
of themselves as political scientists.” In fact, fewer than 500 doctoral degrees in political
science were awarded between 1936 and 1942, a number all the more striking when
one realizes that—according to the U.S. Department of Education—more than 600
PhDs in Political Science were recently awarded in a single year (2003-2004)."

From these beginnings, political science has developed different subfields (areas
of specialization) and research methods, and the discipline has grown to include more
than 15,000 political scientists in the APSA alone. In 2010, APSA reported members
in more than 80 countries.” Some political scientists focus on studying normative
issues (issues involving value judgments and ethics), others concentrate on empirical
(observable and factual) investigations, and still others study both. Whatever the
focus, political science begins by asking questions. Why do people vote as they do?
Why are some people conservative and others not? Does money buy elections? The
subject matter of politics is varied and complex, and political science is no less so. In
this chapter, we will see that political scientists use a wide range of research methods
and analytical approaches.

In its early years, political science generally involved the analysis of formal,
legal, and official sides of political life.® This approach is known as traditionalism.
Traditionalists tried to understand politics by examining laws, governmental
offices, constitutions, and other official institutions associated with politics; they
tried to describe how institutions operated by formal rules and publicly sanctioned
procedures. A traditionalist, for example, who wished to understand the U.S.
Supreme Court might study the official rules the Court followed in making judicial
decisions, or, perhaps, the formal/legal basis of the Courts authority as spelled out in
the U.S. Constitution.

Traditionalists often tended to focus on what was going on inside government as
opposed to looking at social and economic processes in the country.” Traditionalist
approaches were often both historical and normative: historical in outlining the
processes by which the formal rules of politics were modified over time through court
decisions, laws, executive orders, and the like, and normative in the sense of hoping
to provide information for improving these rules.® Although traditionalist approaches
are still present in political science research, additional approaches have supplemented
traditionalism.
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Behavioralism is one alternative to traditionalism. Behavioralism became popular
in political science after World War II. The roots of behavioralist political science
have been traced back to the 1920s and the works of political scientists such as
Charles Merriam. Merriam asserted the usefulness of looking at the actual behavior of
politically involved individuals and groups, not only the formal/legal rules by which
those individuals and groups were supposed to abide.” Thus, a behavioralist approach
to the study of Congress might include an examination of how members of Congress
actually behave in their positions. For example, a behavioralist might ask the following
type of question: How much time is devoted by members of Congress to such tasks as
writing laws, interacting with lobbyists, raising money for reelection, giving speeches,
studying domestic issues, attending committee and subcommittee meetings, casting
votes, meeting with foreign dignitaries, and the like? The behavioralist, therefore, is
less interested in how Congress looks officially “on paper” (for example, what the U.S.
Constitution says about Congress) and more interested in how Congress becomes an
arena of actions, the origins and motivations of which may be found outside the formal
sphere of government. That is, a behavioralist may look for informal sources of power
emanating from economics, ethnic cleavages, and social relationships.'® Thus, to a
behavioralist, traditionalist approaches, focused so exclusively on government per se,
were inadequate for understanding the larger context of political life."!

Behavioralist approaches stress the importance of empirical analysis.
Behavioralists ask how better to study behavior than through careful observation
of specific actions. Indeed, behavioralism is almost synonymous with empiricism,
according to many political scientists.'* Empiricism is a means of collecting data
based on observation. From an empirical standpoint, X is a fact if X is observed."’
Behavioralists often favor statistical, mathematical, and economic models of analysis,
insofar as they allow for a more minute empirical investigation of phenomena than
would be provided by assessing the content of constitutions, laws, and governmental
procedures. Given its focus on empiricism, behavioralism tends to reject historical
analysis, finding little reason to explore the past (for interpretations, insights, and
opinions on matters of politics) when observation is viewed as the most reliable route
to knowledge.'* The empirical orientation toward the analysis of what is (observable)
also stands in contrast to an orientation that asks what should be. Indeed, one of
the defining attributes of behavioralism is its rejection of the normative questions
associated with traditionalism."> A behavioralist studying Congress does not ask how
a senator or representative should act. Rather, a behavioralist examines how a senator
or representative does act.

Postbehavioralism is an alternative to both traditionalism and behavioralism. In
1969, David Easton announced that a postbehavioral orientation had arrived in political
science.'® What had inspired it? Easton was very explicit in hisanswer: Postbehavioralism
emerged as a reaction against the empirical orientation of behavioralism by political
scientists who found such an orientation excessive and irresponsible. Empiricism, if
taken to the extremes of denying the importance of values and ethics and encouraging
a narrowing of research questions to only those matters self-evidently observable,
could undermine political science. In such cases, postbehavioralists warned, political
science would produce data that were scientifically reliable (empirically observed)
but irrelevant. Moreover, postbehavioralists asserted that behavioralism is not truly
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value free because it implicitly affirms that understanding comes from observation,
not ethical assessments. Behavioralism is not in opposition to values, but is itself a
value statement, insofar as it upholds as reliable what is observable and distrusts as
unreliable what is intuited as ethical or moral. In other words, behavioralism values
the observable and devalues the unobservable. Thus, if the postbehavioralists are
correct, behavioralism is as normative as traditionalism.'”

Postbehavioralists argue that political science should be relevant as well as
empirically reliable, and that the information produced by political science has ethical
implications. Easton tried to remind political scientists that political phenomena
were often matters of life and death—matters pertaining to war, population growth,
environmental degradation, and racial and ethnic conflict. Political scientists have
a responsibility to acknowledge that what they choose to investigate through the
empirical methods of political science and what they discover by means of these
methods affect the lives of women and men.'®

We can see the influence of postbehavioralism in Lucius J. Barker’s presidential
address to the APSA in 1993. Barker challenged political scientists to be engaged
citizens, actively taking part in reforming their own societies. Barker specifically
recommended that political scientists promote civil rights for all citizens through
such measures as the recruitment of African-Americans into the discipline of political
science.'” Note the remarkable difference between Barker’s view of the responsibilities
of the political scientist and the view of the behavioralists who rejected normative
judgments.

17
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The debates among traditionalists, behavioralists, and postbehavioralists are
important not only for illustrating the tensions and conflicts within the discipline of
political science as it evolved, but also in raising questions at the center of political
science today:

e What is the nature of scientific inquiry? How is science different from
ethical and/or religious perspectives on truth?

e How can political science be scientific? How can anyone study complex
political phenomena in a scientific manner? What are the methods of the
scientific study of politics?

e Should science be value free? Will science be corrupted by bias if it is
not value free?

* How relevant is political science? What are other sources of knowledge
about politics?

The questions are difficult ones, and political scientists often disagree on how
best to answer them. In fact, one student of the discipline of political science has
suggested that the discipline’s history has been tragic: Political scientists have often
failed to integrate the demands of science and humanity, falling short of Easton’s plea
for relevance and reliability, even as the discipline has opened up to include multiple
research and analytical approaches.?” It seems that the historical debates refuse to die,
as we will see as we examine the preceding questions in greater detail.

THINKING SCIENTIFICALLY: SOME FOUNDATIONS
OF SCIENTIFIC INQUIRY

In 2009, political scientist Robert O. Keohane summarized the process of political
science inquiry as the following: As scientists, Keohane asserted, political scientists
identify complex “puzzles,” use clear language in describing the process of trying to
solve them, and offer conclusions based on their interpretations of documented facts
relating to that which was puzzling. Professor Keohane'’s observations recall the earlier
teachings of Albert Einstein.

Einstein believed that science put forward concepts for elucidating reality.*!
Scientists search for ways to identify, define, analyze, clarify, and understand the world.
Religion, art, and philosophy also seek to produce languages and models to make
the universe comprehensible.?” Each of these pursuits—science, spirituality, religion,
art, and philosophy—may be conceptualized as ways of coming up with names and
categories for what is considered to be real. Spirituality may name as real what is known
by faith; some philosophies may name as real what is known through reason. Science
differs from these two endeavors in terms of what and how it goes about naming
phenomena as real, but, like spirituality and philosophy, science can be thought of as a
type of naming system connecting what we think of as mind and world.*?

To illustrate this point, we can look to the writings of Phillip Converse. Converse
was president of the APSA in the early 1980s. According to Converse, science uses
names to point to what it sees as truth. That is, science tells us that its names truly
correspond to reality. However, science by its very nature is a process of continuously
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renaming and improving on older naming schema. Science is therefore premised on
the understanding that truth, at any particular time, is incompletely named (and
incompletely known). Religion, according to Converse, is premised on an understanding
that there is a truth outside that which is capable of being named by science, even by
a science so rigorous as to overcome its own errors of naming. Converse’s discussion
is valuable in highlighting the similarities of science and religion (both are naming
systems), as well as their dissimilarities (they name different phenomena as real, and
they rest on different understandings of the nature of truth).**

Science can name reality by means of a scientific method, a set of procedures (for
gathering information) resting on certain epistemological assumptions. Epistemology
is a branch of philosophy that examines evaluations of what constitutes truth; thus,
epistemological assumptions are assumptions about the essence of truth. Scientific
method is characterized by epistemological empiricism (insofar as it is based on
the assumption that what is true is what is observable). Its procedures reflect this
epistemological assumption, for pursuing truth by means of the scientific method
entails the collection of data. The data selected for collection are the set of data
observed (not what is assumed, intuited, revealed by faith, or judged to be good or bad
on normative grounds). In this manner, scientific method’s epistemological empiricism
is reflected in its methodological (procedural) empiricism.

Once collected, the sets of data are analyzed, and when the analysis leads to
assertions concerning the nature of the data, these assertions are subject to testing. The
testing of assertions provides verification (acceptance of the assertions) or falsification
(rejection of the assertions). Through these steps of data collection, analysis, testing,
verification, and falsification, the scientific method offers explanations of reality.
Science’s explanations are necessarily incomplete and tentative, insofar as they are
always subject to falsification at a later time.

Political scientists use science’s methods to study questions as diverse as the causes
of war and the origins of public opinions. Studying political questions in a scientific
manner often involves the following:

e Formulating hypotheses

e QOperationalizing concepts

e |dentifying independent and dependent variables
e Clarifying measurement criteria

e Distinguishing between causation and correlation

e Developing scientific theories

Formulating a hypothesis can be a key step in the application of the scientific
method to the study of politics. A hypothesis is a statement proposing a specific
relationship between phenomena.?” A hypothesis puts forward an idea that X and
Y are connected in a certain, identifiable way.*® An example can help illustrate the
different dimensions of hypothesis formulation. A political scientist may be intrigued
by the following question: Is voting in U.S. elections related to age? The political
scientist may suspect that younger adults are less likely to vote than are middle-
aged adults. This suspicion may be articulated as a hypothetical statement such as
“U.S. citizens 18-24 years of age will vote in lower numbers than will U.S. citizens
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45-55 years of age.” This hypothesis exemplifies the definition just noted—two
phenomena (age and voting) are posited as having a specific relationship.

Once formulated, hypotheses are tested. Data collection proceeds according to
the logic of the operational definitions contained in the hypothesis. An operational
definition is a definition so precise that it allows for empirical testing.?” Unless a
hypothesis defines the phenomenon in question precisely enough to measure that
phenomenon, the hypothesis cannot be tested empirically. We cannot confirm/verify
or falsify if we cannot measure degrees of correspondence between what a hypothesis
states as a relationship and what we observe as actual facts. This is very important
because verification often involves multiple tests of a hypothesis.?®

For example, “youth”is a general concept. We turn the concept into an operational
definition when we define youth as “those who are 18-24 years of age.” Once we have
thus operationalized “youth,” youth is something that we can observe with clarity and
specificity. We can measure the correspondence between what we expect to see this
group doing (as stated in our hypothesis) and what we actually see it doing.

Scientists often refer to the phenomena linked together in a hypothesis as
variables. In our example, age is one variable and voting is a second variable. A
variable is something that varies, changes, or manifests itself differently from one
case to another. Independent variables are presented as those that act on or affect
something. Dependent variables are what the hypothesis presents as being acted
on by the independent variable. Which is the independent variable and which is
the dependent in our example? Age is put forth as having an impact on voting. Age,
therefore, is the independent variable, which has an effect on levels of voting (the
dependent variable).*

As scientists proceed to test hypotheses (with the operationalized variables),
they must clarify their means of testing, or measuring, the correspondence between
hypothetical relationships and what is observable empirically. This clarification involves
specifying what is taken as an indicator of the variable. An indicator is evidence. How
could we obtain evidence regarding our variable of voting? We could poll individuals
and ask about their voting behavior. Their responses would provide evidence. As
noted, operationalizing concepts and determining measurement (indicator) criteria are
closely related. In our example, we could change our dependent variable from voting
to political participation; our operationalizations and indicators would also change.
How could we operationalize and identify indicators for political participation? We
could poll individuals and inquire about not only such activities as voting, but also
joining interest groups, identifying with a political party, writing petitions, attending
demonstrations, debating political issues, and the like.

In addition to testing hypothetical relationships, political science also points to
the importance of understanding the difference between correlation and causation.
Correlation is a relationship in which changes in one variable appear when there
are changes in another variable (for example, lower voting appears with younger age
groups). Correlation is not the same as ultimate, indisputable causation (one variable
absolutely causing or creating the other). Were we to confirm our hypothesis on age
and voting, for instance, we could not say that we have proven that age absolutely
determines whether someone will vote. Perhaps additional variables (income,
educational level, or mobility) are associated with this person’s voting behavior.
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Thinking Scientifically: Some Foundations of Scientific Inquiry

As political scientist Duncan MacRae, Jr., has noted, there is often an alternative
explanation for what we think we have confirmed.”® MacRae’s insight points back to
the usefulness of Converse’s assertion—that science can name reality, but only in an
incomplete, conditional, partial, and tentative manner.

Scientific research often involves the construction of scientific theories based on
empirically verified hypotheses. Although based on observable data, scientific theory
attempts to transcend the limits of the observable. Scientific theories seek to offer
explanations about why and how correlations occur. In this manner, scientific theory
also seeks to predict.”’ For example, after having found a relationship between age and
voting, the political scientist might theorize that this relationship is related to different
mobility patterns among groups. Perhaps younger people move more often than other
groups and do not always register to vote after moving to new cities.

Theory building can be one of the most interesting aspects of science because
it takes the political scientist beyond the task of merely describing and observing.
Descriptions alone may offer little in the way of meaningful additions to our
understanding of politics. Explanations delving into the why and how of politics seek
a more profound level of understanding. In fact, the search for such explanations can
be one of the most productive sources for generating new hypotheses.

The processes associated with different usages of the scientific method—hypothesis
formulation, operationalization, and so on—can be fascinating. Political scientist James
Rosenau has described his own experience with the excitement of scientific research
by noting the intense anticipation, curiosity, and expectation one feels while testing
hypotheses and seeking out correlations.”* Moreover, although the method of science
is orderly, often the actual practice of science is not. The lack of regimentation can be
part of the fun. Political scientist Thomas Dye has described the scientific method as
something of an adventure.” Science is not so boring as to be thoroughly predictable
because scientists often encounter the unexpected and the unusual.**

Rosenau and Dye are not alone in being surprised by the direction in which science
sometimes takes them. Indeed, one offering of science is the promise of seeing the
world differently, of coming to name and interpret perceptions in ways that may depart
radically from our commonplace assumptions. In the 1600s, Francis Bacon pointed
to this dimension of science by arguing that science can free us from various “idols”
(errors, misconceptions, and distorted views). Bacon categorized these misconceptions:

e |dols of the marketplace: Errors based on misunderstanding and faulty
communications; errors related to our inexact use of language.

e |dols of the tribe: Errors related to the flaws of human nature; errors
caused by the human tendency to be quick to judge and to be
superficial in our assessments.

e |dols of the den: Errors caused by our inability to see beyond our own
particular surroundings; errors related to our nearsightedness and proclivity
for viewing our particular way of life as the standard for judging all others.

e |dols of the theater: Errors based on our beliefs in dogmatic teachings;
errors caused by believing in systems of thought characterized by
inflexibility and closed off to questioning and critical analysis.®
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Bacon’s insights have remained relevant over the centuries. Consider the following
examples of misconceptions assumed by many at the time to be “facts.” In the
1800s, U.S. women who demanded the right to vote were not infrequently described
as abnormal. In short, such women were likely to be seen as freaks. For example,
opponents of women’ suffrage sometimes charged that because such women were
acting like men in terms of wanting to vote, they must be like men in other ways; they
must be, the argument continued, hermaphroditic (half female and half male).*® In the
same century, a number of scholars misused Charles Darwin’s theories of evolution
to claim that some races were superior to others. Ernst Haeckel, for one, argued that
white Europeans were superior to other peoples.’’

These examples illustrate the significance of Bacon’s teachings. Idols can be
powerful—seductive to those who use them in a self-justifying manner and oppressive
to those whose lives are circumscribed by their claims. Idols can form the basis of a
society’s discriminatory treatment of groups deemed unworthy of equal rights. Idols
come in many forms—stereotypes, prejudices, and biases among them. By contrast,
science, with its empiricism and logical methods of data analysis, can offer an
alternative to such distortions.

THINKING SCIENTIFICALLY ABOUT PoOLITICS

Political scientists can use the scientific method in a variety of ways. A political
scientist interested in international politics may wish to find out how countries become
democratic. Or a political scientist may be curious about how U.S. presidents develop
strategies for managing unruly press conferences, or how a member of Congress can
sabotage a bill he or she opposes. These questions can be explored through such means
as case studies, survey research, experiments, quasi-experiments, and quantitative
analysis.

CASE STUDIES

A case study is an investigation of a specific phenomenon or entity. A case study
might examine a single country, law, governmental office, war, riot, president,
political decision, or other phenomenon. Case studies have a major benefit over
other research approaches: They allow for in-depth examination of the phenomenon
selected. Because the research focuses on a narrowly defined topic, the research can
be thoroughly detailed in bringing to light all kinds of information pertaining to that
topic. Imagine, for example, the difference between doing research on a single country
as opposed to conducting research on 50 or 100 countries; using the former method,
all the researcher’s time, energy, and creativity are devoted to a single case and this
facilitates uncovering minute, specific facts, which might be overlooked in the second
approach of dividing the researcher’s efforts across so many countries.

Case studies are not without problems, however. First, a case study alone does
not allow for empirically verified generalizations beyond the entity studied. It tells
us about the particular entity comprising the case but not about other entities. For
example, research about one country may produce information that does not apply
beyond that country. Second, case studies typically examine an entity or event in a
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Thinking Scientifically About Politics

CONCEPT IN DEPTH

given time period but do not provide data beyond that time period. In other words, case
studies often have a time-bound limitation. For these reasons, it is difficult to construct
scientific theories and to make predictions on the basis of single case studies.”®

Still, case studies can provide fascinating information. For example, case studies
of Spanish politics have provided data on the process of building a democratic society
in the aftermath of authoritarianism. Spain had an authoritarian government, headed
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by Francisco Franco, from 1939 to 1975. Since 1975, Spain has democratized its
society, replacing the previous dictatorship with political parties and elections. What
makes such an astounding transition possible? Studies focusing on Spain have pointed
to a number of factors crucial to the democratization process: Franco’s withdrawal
from politics prior to his death (which made possible the entry of competing political
groups into politics), the existence of a growth-oriented economic structure, the
existence of a stable middle class supportive of democratic processes, and the forging
of cross-class alliances for democratization (such as support for democracy from labor
and management groups in Spanish society).” A case study of Spain alone cannot,
however, determine how many of these factors are also associated with democratization
in other countries at other times and how many are unique to Spain’s democratization.

Case studies have also provided a much deeper understanding of the legislative
process and the civil rights movement in the United States. For instance, case studies
of the U.S. Civil Rights Act of 1964 have pointed out the lengths to which politicians
were willing to go in trying to kill proposed civil rights laws in the 1960s. As originally
written, the Civil Rights Act of 1964 called for federal protection against discrimination
directed toward minority groups. Opponents of the measure fought hard against it.
When it appeared that passage was inevitable, opponents scrambled to find a way to
stop this bill. An ingenious strategy struck them. What if the law were rewritten to
include a provision calling for protection against discriminatory treatment directed
toward women as well as minorities? Wouldn't that be so outrageous as to ensure defeat
for the entire law? Assuming the answer to that question was yes, opponents introduced
such a provision. The act passed, however. With its passage, civil rights for minorities
and women were upheld, and although the opponents failed to achieve their goal of
sabotaging the Civil Rights Act, their actions revealed volumes of information relating
to U.S. cultural assumptions. A great irony stems from this episode: A measure that has
subsequently served to uphold the legal rights of women was introduced by opponents
of both the women’s movement and the civil rights movement. Although it is clear that
we cannot generalize beyond this study without stretching the scientific method too
far, it is also obvious that a case-study approach uncovering such counterintuitive
facts pertaining to this particular legislation broadens our understanding of recent
American politics.*

Case-study information has also enriched our understanding of presidential
politics. By looking at individual presidents, political scientists have learned of
astoundingly clever ways used by presidents to maneuver through press conferences.
Looking to the right rather than the left sounds harmless, doesn’ it? In fact, it was
a strategy employed by the Reagan administration to manipulate press conferences.
Although the television-viewing public watched the former president Reagan answer
questions from reporters in an apparently unorchestrated fashion, a very meticulously
thought-out orchestration program was in effect. What was hidden from the viewers
watching television? The fact that Reagan’s staff had consciously and carefully seated
pro-Reagan press representatives in the front of the presidential podium and to Reagan’s
immediate right. If questioning from hostile reporters raised difficult or embarrassing
issues, Reagan knew he could halt these questions by calling on reporters seated to the
right in the “easy” section of the audience.*" Of course, case-study materials delving into
the dynamics of press conferences of a single president do not generate data sufficient
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for constructing a scientific theory about all presidents, but these materials disclose a
reality the president himself tried to conceal. From the standpoint of democracy, that
alone makes this information relevant.

SURVEY RESEARCH

In March 2003, a majority of U.S. citizens (approximately 64 percent) supported the
invasion of Iraq. In December 2006, approximately 60 percent of citizens called the
invasion a mistake. Yet, in March 2009, the number of citizens believing the war to
have been a mistake had dropped to 53 percent. What makes accurate knowledge
of public opinion on the Iraq war or on other public policy questions possible?
Scientific survey research provides a basis for such knowledge. Political scientists use
survey research (questionnaires and/or interviews) to gather data. Surveys usually
consist of closed questions (questions with a range of optional answers provided).
Survey research is one of the most popular research approaches in political science,
in part because survey questions may be administered to large numbers of people
and the results may be tabulated by means of precise statistical measurements.* In
other words, surveys are useful because they make it possible to study populations
larger than one can examine using the case-study approach. In this manner, survey
research provides greater breadth than that presented in single case studies. Insofar as
surveys provide data that can be measured mathematically, they allow researchers to
test their findings for statistical significance (testing to determine if a finding is likely
to have occurred randomly or by chance; if the finding is not likely to have occurred
by chance, then the finding is considered statistically significant).

Survey research is invaluable but complex. In using survey findings, it is important
to understand the limitations of this approach. First, surveys are not designed to
provide detailed probing of individual entities. Surveys identify patterns pertaining
to large numbers of individuals, but not the idiosyncratic, unique, quirky details
associated with single case studies. Second, when surveys identify patterns, they are
not necessarily identifying individuals organized into groups. However, survey findings
are sometimes (mis)read so that patterns are assumed to be identical to groups. An
example can help clarify this distinction. Imagine that a survey reveals that individuals
with traits X, Y, and Z tend to feel favorably toward candidate N. This survey has
revealed a pattern involving individuals exhibiting X, Y, and Z, but these individuals
may or may not represent an actual self-identified group (a group of people connected
together in an organized manner at some point in space and aware of themselves as
group members).* That is, a hypothetical survey might suggest that women earning
more than $100,000 and living in urban areas strongly support candidate Mary Smith.
If these women do not consciously associate among themselves in an organization
with membership reflecting these traits (female, earning more than $100,000, and
living in urban areas), then this hypothetical survey has identified a pattern but not a
group. This is important because if the pattern is not present in an organized group,
the pattern may be short term (not sustained over time by an ongoing organization).
In this manner, survey research findings may be as time bound as single case studies.**

Inaddition, anumber of specific difficulties may arise as the researcher is developing
the questions for the survey, selecting the population to whom the survey will be
administered, and carrying out the survey. First, if the population chosen to participate
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in the survey is not randomly selected, the findings of the survey will be unreliable.
Random selection requires that each person in the population to be studied must have
an equal chance (compared to all others in the population) of being selected. Thus, if
a political scientist wishes to study the population of registered Republicans, he or she
must ensure that each registered Republican has an equal chance of being chosen to
participate in the survey. Because it is difficult (and expensive) to get a random sample
of a very large group (such as Republicans), researchers often use a variant of random
sampling—either stratified sampling (random samples of demographic subgroups
within the population to be studied) or cluster sampling (random samples of geographic
subgroups within the population to be studied). In our example, a stratified random
sample would randomly select Republicans in various age, sex, ethnic, occupational,
religious, and other demographic categories, whereas a cluster sample would obtain
random samples from various geographic communities of Republicans.*

Sometimes even the most conscientious efforts to ensure randomness can fall
short and create erroneous results. For example, in the 1984 presidential election,
Republican pollsters experienced mild panic when their polling began to suggest
that Reagan was beginning to trail behind Democratic candidate Walter Mondale.
Republicans had been confident of Reagan’s lead over Mondale until polling data
signaled Mondale gains. Interestingly, they noticed that they tended to pick up this
Mondale surge in surveys conducted on Friday nights. Then it occurred to them to ask,
“What if Republicans are more likely to go out on Friday nights than are Democrats?”
If so, polling on Friday nights is not truly random (it is skewed in favor of finding
more Democrats than Republicans at home to answer survey questions, so it is not an
accurate sample of the population—voters—it is seeking to study).*

Second, if questions in a survey are leading or ambiguous, this compromises the
reliability of survey research. Researchers have found, for instance, that a word such as
few is very ambiguous. Different people have different notions of what a few consists
of, so survey researchers must be careful in wording questions. Third, responses to
questions in a survey can be affected by the organization of the questions in a survey.
Both the order of questions and the possible answers to a question can affect how
people answer the questions. Why would this be so? In terms of the order of questions,
one question can trigger a thought or idea that influences the way someone thinks
about another question. “Should governments provide health care benefits to poor
residents?” Consider how you might answer that question differently if it is preceded
by either of the following questions: “Do you support raising taxes to fund health care
programs for the poor?” or “If you had a sick relative who lacked money for health
care, would you hope to see a state program in place to provide health care for the
poor?” Moreover, if people are given the option of answering “I don’t know” to a
question, this can lead to responses different from those when they are given only “yes”
or “no” options.*’

The information levels of respondents can also seriously affect the results of a
survey. Political scientists have long known that a respondent may give an opinion on
a subject whether or not that respondent actually has any information on that subject.
Studies asking respondents about their opinions on bogus laws often elicit opinions
on the laws, even though the laws do not exist. Similarly, surveys asking for opinions
about imaginary ethnic groups have produced answers giving detailed opinions on
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these groups even though the groups were nonexistent.” In fact, it is sometimes
startling to consider how serious a potential problem this lack of information can be.
After the 1992 election to the U.S. Congress, a group of freshmen representatives were
asked their opinions on the conflict in Fredonia. They gave various opinions, including
support for U.S. involvement in the country’ internal affairs. Where is Fredonia? It does
not exist. None of these newly elected representatives knew that, however. Whether
you consider these results amusing or frightening, they illustrate the limitations of the
survey method.*” When presented with survey results, political scientists must always
be aware that the opinions recorded may reflect low levels of knowledge.

Finally, survey findings may be compromised by the comfort level of respondents.
In short, people may not be comfortable answering a question honestly. They may
lie. Burns W. Roper, former chair of the public opinion polling firm Roper Starch,
has commented on this problem. His experience has suggested that Roper survey
results were affected by dishonest answers on more than one occasion. For example,
he believes that white respondents may be less than candid when surveyed about
issues pertaining to race. In addition, he suspects that survey questions about AIDS
have sometimes elicited dishonest answers because the people in the survey were
uncomfortable talking about certain sexual practices.”

Despite such limitations, survey research has provided enormously useful data
to political scientists. Presidential politics is one area in which survey research has
been highly successful in increasing our knowledge. For example, surveys of U.S.
voters have shown that presidential popularity tends to decline over a president’s first
year in office; interestingly, such declines affect Republicans as well as Democrats and
seem to occur regardless of the personal decisions, management styles, and policy
proposals of presidents. President Obama’s approval rating illustrates this pattern:
When he began his presidency, his approval rating was measured at 69 percent, but
as his first year progressed, he averaged only 57 percent approval ratings. At the
beginning of 2010, President Obama’s approval rate had dropped to 50 percent. As
alarming as the declines in popularity might appear to Obama supporters, a look at
recent public opinion history reveals that President Obama’s average ratings were
no lower than the popularity rankings of two-term Republican president Ronald
Reagan and were actually higher than those of two-term Democratic president Bill
Clinton. In fact, public opinion research has indicated that presidents should not
be surprised to see their support levels diminish by as much as 15 percent at the
end of their first year. This finding is very significant—it suggests that we should be
cautious in predicting doom for new presidents whose popularity slips. To take a
final example, one-term president Jimmy Carter’s approval rating (45.5 percent) in
his second year was only slightly different from two-term president Ronald Reagan’s
approval rating (43.7 percent) during Reagan’s second year. As you can see, the actual
numbers captured by the survey research are virtually identical, although the general
assumption (the idol, in Bacon’s terminology) is typically that Reagan was one of the
most enduringly popular presidents in recent history and Carter was one of the most
enduringly unpopular ones.”

In addition, survey research has shown that presidential popularity is correlated
with certain types of events. For example, a president’s approval rating is likely to
rise if the United States becomes involved in a short-term military conflict, as when
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the former president George Bush enjoyed higher than usual approval ratings during
the Gulf War and the former president Clinton did so during U.S. intervention in
Haiti. Some studies have suggested that presidents benefit from higher approval
ratings simply by traveling abroad. However, presidential approval ratings may decline
radically with longer-term military involvement, as was the case during the final years
of the George W. Bush presidency. For example, Bush’s average 2007 approval rating
was only 35 percent and citizens rated him most negatively for his Iraq War policy.
Only two previous presidents—Truman (1950-1952) and Nixon (1973-1974)—had
longer periods during which less than 40 percent of the American public approved of
the presidents leadership.”

EXPERIMENTS AND QUASI-EXPERIMENTS

An experiment investigates a hypothesis by using a test group and a control group.
The test group is exposed to a variable, whereas the control group is not. The
researcher then observes whether the variable produces the hypothesized effect. In
medicine, for example, researchers may test the effects of an experimental drug by
comparing the progress of a test group (taking the drug) with that of a control group
(not taking the drug). Clearly, the control group is a vital element in the experiment;
used as a reference point, it allows the researcher to more accurately examine the
effects of a variable (such as a drug). In the social sciences, experiments have been
used to test a variety of hypotheses, ranging from ones postulating the negative effects
of authoritarian situations (confirmed in the Stanford Prison Experiment discussed
earlier in this chapter) to the examination of the tendency of negative campaign
advertising to reduce voter turnout (confirmed by Stephen Ansolabehere et al.).”

In medicine and social science, experiments can go awry. The Hawthorne effect
is one danger that researchers must avoid. Named after a series of experiments
involving the Hawthorne Works of the Western Electric Company, this effect appears
when members of a test group modify their behavior because they know they are in
an experiment. Subjects who know they are being observed may not act according to
their usual behavioral mode. The Rosenthal effect can also undermine an experiment’s
integrity. This effect is produced when investigators unwittingly convey their
expectations to the subjects in the experiment. Double-blind experiments (in which
neither researcher nor subject knows pertinent details relating to the experiment) can
protect against these effects.”

Quasi-experiments are also known as field experiments. Quasi-experiments
are investigations in which the effect of a variable is studied by comparing different
groups, even though the investigator knows that neither group completely meets the
criteria of a control group, or in which an investigator studies a group before and
after an occurrence to observe the effects of the occurrence, although the “before”
group fails to fully meet the criteria of a control group. That is, quasi-experiments are
experiments “in the real world,” in which laboratory conditions and perfect control
groups do not exist. The quasi-experiment replicates the logic of the experiment, but
only imperfectly.

Sometimes quasi-experiments are the most obvious way to study certain
questions. Suppose a political scientist wished to determine whether local
immunization programs help contain the spread of infectious diseases. The political
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scientist could conduct a quasi-experiment to compare infection rates of “before
groups” (preimmunization populations) and “after groups” (postimmunization
populations).” Data based on these studies could help confirm or falsify hypotheses
concerning the effectiveness of immunization policies, even though no perfectly
defined control group existed.

QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS

Quantitative analysis applies mathematical approaches to the examination of political
phenomenal.56 It seeks to assess quantitative (that is, mathematical and statistical)
information to discover empirically verifiable patterns. For example, political
scientists and other researchers might study data compiled by the World Bank and
other international organizations to find patterns on life expectancy, infant mortality,
and literacy levels in different countries. This approach formed the basis of many of
the findings in the study titled The Material World: A Global Family Portrait. In this
study, investigator Peter Menzel compared quantitative data on population density,
population growth, energy consumption, income levels, daily caloric consumption, life
expectancy, major causes of death, and other variables across 30 countries to provide
an overview of family well-being in the late twentieth century. Menzel’s study found
that high-income societies tend to have certain types of families (for example, having
low birth rates), whereas low-income societies tend to have other types (characterized
by high birth rates and low status for women relative to men).”’

Quantitative analysis is a very useful research strategy providing a means of
interpreting information on a variety of empirically based political topics. A recent
study of articles published between 1906 and 2006 in the American Political Science
Review found that 60 percent of all articles were based on empirically oriented/
quantitative scientific approaches. Quantitative analysis is especially important given
the possibilities for data maintenance and transmissions through recent advances
in information technology. With the Internet, it is increasingly possible to use data
already collected and stored by previous investigators. However, as political scientist
Frank L. Wilson has noted, this research strategy is not without potential problems, for
political scientists relying on data collected by a variety of investigators may encounter
problems arising from different standards of collection and measurement. That
is, information collected under vastly different conditions in multiple settings may
generate ambiguous results. Wilson offers the example of voter turnout. If we compare
20 countries on the issue of voter turnout, we can discover how they rank in terms of
high or low turnout relative to one another; however, low turnout in one country may
be suggestive of something entirely unrelated to low turnout in another country. Thus,
merely comparing existing quantitative figures on voting levels provides an ultimately
limited picture of comparative patterns of voting.”®

What does each of these research approaches have in common? Each approach—
from case studies to quantitative analysis—proposes to use science to help us better
understand politics, with its manifold changes and its fluctuating resources (as discussed
in the introductory chapter). However, how much can any of these approaches tell us?
How far can political science extend our understanding? Science cannot transcend its
own limitations. As a result, thinking scientifically about politics involves knowing the
limits of science. It involves realizing how much we may not know.
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CONCEPT SUMMARY

Box 2.1 CHOOSING RESEARCH STRATEGIES IN THE ST

Case Studies

e Strength: Case studies allow for in-depth study of people, events,
countries, elections, or other political questions.
*  Weakness: Information may not apply to other cases.

Survey Research

e Strengths: Large amounts of information can be gathered and
guantitatively assessed; information is more general in application than in
case studies.

*  Weaknesses: Wording, sampling, and other problems with surveys may
compromise results; survey does not provide up-close, in-depth details of
a case study.

Experiments and Quasi-Experiments

* Strength: Experimental conditions allow researchers to carefully test
hypotheses.

°  Weaknesses: Participants may alter their behavior because of the
conditions of the experiment; many questions cannot be tested by
experiments; in quasi-experiments, researchers lack perfect control
groups.

Quantitative Analysis

* Strength: Researcher builds on findings of others and extends and
applies large amounts of quantitatively tested data.

*  Weakness: It is often difficult to compare findings observed in different
research projects under different conditions and through studies asking

different questions. I

SCIENCE: LIMITATIONS

Recent decades have given students of science many reasons to reflect on the nature of
scientific analysis. More than half of the cosmos has remained unclassified and unknown,
even while, in 2010, astronomers reported the discovery of five new planets.” A new
life-form unlike any other species—the tiny Cycliophora—has been documented.®
A professor at Harvard Medical School drew the publics attention for studying humans
who claimed to have had sex with aliens from outer space,* and psychologists published
findings suggesting that human brains apparently cannot operate without bias.®*
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As these examples illustrate, science is sometimes routine and sometimes amazing.
What appears bizarre to one person can seem to be a perfectly logical research question
to another person. Science has limits, both in terms of what it has produced in the
way of knowledge and in terms of the logic by which it operates. Some of these limits
are more obvious in political science (and the social sciences generally) than in the
natural sciences (for example, biology, chemistry, and physics), whereas others apply
to all sciences. We can begin thinking about these limits by considering a number of
questions.

HOW CAN WE HAVE A SCIENCE OF HUMAN BEHAVIOR
WHEN HUMAN BEHAVIOR IS OFTEN UNIQUE?

What if behavior does not repeat itself? If behavior does not repeat, it is difficult, if
not impossible, to observe empirically a sufficient number of instances of a particular
behavior to provide confirmation or falsification of that behavior. This would imply that
an empirically based science of politics is limited by the essence (nonrepeatability, or
low levels of repeatability) of the subject matter (human behavior) under observation.
Social scientists and philosophers have often pointed to this problem.®® For example,
comparative studies of democracy find that a particular type of democracy rarely
“repeats” itself cross-culturally, and consequently our understandings of the nature of
democracy are not as clear as they might be were political life less varied and nuanced.
As you will see in later chapters, democracies can have parliamentary or presidential
structures, two political parties or multiple political parties, a written constitution
or no written constitution, and judicial review or the absence of judicial review.
Democracy does not “repeat” perfectly from one system to the next. This makes a
science of democracy more tentative than sciences of matter, which can be studied
under laboratory conditions.

A similar problem of limited repeatability plagues political science studies
that attempt to make precise predictions of political outcomes. For example,
political scientists have struggled for years to develop a means of predicting
the winners of presidential elections. Some have looked for correlations with
economic indicators; others have labored over public opinion polls searching for
the key variable that would allow us to know ahead of time who would be the
next president. Although numerous formulas have been put forth (with varying
ranges of error), a review of these attempts at forecasting presidential election
winners left its readers with this question: Can science offer better predictions than
provided by hunches, reading the stars, interpreting Tarot cards, or consulting
fortune tellers? The basic question is reasonable, in that presidential elections are
often complicated by many factors specific to a single election. Like democratic
governments, presidential elections do not perfectly repeat. By the way, the review
found that political scientists and psychics were similarly divided on who would
win the next presidential election.®*

HOW DO WE KNOW OUR FINDINGS ARE CORRECT?

We have seen that science is based on empiricism, that science does not accept as
correct what is not observable, and that science rejects what has been falsified. Such
is the very logic of science itself. However, a number of problems may complicate this
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logic. Specifically, observation implies some degree of interpretation. Observation is never
“purely” observation. Even as we observe and mentally record data, we are imposing
meaning on it (that is, interpreting it). Observation rests on our ability to put facts together,
to make sense of them, to interpret them.®® Because interpretation is an inevitable part of
observation, personal bias or opinion in the process of interpreting may be unavoidable.
Thus, no matter how hard we try to be scientific, we may be viewing the world in
a biased manner. As a consequence, falsification is a complex matter. If we fail to falsify
our hypothesis, our failure may not indicate the ultimate falsifiability of the matter
in question; it may be caused by our interpretation of the facts we are recording.
Our interpretative mode may conceal the means of falsification from us.®® We may
be victims of the Baconian idols, viewing the world in terms of misconceptions,
prejudices, and stereotypes; the means of falsification may exist, but they may be
outside our field of vision and imagination. Consider the Harvard scientist studying
human-alien sex contacts. Perhaps this scientist has escaped our interpreting biases
(which, for some of us, would deny outright the existence of aliens). Maybe aliens do
exist and do enjoy sex with human beings, but our bias makes us interpret away all
the empirical evidence pointing to such “facts.” Or maybe it is thoroughly ludicrous
to talk about aliens from outer space. How do we ever know? We return to what has
been a recurring theme of this chapter: the tentative nature of scientific knowledge.

DOES THE PURSUIT OF SCIENCE LEAD US TO IGNORE
IMPORTANT QUESTIONS?

If the scientific method of empirical-based data collection and analysis is to be our
means of pursuing knowledge, we are limited in terms of what we can study. What is
unobservable is outside our range of inquiry. For political scientists comfortable with the
scientific method, this is not a problem. Dye, for one, believes that this is in fact a strength
of political science.®” However, other political scientists have suggested that what is most
important to most citizens is exactly what science finds difficult to measure. What about
a good life, fairness, justice, decency, political parties that serve the public good, and
politicians interested in the welfare of all citizens? These are things that are difficult to
operationalize, turn into hypotheses with independent and dependent variables, test
for correlations, and use as a basis for scientific theory construction. Yet these questions
may be more interesting to citizens than any hypotheses tested in any single issue of the
American Political Science Review. If we avoid such questions—preferring others that are
easier to operationalize and study empirically—we may be upholding scientific canons
but removing ourselves from a discussion of what people actually find important. As you
will recall, this worry inspired the postbehavioralist critique of pure behavioralism.*®
This worry seems to haunt successive generations of political scientists.”’

DOES SCIENCE CONTRADICT ITS OWN LOGIC?

Scholars studying the history of science have sometimes raised this question in
relation to two issues. First, does science really operate according to the scientific
method? For instance, history holds many examples of scientists who were
unorthodox to the point of being unscientific in their methods. Louis Pasteur,
the developer of the rabies vaccine, apparently failed to specify his data collection
methods (making verification extremely problematic) and made false claims about
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his anthrax vaccine.” Second, does science truly differ from dogmatic beliefs? Is
science a closed system of thought?

Thomas S. Kuhn’s work is considered a classic in terms of addressing the first
question. In The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, Kuhn points out that scientists
have often violated the canons of empiricism. Scientists have often been slow to
accept empirical data capable of falsifying scientific hypotheses and theories. Rather
than rejecting a theory that some newly discovered observable facts would disprove,
scientists have been more likely to come up with exceptions explaining away such
facts. The inconvenient facts are judged to be exceptions, not falsifications. In such
cases, Kuhn points out, scientists make judgments having nothing to do with scientific
methods of empiricism. Generally, not until a competing theory (what Kuhn terms a
paradigm) is conceptualized to make sense of such facts are the facts judged as valid
(rather than as exceptions).”

This consideration leads to the second question. Is science dogmatic? That is,
is science closed, inflexible, and hostile to competing ways of naming reality? Paul
Feyerabend has suggested that science does have this tendency. Feyerabend has asked
us to consider the possibility that science can be as closed to nonscientific explanations
of reality as religion can be closed to nonspiritual explanations of reality. As some
religions would deny scientific narratives of what is real (for example, the origins of the
Earth and what happens after death), so does science rejects spiritual narratives. What
is important to keep in mind is that science is not generally viewed this way. Science is
often seen as being more open, less rigid, and more progressive than religion. Suppose,
however, that a freshman college student went into an astronomy class on the first
day of the semester and, when the professor began discussing planetary and galaxy
formations, he or she raised a hand and stated that Earth was created in so many days
by God Almighty. Would that student fare better—in terms of being given serious
consideration and intellectual respect—than a Darwinist raising issues of evolution
in a Sunday school class at a fundamentalist church? Is science truly open to any
possibility?”* Would you want to be the student in this example?

Pondering similar questions, Larry Spence has argued that social science is, in
many cases, little different from myth: It is closed, idiosyncratic in its selection of
“facts,” and unempirical. Only the naive and the uninitiated really believe its tales of
empiricism, careful operationalization, and falsifiability. Those close to it know better
because social science is replete with instances in which it summarily dismisses what it
does not wish to admit as fact. The dismissals are not based on empiricism but on the
upholding of Baconian idols. It has become an idol of social science, Spence teaches,
that hierarchy and power are inevitable in human society. Evidence to the contrary
(altruism, relationships of affection rather than power, and so on) is dismissed as
trivial and irrelevant. Thus, Spence charges, social science is not really a narrative of
observable facts but rather a set of myths proffering supports for socially held maxims
and competing with what it regards as rival myths.”

CAN SCIENCE AVOID COMING INTO CONFLICT WITH ETHICS?

Insofar as the scientific method upholds the distinction between normative and
empirical issues and calls on scientists to avoid making judgments about facts
(pronouncing that the facts are good or bad), science proclaims the importance of
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value neutrality. However, a growing number of scholars have raised questions about
this aspect of scientific inquiry. Two issues are involved. First, science often affects our
lives; therefore, do scientists not have an ethical obligation to weigh the consequences
of these effects and determine whether the effects serve the common good? How is the
common good to be understood, and how are our conceptions of the common good
affected by our circumstances as members of powerful or powerless constituencies?
Second, science seeks knowledge, but what if the pursuit of knowledge causes
suffering? In such instances, is the pursuit of knowledge unethical?”*

Political scientists cannot escape these questions. It is clear to traditionalists,
behavioralists, and postbehavioralists that political science is a discipline with
the potential to change lives even as it searches for knowledge. We can consider
the example of survey research. As discussed previously, survey research is one
of the most popular information-gathering tools of political science, in part
because it can provide statistically significant scientific data. Surveys can also
influence elections. Indeed, they have the power to alter reality. Burns Roper
believes that polling results made available prior to the 1948 presidential election
between Republican Thomas Dewey and Democrat Harry Truman helped swing
the election to Truman. Why? Roper explains that polling results showed Dewey
beating Truman; seeing these results, Republicans became overconfident and
Democrats grew scared and went into a frenzy of activity to get out the vote. The
surveys shaped the actual voting behavior, as Roper sees it.”” Working especially
hard because they feared defeat, the Democrats mobilized their supporters and
ended up with the victory.

In more recent decades, surveys have been used to decide elections, according
to Patrick Caddell. In 1988, Caddell was a polling expert for Alan Cranston, a
Democratic senator from California. Cranston was in a close race with Republican Ed
Zschau. Caddell and colleagues studied surveys of California voters and discovered an
intriguing bit of data: Voters were tiring of negative campaign ads and were ready to
ignore the election altogether if the ads continued. This finding became the basis for
devising a successful reelection strategy for Cranston. Cranston’s team decided to run
negative ads to annoy people so much that they would become sickened by the very
thought of politics and would not want to make the effort to vote. Caddell believed
that low voter turnout would help Cranston because, as the incumbent senator, he
had higher name recognition than Zschau. It worked. Turnout dropped, and Cranston
edged out the lesser known Zschau.”®

These uses of survey results represent possible harm to the principles of democratic
decision making and fair competition in elections. But what of actual harm to human
lives? Political scientists have also been forced to confront this question. The Tuskegee
study and the Cincinnati study illustrate issues pertaining to science and ethics. Both
studies deal with policies that were designed to provide knowledge but pursued
knowledge through a process involving physical pain and death.

The Tuskegee study began in the 1930s, when medical researchers, under
the sponsorship of the U.S. Public Health Service, carried out an experiment for
observing the effects of untreated syphilis. Syphilis is a contagious disease that
produces very painful ailments, such as skin ulcers, bone deterioration, liver failure,



37

(%]
=
o
E=
©
=
£
.|
w
19
(=
©
(9]
(2]

Hld3(] NI Ld3ONOD

"J181Inba1 suonoLISal S)YB 1 Juenbasgns J1awin Aue Je JUsJUod [euo 1ippe aA0WwsJ 01 1B 1 8 saAsesal Bulues ] afiebus) ‘sousLisdxe Bulules| |0 aU) 1994 A|jeLIRIewW JOU SS0p JUSJU0D passaiddns Aue Jey) pewsap Sey me1ndl Lo} ip3
*(s)se1dey e Jo/pue Xooge sy} wouy pessaiddns aq Aew Jueluod Avred piiyy swos ‘sybu e 01ang “Led ul 1o ajoym ul ‘patedtdnp 1o ‘peuueds ‘peidod aq jou Ae | ‘peresey SIUBIY ||V Bulures abebus) TTOZ WBLAdoD




Copyright 2011 Cengage Learning. All Rights Reserved. May not be copied, scanned, or duplicated, in whole or in part. Due to electronic rights, some third party content may be suppressed from the eBook and/or eChapter (s

s
=1
g8
g
=
4
|2}
=
=y
5
i
3
©
£
5
5
5
€
8
g
%
®
[
8
&
2
5
2
%
g
=4
g
°
2
j=2)
5}
o
8
bi]
g
5]
2
=4
8
3
8
£
g
‘B
2>
]
3
£
s
§
I3
=4
8
!
(=}
3
5
£
B
B
8
g
e
el
S
g

38

CHAPTER 2 Political Science and Scientific Methods in Studying Politics

CONCEPT IN DEPTH

intestinal failure, aneurysms, dementia, and eventual death. When the study began,
safe and effective treatments for syphilis were unavailable. This study recruited
syphilis-infected men from rural areas in eastern Alabama. Researchers offered the
participants free meals, free transportation, free medical care (although the care
would not extend to treating the syphilis itself), and burial funds. The recruitment
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process produced a group of 399 syphilis-infected men who agreed to participate in
the study. These participants were very poor, and most were illiterate. For the most
part, they had never received medical treatment of any kind at any time in their
lives. They were also African-American.

As the study progressed in the 1940s, an important ethical issue arose: Penicillin
became available as a safe and effective treatment for syphilis. The question confronting
the researchers at that point was, Should they give the men in the study penicillin, or
should they withhold the penicillin so that the study could continue? The researchers
chose to pursue knowledge. They reasoned that given penicillin’s effectiveness, syphilis
would soon be eradicated, and therefore the Tuskegee test group was likely to be
the last group of known syphilitics; to the researchers, this meant that the study was
too important to discontinue. Thus, they withheld the treatment, the men continued
to suffer and die, and the researchers studied sufferings and deaths empirically. Did
the pursuit of science conflict with the values of humanity? Had the scientists been
more concerned with ethics, would they have chosen to treat the men and end their
suffering even at the cost of knowledge?”” These questions prompted the former
president Clinton to offer an official apology for the government’s participation in the
Tuskegee study in May 1997.7®

These questions reappear in the radiation experiments conducted at the
University of Cincinnati during the Cold War. Between 1960 and 1971, in this study
88 cancer patients were exposed to high doses of full-body radiation. The Pentagon
sponsored the study to collect information on the probable effects of exposing military
personnel to areas contaminated by radiation. Cancer patients became the test group
for satistying the Pentagon’s curiosity. The researchers presented full-body radiation
to these patients as an experimental treatment for controlling their cancer. They did
not tell the patients that the study was funded by the Pentagon, that the levels of
radiation put them in danger, or that the type of radiation they were receiving was
not generally seen as effective for treating their forms of cancer. A 1972 study of the
patients revealed that as many as one-fourth of the patients died from the radiation,
not the cancer.”

Did the Pentagon and the researchers violate basic values associated with
a society’s obligation to promote public health? Did science contradict ethics?
Political scientists may see in these two cases the difficulties of separating science
and ethics. In fact, the individual questions we have explored in this section are
interrelated, highlighting similar concerns about the costs associated with science
as a method of inquiry. Some readers may conclude that although limited, science
is still the most reliable route to knowledge. Others may adopt a different opinion,
seeing the scientific method as insufficient, believing that science can help us
gather data, but feeling, perhaps, that we need something beyond science—
empathy, ethics, religion, humanism, and so on—to teach us how to use those data
responsibly. As you examine some of the key concepts in political science in the
next chapter, you will continue to see the difficulties and challenges of answering
these questions. You will continue to see the possibilities and the limits of political
science as you investigate power, nations, states, sovereignty, legitimacy, and other
vital areas of political life.
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SuUMMING Up

e Political science is an academic discipline that seeks to study politics
scientifically and to address empirical (factual) and normative (ethical)
questions about politics. Political scientists have disagreed over the years
as to how to best study politics; hence, disputes among traditionalists,
behavioralists, and postbehavioralists have divided the discipline.

e Political scientists use the scientific method of empirical data collection in
anumber of ways—case studies, survey research, experiments, quasi-
experiments, and quantitative analysis.

e Although the scientific collection of data has enriched human understanding
of many aspects of politics—by providing an approach to study that
emphasizes hypothesis formation, clear operational definitions of
independent and dependent variables, careful analyses of indicators,
and strict attention to the difference between ultimate causation and
correlation—science is not without limits. Human behavior is sometimes
unique and not entirely susceptible to scientific classification. Science
is difficult to practice in a manner that is thoroughly untouched by bias
and interpretative assumptions. Not all questions about politics can be
answered scientifically. Moreover, when science investigates humans, as in
the Tuskegee and Cincinnati studies, it conceptualizes humans as subjects—
that is, as testable “objects”—and, as such, runs the risk of violating ethical
principles. After all, when you use humans as test subjects, you may well
change their lives in ways they cannot imagine and might not choose for
themselves. Should science (and political scientists) have that power?

1. What are the differences separating traditionalists, behavioralists,
and postbehavioralists? How would traditionalists, behavioralist, and
postbehavioralists differ in their assessments of the Stanford prison experiment
and Professor Zimbardo's obligations as a scientist?

2. Discuss hypothesis formation, operationalization, independent variables,
dependent variables, and indicators as elements of the process of studying
politics scientifically.

3. Do you agree or disagree with Senator Coburn’s call for reducing federal
funding of political science research? What are the different “idols” Francis
Bacon identified, and how can the use of scientific procedures help free
people from such idols? Do you believe idols are affecting our views of politics
today? Do you believe Dr. Sims was following idols or science?

What is a case study? What are the strengths and weaknesses of case studies?

5. What is survey research? What potential problems are associated with surveys?
What have surveys suggested about U.S. presidential popularity patterns?
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6. Discuss experiments and quasi-experiments, including any difficulties or

limitations. Do you believe one could make a plausible case against using
humans in experiments and quasi-experiments?

What is quantitative analysis? What are its strengths and weaknesses?

Would you be more inclined to view Anarcha as a subject of science or a victim
of crime?

Political Science as a Scientific, Academic Discipline

e American Political Science Association (APSA) (http://www.apsanet.org).
An overview of the organization’s activities, schedules, mission, and history.

Public Opinion Polls and the Scientific Study of Attitudes

e The Gallup Organization (http://www.gallup.com). Provides links to actual
survey results

Human Radiation Experiments

e Department of Energy Office of Health, Safety and Security
(http://www.hss.energy.gov/healthsafety/ohre/). Information on human
radiation experiments funded by the U.S. government.

The Tuskegee Study

e Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). The Tuskegee
Syphilis Study: A Hard Lesson Learned (http://www.cdc.gov/nchstp/od/
tuskegee/). Overview of the Tuskegee study.
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KEY CONCEPTS IN
POLITICAL SCIENCE

Is the U.S. government playing “terrorball?” University of Colorado Law Professor
Paul Campos believes the answer is yes. Terrorball, he asserts, is a game in which
a terrorist wins if he or she scares or harms U.S. citizens and, in so doing, makes it
appear that the United States has failed to protect its people. However, Professor
Campos points out that the chance of any individual U.S. citizen being killed

by a terrorist is so miniscule as to be virtually zero. Statistically, Americans are

at a greater risk of being killed in an automobile wreck (120 people die daily in
traffic accidents) than in a terrorist attack, and the U.S. homicide rate is six times
higher than that of similar countries, but neither automobile deaths nor homicide
rates elicit the emotional responses of the far lower risk of terrorism. If the U.S.
government wished to respond to authentic risks with the same zeal with which

it has been fighting a so-called war on terror, rather than instituting programs

like intrusive airport security screenings—that is, terrorball defense—it might
consider enacting such policies as lowering the speed limit and reducing the
number of individually owned guns to some figure lower than the current number
of 200 million, Professor Campos notes. If you were an elected official, would you
try to stop the game of “terrorball” or is it an unavoidable reality for the United
States in the twenty-first century?

This chapter will help you analyze terrorism as one of many expressions of
power. Not only will you read about some historical examples of terrorism, but
you will also be introduced to different nonviolent types of power. You will also
see how sovereign states use their resources to respond to a variety of global
challenges and international actors.

Source: Paul Campos, “Undressing the Terror Threat.”
The Wall Street Journal 9 January 2010, p. 3W.
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Power

In the seventeenth century, hundreds of U'wa people committed suicide as a means
of resisting Spanish colonizers. Rather than submit to occupying powers, they threw
themselves off a mountain.

In the late twentieth century, the U'wa people were once again talking about
suicide—this time in opposition to their government (Colombia) and a multinational oil
company (Occidental Petroleum). In 1995, Occidental obtained exploration rights from
the Colombian government to develop petroleum resources in land historically claimed
by the Uwa. The Uwa regarded Occidental as the new occupier. They used public
appeals, demonstrations, pickets, blockades, and international pressure in their efforts
to oust Occidental. Knowing their own history, the U'wa understood that, when it looks
as if there is nothing else left to do, people can sometimes find a source of power more
compelling than the militaries of governments and the profit motives of business interests.
The threat of ritual mass suicide slowed Occidentals project, and, in May 2002, Occidental
announced plans to terminate its operations in U'wa territory. However, Occidental and
other oil companies remained in Colombia and, as late as 2008, Occidental continued to
enjoy its position as one of the major foreign oil and gas firms in the region.

This chapter examines how individuals, groups, and organizations use power;
how states and nations define themselves; and how complex interactions among
states, nations, cultures, and groups can be assessed by using some of the scientific
tools of analysis discussed in Chapter 2. The chapter focuses on an examination of
basic political concepts, such as power, state, and nation. Although no discipline as
large and varied as political science exhibits unanimity in terms of defining these
concepts, certain definitions are widely accepted. As the U'wa struggle in Colombia
suggests, power struggles often raise normative and empirical questions and often
involve multiple governmental and nongovernmental participants.’

POWER

Power is one of the most important concepts in political science. In fact, some political
scientists see it as a defining element of the discipline.” Power affects how resources are
distributed, how countries interact, whether peace or war prevails, and how groups and
individuals pursue their interests; that is, power affects the myriad of topics studied by
political scientists. Ironically, however, power is one of the most difficult concepts to define.’

At its most fundamental level, power can be defined as an ability to influence
an event or outcome that allows the agent to achieve an objective and/or to influence
another agent to act in a manner in which the second agent, on its own, would
not choose to act.” In terms of the first meaning, an interest group, for example,
could be said to have power if it succeeded in reaching its policy goals. The interest
group, in this case, would have achieved its objective if its policy preferences were
enacted. Significantly, this type of power may or may not involve exercising power
over another agent. However, in regard to the second meaning, having power
means having power over another agent.” For example, one country can be viewed
as exercising power over another if it can influence the second country to act in a
manner favored by the first country but not favored by the second country.

These meanings become clearer when you recognize that the word power stems
from the older Latin term potere, defined as an ability to affect something else.® Thus,
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CHAPTER 3  Key Concepts in Political Science

CONCEPT SUMMARY

Box 3.1 POWER: DEFINITION AND CHARACTERISTICS

* Power is the ability to influence an outcome to achieve an objective or

the ability to influence someone to act in a way contrary to the way he or

she would choose to act.
* Power involves the exercise of volition (will).
* Power over someone else involves altering his or her volition (will).
* Power can be latent or manifest.
* Different types of power are generally blended together when power is

made manifest.

SE—————— |

for example, a person was said to possess potere if that person had some attribute
allowing him or her to cause an effect on someone else. The word power, with its
present spelling, has been in use since the fourteenth century.” In our two examples,
agents (an interest group and a country) have acted to bring about effects; thus, both
agents have wielded potere/power, with the interest group affecting policy outcomes
and the country affecting a second country.

A closer examination of power reveals that its exercise by an agent involves
volition (will or choice). In terms of power as the achievement of an objective, clearly
the objective attained must be one that the agent wills or desires; otherwise, the agent
is not said to possess power. If, for example, an interest group obtains a benefit but
has not sought out this benefit, we would not attribute attaining benefit to the interest
group’s power. We might attribute it to chance. Volition is also central to the second
meaning of power, as influence over another agent. For instance, we would not view
an interest group as exercising power over a politician if the interest group does not
compel the politician to act contrary to the politician’s own volition or desire. Similarly,
if one country ordered another country to perform an act the second country wanted
to do anyway, this would not represent an act of power because the first country has
not actually influenced the second country.® Power can either be held in reserve or
deployed. That is, it can be latent (inactive) or manifest (active). You can imagine
how the possession of latent power by one agent can be highly effective in producing
changes in a second agent. In such cases, the mere possibility that the first agent will
activate power can be feared by the second agent and elicit changes in the second
agent’s actions. Indeed, this is the idea behind military deterrence: A country’s stockpile
of weapons may be enough to preclude aggression by its enemies, who know that the
weapons can be changed from a latent power to a manifest power at any time.’

Political scientists have often tried to sort out the many different forms power
can assume. This is useful in allowing us to analyze the implications of using one
type of power rather than another. However, in actual political relationships one type
of power is rarely found in isolation from other types. In practice, power generally
possesses a blended quality, with one type of power blending into and being used
simultaneously with another.'°
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Power

TYPES OF POWER

Force is the exercise of power by physical means."" Force can include acts of physical violence
and acts of physical obstruction. For example, one agent can use force over another by
restraining, assaulting, raping, assassinating, impeding access to an object, or other types of
physical actions. Force can include physical sabotage of resources, as well as conducting war.
It can be carried out in the form of embargoes and boycotts (which deny physical access to
resources), blockades and barricades (which deny physical access to a place), or revolutions
and riots (which physically mobilize groups in support of or opposition to a government
or policy). It can involve physically blocking access to a courthouse, voting booth, public
school, or abortion facility. It can entail physically incapacitating a machine or, by introducing
steel spikes, physically rendering a tree too dangerous to cut down. It can involve no violence
(a boycott) or extreme levels of violence (a bombing). In sum, whenever people use physical
means to pursue power, force is the term that designates this display of power.

Perhaps for many U.S. readers of this text, to reflect upon force in relation to
politics is to find one’s thoughts going immediately to the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan,
or to the 2009 Christmas day attempt to blow up an American airplane over Detroit
just as previous U.S. readers might have thought immediately of the 9/11 Al Qaeda
attacks, which killed thousands of people, or of Oklahoma City bomber Timothy
McVeigh’s violent attack in April 1995, which killed more than 160 people when
McVeigh blew up a government building in order, he stated, to show opposition to
the U.S. government. Reading about the use of force in politics may also bring to
mind the violent conflict in the eastern section of the Democratic Republic of Congo
(DRC), wherein, since 1998, more than 5 million deaths, according to estimates of the
International Rescue Committee, have r