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Abstract

BEHAVIORALISM AND ITS CRITICS: A REEXAMINATION

by

Avraham Granot
Adviser: Professor Arnold A. Rogow

"Behavioralism" is a collective term referring to a collective so-
cial phenomenon. The difficulties in elucidating the precise meaning of
collective terms are notorious; the problem'is compounded in the case of
beﬁavioraiism because behavioralists seem to share a subjective "mood"
favoring a science of politics, rather than overt, objective organiza-
tional attributes. An investigation of programmatic statements by be-
havioralists reveals them to adopt six "canons and conventions of modern
empirical science" as guidelines to research. The behavioralist ought to
search for regularities in human behavior to be expressed in generaliza-
tions for the purpose of explanation. He should distinguish statements of
fact from statements of value, he should observe political phenomena, at-
tempt to quantify as many of these as possible, and present his findings
in a manner which would allow for their verification and falsification.

Since behavioralists employ various techniques and approaches, each
emphasizing different canons and conventions, a strict definition of be-
havioralism is rejected. Instead,"family resemblances'" among some of the
most common behavioral approaches and techniques are examined in the manner

iid



suggested by Wittgenstein.

A three way analysis is undertaken.

1. Claims made by behavioralists for their achievements are compared to
their actual achievements.

2. Assertions made by critics of behavioralism as to its shortcomings
are compared to its actual shortcomings. An attempt is made to treat
the assertions of both behavioralists and their critics with the same
degree of sympathy, respect -~ and skepticism. All claims are sub-
jected to the same logical and empirical tests.

3. A distinction is made between errors committed by individual behav-
ioralists, and problems inherent in the behavioral program for re-
search.

Findings

1. VWhile behavioralists are united in their search for a "science of

politics,” different behavioralists have different conceptions of
what a science of politics ought to be like. Thus when analyzing,
criticizing or praising "behavioralism," it seems more appropriate
to speak of "varieties of behavioralism" rather than of "behavior-
alism" as a monolith. Critics of behavioralism have spent little

or no effort attempting to elucidate the meaning of "behavioralism,"
as a result they have sometimes attributed to behavioralism as a
whole shortcomings of one of its varieties, although another variety
may in effect be free of that blemish.

Critics of behavioralism often did not distinguish between errors of

individual behavioralists and problems inherent in a particular
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variety of behavioralism.

Behavioralists are not prisoners of "Mannheim's paradox," of psy-
chological preconceptions, or of their method, as claimed by some
critics. Behavioralists who wrote in the same historical period,
were influenced by the same soclal forces, and utilized the same
method, interpreted their findings differently.

Behavioralists seek objectivity, but this does not mean that as a
result they must treat all values as equal, as some critics have
claimed.

Behavioralism is not inherently or inevitably conservative or un-
critical as many critics have claimed. Some behavioralists sup-
ported the status quo, but others were highly critical. Moreover,
some major behavioralist  figures have lately adopted a more crit-
ical view of American politics.

Critics of behavioralism were correct when stating that many, but
not all behavioralists preferred to examine phenomena susceptible
to statistical manipulation over significant political problems.
The critics were also found correct when they emphasized that many
behavioralists neglect the legal and institutional arrangements of
society. Indeed, the most difficult problem inherent in behavior-
alism in all its varieties is of reducing collective attributes, of
which societal, legal, and institutional arrangements are a part.
The problem is that of deducing collective group properties from
the actions and interactions of individuals, and linking all group
properties scientifically. Not all behavioralists have neglected

to study collective group propertieg. The different varieties of



behavioralism may be viewed as resulting from this inability to re-

duce all group properties. Each "variety,"

approach or technique
utilized by behavioralists may be viewed as a focus on a different
group property.

8. A search for regularities in human behavior does not necessitate a
"regular" political world as some critics have claimed. Political
"irregularities" can be viewed as theoretical regularities and ex-~
pressed in generalizations. Some behavioralists neglected the study
of political conflict, other behavioralists did examine both con-
flict and consensus.

On the whole, the debate between behavioralists and their critics

is found to be characterized more by emotionalism and error than by

cool-headed objective analysis.
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PREFACE

This dissertation will focus on the debate between behavioralists
and their critics. My purpose is to compare claims made by behavioral-
ists for their achievements - and their actual achievements. Simultane-
ously, I will try to compare assertions made by critics of behavioralism
about its shortcomings, and its actual shortcomings. To achieve this pur-
pose I will attempt to treat the assertions of both behavioralists and
critics with the same degree of sympathy, respect - and skepticism. All
claims will be subjected to the same logical and empirical tests,

Two serious obstacles lie in the way of such an inquiry. The first
is the enormous volume of writings, both by behavioralists and their crit-
ics; the second is the intense emotions the debate arouses among students
of politics, myself not excluded.

To overcome the first obstacle, I will limit myself to an examination
of only two fields: American government and comparative politics, An
added justification for this self-limitation is that the debate between
behavioralists and their critics has centered mainly on these two flelds.
Even these two fields are too broad for complete coverage, and sampling
will be necessary. Thus I will focus mainly, though not exclusively, on
the writings of the more well-known authors, both behavioralists and
their critics. The second obstacle makes itself felt directly at this
point, since no rigorous statistical sampling procedure can be utilized

here.
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Since behavioralism has been inspired by, and in turn has inspired
developments in related social sciences, I will not hesitate to rely on
evidence from other disciplines whenever this is necessary to illuminate

a particular argument.
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INTRODUCTION

After the Second World War, the discipline of political science in
the United States underwent a process of self-transformation, a process
that subsequently was called "behavioralism'" or the "behavioral approach."

Among the factors that brought about the emergence of behavioralism,
the influence of Charles E. Merriam must rank first, In 1921, in his arti-
cle "The Present State of the Study of Politics,"l he expressed the two
main concerns that were to occupy him for many years. The first of these
was his belief that the study of politics has a great deal to gain from
close cooperation with other social sciences:

On the borders of politics there have appeared in our day many allied

disciplines of kindred stock. Statistics and psychology, biology,

geography, ethnology and sociology have all developed and continue

to produce masses of material facts, of interpretations and insights,

correlations and conclusions, often bearing, directly or indirectly,

upon the understanding of the political process. We may appropriately
raise the question, to what extent has politics availed itself of the
researches and results of these new companions in the §reat search

for the understanding of the phenomena of human life?"

Merriam influenced the work of his assoclates at the University of
Chicago, among them Harold D. Lasswell, Harold Gosnell, V.0. Key, Jr.,
Quincy Wright, Leonard D. White, Gabriel A. Almond, Herbert Simon,

David Truman, and C. Herman Pritchett? All of these played important roles

in the development of behavioralism.

Merriam's second concern was with the material conditions of the po=..
litical scientist:

The best-equipped research man in the bestwequipped institution of

1



learning hardly has machinery comparable with that of the best lawyer

in his office, or of the best engineer, or the expert of the large

corporation, or the secretary of the chamber of commerce, or the re-~

search department of Amalgamated Clothiers.4
In 1921, the American Political Science Association appointed a committee
on political research with Merriam as its chairman, In 1923, in its report,
the committee recommended the establishment of a Social Science Research
Council whose main purpose would be to facilitate the work of social scien~
tists by providing them with funds which would allow them the time and
equipment needed for research.5 The Council was established in 1923 and
was also to play a major role in the development of behavioralism.

Another factor in the rise of behavioralism was the arrival in the
United Stafes of European social scientists during the 1930"s and 194Q'%s,
Robert A. Dahl mentions Franz Neumann, Sigmund Neumann, Paul Lazarsfeld,
Hans Speier, Hans Gerth and Reinhard Bendix.6 These scholars introduced
American social science to the works of Marx, Durkheim, Freud, Pareto,
Weber. and Michels, convincing American political scientists of the impor-
tance of sociology and psychology for an understanding of politics.

The war.itself was another factor in the emergence of behavioralism,
Many political scientists participated in the war effort in various capac-
ities in different governmental organizations. There they came to realize
the large gap that existed between political science theory and political
practice.

Political scientists were generally dissatisfied with the state of
their discipline. They saw political science lagging behind the other so-
cial sciences. They saw the inability of political science to predict or

explain the rise of Nazlsm and Communism. After the war, they saw-most of

their expertise inapplicable to the understanding and aiding of the new.



emerging states, Discontent was prevalent and new ways were sought to
change the discipline,
A number of institutions have greatly facilitated the rise of
- behavioralism. Dahl stresses the importance of the Social Science Research
Council, and especially its committee on political behavior. The 1944~45
Annual Report of the SSRC declares the Council's interest in
...a new approach to the study of political behavior. Focused upon
the behavior of individuals in political situations this approach
calls for examination of the political relationships of men - as
citizens, adminlstrators and legislators = by disciplines which can
throw light on the problems involved, with the object of testing
hypotheses concerning uPiformities of behavior in different
institutional settings.
The SSRC committee on political behavior was created in 1945 by
E. Pendelton Herring. A new committee was created in 1949 under the chair-
manship of V.0. Key, Jr. This committee, later under David B. Truman as
chairman, was behaviorally inclined and awarded many research grants to
behavioral projects. For example, the Michigan Survey Research Center's
1952 presidential election survey was financed by the SSRC.
Over the years the influence of behavioralism grew as more and more
political scientists joined the movement. The Inter<University Consortium
for Political Research, which has been described as 'the clearest institu=

8

tional embodiment of the discipline's behavioral tendencies"” was created

in 1962. The Consortium is a partnership between the University of
Michigan's Survey Research Center and various universities, and it plays
a major role in the dissemination of behavioral research methods throughout
the discipline. The Consortium
.+ .8ponsors summer programs for training faculty and students in be-=
havior research methods, holds conferences of both a training and a

research strategy character, serves as a data repository and distri-
bution center, functions as a clearing house for information about



research and about data processing developments, processes data on

request, and provides technical assistance in handling difficult

or unusual methodological problems.

The growing strength of the behavioral movement found expression in
the American Political Science Association. More and more presidents of

the Association were chosen from the ranks of behavioralists., The Associ-

ation's journal, the American Political Science Reviéﬁ became more recep=

tive to behavioralist articles. Between 1963 and 1965 the journal pub=
lished four times more articles employing quantitative techniques than
between 1946 and 1948.'0

The Center for Advanced St;dy in the Behav;oral Sciences-at Palo Alto,
which replaced the Behavioral Science Program of the Ford Foundation, was
a major center for the development of behavioralism.

In. its early years, the political scientists who were fellows there

tended to be discontented with traditional approaches, inclined to<

wards a more rigorously empirical and scientific study, and deeply
interesteflin learning wherever possible from the other social
sclences.

No description-of the development of behavioralism can omit the spe=x
cial role that the philanthropic foundations played in that development.
Funds provided by the foundations were enormous; in the five years between
1959 and 1964, political scientists received in grants a total of 100 mil-
lion dollars, with the Ford Foundation providing about 90 per cent of the
amount.12 The foundations, comments Dahl, "tended to view interdisciplinary

w13 Behavioral research is usually

and behavioral studies with sympathy.
very expensive, and none of the proudest achievements of behavioralism
could have been accomplished without foundation support.

Any listing of these achlevements must begin with voting studies.

Indeed, in its origins the behavioral approach was considered by some as

identical to voting behavior research.14 Ironically, the first two voting



studies using the survey technique were not done by political scientists,
but by sociologists and social psychologists from the Bureau of Applied

Social Research at Columbia University. These studies, The Peoplels Choice

published in 1944, and Voting published in 1954 examined voting behavior
in a single community. The survey technique provided social scientists
with a scientific tool with which they could directly record bLehavior and
attitudes of individuals, data which 1s lacking in aggregate voting statisw
tics. Thus, the authors of the early voting studies could find that more
Republicans were to be found at the higher socio-economic levels, that
Catholics tend more to vote Democratic than Republican, that people from
lower socio-economic status took less interest in the election. They found
that "cross-pressured" individuals were last to make up their minds about
whom to vote for. They emphasized the importance of membership in groups
and of the family as influences on voting behavior. And they discovered
the role of "opinion leaders" as brokers in the "two step flow of communi-
cations." The authors of Voting 1list 209 hypotheses that were confirmed
by the voting studies.15

This intrusion into what political scientists considered as theilr
proper-domain by other social scientists had a great impact:. :

«...to political scientists dissatisfied with the conventional meth-

ods and manners of the discipline, the new voting studiles offered

encouragement. For in spite of obvious defects, the voting studies

seemed to provide ground for the hope that if political scientists

could only master the tools employed in the other socilal sclences--~

survey methods and statistical analysis, for example - they might

be able to go beyond plausible generalities and proceed to test

hypothesig about how people in fact do behave in making political

choices,

It was not long before political scientists entered into the voting

behavior arena themselves, mainly under the auspices of the Survey Research

Center of the University of Michigan, beginning with The Voter Decides,




and culminating in The American Voter, surely one of behavioralism's fore-

most achlevements.

The authors examined responses to surveys taken of a sample of the
national population rather than a sample of the residents of one commmu-
nity. Moreover, the authors compared responses to surveys taken at three
different elections, in 1948, 1952, and 1956, enabling them to analyze
political change. For instance, they conclude that after four years of
Eisenhower in office; fewer people saw the kepublican party as opposed
to social welfare.17

While the early voting studies greatly emphasized social character=

istics as determinants of the vote, the authors of The American Voter argue

that while the composition of the electorate in terms of race, religion or
occupation changed little over time, there were fluctuations in the vote.
Finding the explanatory power of social characteristics weak, they adopted
the attitudinal approach which led them to examine voters orientation to
political objects such as the different issues and different candidates in
each election. The authors discovered the pervasive force of party iden-
tification as a determinant of the vote, their forms of classification of
elections into"maintaining'}'realigning'and"deviating'elections takes cog-
nizance of both long and short term influences on voting. A maintaining
election is one in which party identification is the most powerful influ-
ence on the vote. A deviating election is one in which issues or candi-
dates specific to a certain election prove more powerful than party iden-
tification, but without affecting long¥un divisions of party loyalty. A
realigning election makes for basic and long-term changes in party loyalty
itself.18

Behavioralists have not limited themselves to the examination of



voting behavior. In 1959, Herbert H. Hyman19 directed attention to a "ne-
glected problem": the study of political behavior as learned behavior.
Hyman compiled an impressive inventory of findings that demonstrated the im-
portance of examining the ways in which children become acquainted with the
world of politics. How does the family affect the political orientation of
children? How does it influence their degree of participation in politics?
How does the peer group influence political behavior? How do lower-class
children differ from higher-class children in their knowledge of politics?

Fred I. Greenstein, in Children and Politics20 set out to study childrens'

feelings to political authority, the political information they possess,
the differences in political development between children in different
socio-economic levels and between the sexes. Greenstein found that even
among younger children the importance of politicilans, especially political
executives such as the president and the mayor, was widely acknowledged,
although the children possessed little or no factual information about
what these executives actually do. He found that children do not view
politics as cynically as do adults; rather, they viewed political leaders
as benevolent. He learned that party preference develops very early among
children. Since adult behavior is strongly affected by early experience,
Greenstein concludes that socialization strengthens the status quo. Both
the early attachment to political leadership and the early formation of
party preference contribute to the stability of the political system.
David Easton wrote:
Traditionalists have been reifying institutions, virtually looking
at them as entities apart from their component individuals. At
best, in studies of political parties and legislatures, as an 1il-
lustration, the individual recedes into a shadowy background. He
becomes an impassive creature whose presence is never doubted, but

who seems to act in the organizations without the normal attributes
of a human being.



It is this situation which behavioralists set out to correct, and when
studying political institutions, the individuals in these institutioms,
their motives, attitudes, values and perceptions were their main concern
rather than the legal arrangements or policies of these institutionms.
Behavioralists were following the footsteps of Harold D. Lasswell whose
piloneering work emphasized the importance of psychological factors in

understandingspolitics. As early as 1930, in his famous Psychopathology

and Politics,22 Lasswell called attention to the insufficiency of insti-
tutional categories and the importance of the psychological dimension for
a full understanding of political life. It was Lasswell who first examined
the behavior of bureaucrats, agitators, judges and other policy-makers in
the light of psychological determinants, and the behavioralists' focus on
"the behavior of individuals in political situations' must be traced di-
rectly to him. Thus in theilr study of four state legislatures

John C. Wahlke and his associates23 concern themselves mainly with the
self~perceptions of the legislators of their roles in the dinstitutions.
How do the legislators themselves define their role as it relates to the
function of lawmaking? How do legislators perceive of their role as rep~
resentatives? Is the legislator more oriented to his district or to the
state? What is the legislator's attitude to pressure groups?

24
James David Barber in The Lawmakers examined a sample of freshmen

Connecticut legislators and grouped them in four classes. "Advertisers"
were labelled those who were high imn activity in the legislature and low
in willingness to return to the legislature. Those low in activity, but
high in willingness to return were labelled "Spectators." Those low in
activity and low in willingness to return were labelled "Reluctants,"

and those high in activity and high in willingness to return were labelled



"Lawmakers." Only the "Lawmakers," concludes Barber, had enough self~esteem

to be valuable legislators.

Courts were also investigated by behavioralists, in The Roosevelt Courtg5

C. Herman Pritchett used quantitative analysis to search for the divisions
and regular patterns of alignments within the Supreme Court between 1937
and 1947. He calculated degrees of solidarity within the blocs in the
Court and demonstrated a strong correlation between the justices' attitudes
on economic issues and their attitudes on issues of individual liberty, two
issues around which court alignments were organized. Glendon A. Schubert
continued and enlarged the scope of the study of judicial behavior. In his

Quantitative Analysis of Judicial Behavior26 Schubert asks such questions

as: are blocs of justices more cohesive when the court is divided into two
or when it is divided into three blocs? Are large blocs more or less co-
hesive than small blocs? What 1s the effect on bloc cohesion when a justice
is replaced? What is the relationship between a bloc's size and its power?
Who are the most extreme and the most consistent justices?

Lasswell's influence became more directly evident when political sci-
entists began examining the behavior of political leaders. Alexander and

27
Juliette George in the study of Woodrow Wilson and Colonel House and

Arnold A. Rogow in his James Forrestal28 employ Lasswell's formula of the

political man, which views him as displacing his private motives to public
objects and rationalizing them in terms of public interest. Thus they were
able to demonstrate the interaction between the private self and the public

2
man and his policies. Lewis S. Edinger in Kurt Schummacher 2 stresses the

interaction between his subject's compensatory needs and his political be-

30
havior. E. Victor Wolfenstein in The Revolutionary Personality searched

for psychological factors that drive men to revolutionary leadership.
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Fred I. Greenstein examined the methodological problems involved in such

studies in his Personality and Politics.

Not all behavioralists have been busy conducting surveys, counting
Supreme Court deéisions, or searching for motives for the behavior of po-
litical leaders. Some have created elaborate models of the workings of
political systems deduced from some basic assumptions. Anthony~Downs32
starts from the assumption of the rational and selfish voter, transform~
ing the abstraction of a rational selfish man from economic theory into
his model of democracy. How should government allocate its resources if
its end is to maximize support? How should the opposition react to govern-
ment policies? How does the voter calculate which party to vote for?

What function:.does ideology fulfill for parties in their quest for power,
and for the voters in thelr quest for benefits? Downs deduces the answers
to these and other questions from a small number of axioms.

Karl Deutsch,33 noting the inadequacies of mechanistic and blological
models in explaining political life borrowed from cybernetics and communie
cation theory to present a model of politics which emphasizes the flow of
information among the various structures of a polity and among various po-
litical systems. Deutsch focused on the capacity of the communication net-
work to transfer information, on the capacity of decision centers to act
upon information received, the speed with which decisions are changed when
feedback information is received, and the capacity of the political system
to change its goals, to learn from experience,to innovate and self-transform.

William Riker34 deduced propdsitions from the theory of games viewed
as a model of political behavior. His most important proposition being the
"gize principle" which states that coalition builders will form coalitions

large enough to win but no larger.
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In the field of public administration, a self-transformation began
to be felt upon the publication in 1947 of Herbert A. Simon's Administra-

35
tive Behavior. In this work, Simon criticized the conventional wisdom

which then prevailed in the field. This wisdom was expressed 1in a set of
Yprinciples'" that were thought to have universal validity as guides to

the working of administration.36 These principles, stated Simon, which
purported to be lawlike generalizations, are actually more like proverbs
of literature. "For almost every principle, one can find an equally plau<

n37 Thus, one principle

sible and acceptable contradictory principle.
urges unity of command as essential to the Increase of organizational
efficiency, another principle states that increased specialization is

the only sure way to increase efficlency. A contradiction is apparent,
increase in specialization will greatly complicate the command structure

of an organization. These principles were not arrived at through empir-
ical scientific investigation. They are worded loosely and ambiguously,
and they combine descriptive and prescriptive propositions.’ Robert A. Dahl
made a similar critique of these principles.38 He criticized the vagueness
of the principles, their normative character, and their purported universal
validity. Organizations are strongly influenced by the culture and values
of the society in which they perform. Only painstaking cross—cultural com-
parative research will yield generalizations that transcend cultural hound-
aries. Both Simon and Dahl criticized the assumption of "rational man"
that administration theorists borrowed from economics. Simon suggested as
a substitute his model of "administrative man'': "While economic man maxi-
mizes - selects the best alternative from among all those available to him;
his cousin, whom we shall call 'administragive man,’ satisfices ~31ooks for

139
a course of action that is satisfactory or 'good enough.'"
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Empirical evidence for this model of administrative man was presented by

Richard M. Cyert and James G. March in theirvé:?ehavioral Theory of the

40
Firm. An examination of the literature of public administration after

the publication of Adminilstrative Behavior reveals the extent of--the trans-—

formation the field underwent. Simon suggested that the focus of students
of public administration should be on the decision-making process, a sug-
gestion that resulted in a growing concern with policy making in organiza<
tions.41 Dahl's suggestion that universally valid lawlike generalizations
can be arrived at only by cross-cultural comparative research has resulted
in the creation of a Comparative Administration Group.42

The developments in public administration have been similar to and
intertwined with developments in other fields of political science. Its
students have borrowed concepts, theories and research tools from the other
social sciences, they have employed system theory, communication theory,43

and the field has not escaped the surge of '"the new revolution in political

science.”44

The 1950's also witnessed a reorientation in the field of comparative
politics. Dissatisfaction with the prevailing modes of research was voiced
by many political scientists. Traditional research,45 it was claimed, was
concerned mainly with descriptions of govermmental institutional arrange-
ments as postulated in the constitution. Its main focus was on the coun-
tries of Western Europe. It totally ignored the phenomenon of political
change and the interrelationships between governmental institutions and
other social forces in a society.46 In 1954, a Soclal Science Research
Council committee on comparative politics was established and helped direct
the study of comparative politics in new directions. Since then, the field

of comparative politics has been characterized by four main tendencies:
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"structural-functional analysis, the quest for scientific rigor, concern
with non-Western systems, and concern with the broader setting of politics."4
Structural~functional analysis held a particular attraction for students
of comparative politics. It provided them with a general framework and a
set of seemingly universal categories which could be applied to the anal-
ysis of every political system on the globe. Moreover, these categories
were refreshingly non-institutional, enabling the political scientist to
investigate non-Western political systems for which the traditional insti~
tutional categories had little relevance. The most influential work of

this kind was The Politics of the Developing Area84§edited by

Gabriel A. Almond and James S. Coleman. In the introduction Almond pre~.
sents the structural-functional framework and its concepts, five scholars
then utilize this framework to analyze developing areas. Lucian W, Pye
examines the politics of Southeast Asia, Myron Weiner analyzes the politics
of South Asia, James S. Coleman studies the politics of Sube«Sahara Africa,
Dankwart A. Rustow investigates the politics of the Near-East, and

George I. Blanksten examines the politics of Latin America. Almond and
Coleman with Lucian Pye also edit the well-known Little-Brown series in
Comparative Politics;49 the different country-studies employ the same con<
ceptual framework developed by Almond. An emphasis on the dynamics of the
political process is exemplified by the prestigious "Studies in Political
Development'" series published by Princeton University Press and sponsored
by the Committee on Comparative Politics of the Social Science Research
Counc:l.l.s0 In this series, various scholars examine the relationships be-
tween cultural, social and political factors and the process of political
change.

The psychological dimension of political life was examined by scholars
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51 who explained the process of development and modern-

like Daniel Lerner,
ization not so much by the rate of urbanization, industrialization or struc-
tural differentiation, but by the ability of citizens to acquire a modern
outlook embodied in the process of "empathy'" by which a citizen gains a
broad~-minded universal orientation to social life free from the blinders

of tradition. ZLucian Pye52 explained that difficulties in the moderniza-
tion of Burma must be traced to personality variables of Burmese elites,
among which insecurity, formalism, and rigidity of outlook are prevalené.

' whose

The concepts of 'political culture" and "political socialization,'
origins can be traced back to the pioneering work of Harold D. Lasswell

in the 1930's, embody this interest in the psychological setting of poli-
tics and have gained by now wide acceptance. A strong emphasis on quan-
tification is to be found in Comparing Nations edited by Richard L. Merritt

and Stein Rokkan.53

Developments in the field of international relations have proven no
less dramatic than in the other fields of political science. In 1930, out
of twenty-four professors of international relations in the United States,
eighteen were specialists in international law and organization.54 It was
political realism55 that first greatly influenced the field and focused
attention to conflict and power and was later followed by‘behavioralism
and the search for scientific international relations theory.

Like other fields discussed below, a variety of approaches, theories
and methods are employed by students of international relations., The
decision-making approach was first introduced by Richard C. Snyder,

H.W. Bruck and Burton M, Sapin.56 They directed attention to the individ-
uals and organizations that actually make foreign policy decisions, the

information they receive and transmit, the enviromment in which they operate,
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their image of that environment and of the other actors in the international
arena. This approach was further refined when it was appllied to a concrete
case of decisionvmaking.57 J. David Singer has called attention to the
great contributions the other social sciences can make to an understanding
of international behavior:
For decades now, sociologists, psychologists and anthropolo=
gists have been studying with varying degrees of rigor and creativ-
ity the behavior of individuals and groups in a wide variety of
settings. Would we not do well to have a general idea of what
these scholars have found, so that we can use knowledge - rather
than folklore -~ as inputs into our theorizing and policy-making?
Singer has collected a great number of works by various soclal scilentists
which he deemed relevant to understanding international behavior in a
volume he edited.59 He now heads a project whose purpose is to find a
scientific quantitative explanation for the central concern of the study
of international relations, the causes and consequences of war.60

Still another approach to the study of international relatiomns was
put forth by Morton A. Kaplan61 who suggested to view the whole global net-~
work of political interactions as a "system;' these interactions can then
be identified, 1solated and examined. Kaplan presented six hypothetical
models of international systems, a balance of power system, a loose bipolar
system, a tight bipolar system, a universal-internatlonal system, a hlerar=
chical system, and the unit-veto-system. Within each of these models he
isolated five sets of variables: 1) the rules that describe behavior
needed to maintain equilibrium; 2) the rules for changing the system;
3) the structural characteristics of actors ' in a system; 4) the capa-
bilities of the actors; 5) the level of communication within the system,

Examination of these variables will reveal how a system 1s maintained or

transformed.
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The contribution of economists to the field is exemplified by the
work of Thomas Schelling on bargaining theory.62 Simulation of interna-
tional conflicts has become an important research tool63 as well as other
techniques.64

This brief review of the development of the discipline suggests
several questions. Do all the authors mentioned have anything in common?
If so, what is it? Are they all "behavioralists"? How does one distin-
guish between a behavioralist and other political scientists? These and

other questions will be discussed in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER I

WHAT IS BEHAVIORALISM?

A. Terminology

Perhaps the most striking characteristic of the 'behavioral
approach' in political science is the ambiguity of the term itself,
and of its synonym 'political behavior.' The behavioral approach,
in fact, is rather like the Loch Ness monster: One can say with
considerable confidence what it is not, but it is difficult to say
what it is.l

Writer after writer, friend or critic, bemoans the ambiguity
and confusion surrounding the "behavioral approach," but then goes on
to analyze it, praise it, or condemn it. The point to be made here is
that before any serious discussion of the behavioral approach can take
place, the nature of this phenomenon, as well as the terms used to des-
cribe it, must be clarified as much as possible.

Part of the confusion arises from the fact that five terms are
used interchangeably to describe the same subject. The terms "political
behavior," "behavioral approach," "behaviorism," "behavioralism" and "be-
havioral science" are used as synonyms. In this dissertation the term
"behavioralism" will be exclusively used for the following reasons:

1) "Political behavior" must be rejected because "in its lex-
ical meaning, it denotes all human political activity. In this sense,
the study of political behavior is the study of politics, and not the
study of a subdivision or aspect of politics."2 The term "political be-

havior" is too inclusive, it does not distinguish the special

22
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"political behavior" school from other schools in political science.

2) '"Behavioral approach"

While the term "political behavior'"is too inclusive, the term
"behavioral approach" is too limited. We speak in political science of
the "structural-functional" approach, or of the "decision-making' approach,
but these approaches are a part of behavioralism, 1f by an approach we
mean 'the criteria employed in selecting the questions to ask and the data
to consider in political :lnquiry."3 It becomes obvious that behavioralism
is more than an approach, and that the term "behavioral approach" is
deficlent.

3) "Behaviorism"

The term "behaviorism" is usually used by critics of behavioralism in

4 who

a derogatory manner. Despite the constant pleas of behavioralists,
explain that "behaviorism" is a school within academic psychology which or-
iginated with J.B. Watson and which seeks to eliminate from psychological
research all reference to subjective data, and that behavioralists in po-
litical science do not subscribe to such a rigid view to scientific inquiry.
The term "behaviorism" nevertheless crops up again and again.

4) '"Behavioral Science"

The term was coined by a group of social scientists at the University
of Chicago who sought to obtain federal funds for their research, but feared
that the term "social sciences" would be confused with "socialism."5
“"Behavioral science" was corrupted to "behavioralism," which is now the
most widely used in political science.

The real source of the ambiguity surrounding behavioralism is to be

found not so much in the terminology used to describe 1t, but in the nature

of behavioralism itself.
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B, What is behavioralism?

Historically, behavioralism meant a protest movement in political

science.
The term served as a sort of umbrella,‘capacious enough to provide
temporary shelter for a heterogeneous group united only by dissat=
isfaction with traditional political science and comprised of per-
sons who would probably move out in quite different_ directions once
the storm of protest against innovation was passed,
wrote Evron Kirkpatrick. Dahl, however, views behavioralists united by
more than just dissatisfaction with traditional political science:
...those who were sometimes called 'behaviorists' or 'behavioralists'
shared a mood: a mood of skepticism about the current intellectual
attainments of political science, a mood of sympathy toward 'scien-
tific' modes of investigation and analysis, a mood of. optimism about
the possibilities of improving the study of politics.,
For Dahl, then, behavioralism had also a positive aspect: 1ts adherents
shared a belief in science. This positive aspect of behavioralism today
remains its distinguishing mark, since it has long ceased to be a protest
movement.
Before elaborating this aspect,.a further distinction is necessary
for a clearer understanding of behavioralism.
To precisely what kind of research does the concept of political
behavior refer? It is clear that this term indicates that the
research worker wishes to look at participants in the political
system as individuals who have the emotions, prejudices, and pre
dispositions of human beings as we know them in our daily lives,
wrote Easton. In this view behavioralists are distinguishable from other
political scientists by the unit of analysis they examine, namely, the
individual. '"Political behavior is said to refer to the study of -
9
individuals - rather than larger political units," wrote Dahl. This

narrow- view holds great attraction for the student of behavioralism; it

makes the identification of behavioralists relatively easy. However;
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many political scientists, including those who hold this narrow view, also
propose a wider view of behavioralism., "They are all looking ahead toward
some reglon 1n space - a science of politics modelled after the methodolog-
ical assumptions of the natural sciences,"10 wrote Easton, who earlier em-
braced the narrow view. "A behavioral approach is distinguished predomi-
nantly by the nature of the purpose it 1s designed to serve, the purpose

is scientific,"l1 wrote Van Dyke. According to Truman: "The ultimate goal
of the student of political behavior is the development of a science of the
political process."12 And Dahl states that

The behavioral approach is an attempt to improve our understanding

of politics by seeking to explain the empirical aspects of political

life by means of methods, theories and criteria of proof that are

acceptable according to thf3canons, conventions and assumptions of
modern empirical science."

What are those "canons, conventions and assumptions of modern empir-
ical science'? A review of the literature reveals that although different
authors suggest different sets of such assumptions,14 they agree on six
assumptions:

1) The behavioralist seeks regularities, uniformities in human be-
havior for the purpose of making generalizations., The higher its level of
generalizations, the higher the stage of development of a science, and the
better its ability to explain and predict.

2) Since statements of fact and statements of value are logically
separate and distinct, the latter cannot be deduced from the former.

3) The only kind of data acceptable to behavioralists is that
which has been collected by observation'of empirical reality.

4) The validity of behavioralist findings must be testable by refer~-

ence to behavioral reality. Behavioralist findings should be stated in

such a manner as to allow for replication and verification or falsification
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by others.

5) Quantification is the most precise form of scientific findings.
Behavioralists should attempt to quantify their findings whenever possible
and meaningful.

6) Politics is but one aspect of human life. To ensure an understand-
ing of all aspects of human behavior, the behavioral political scientist
turns to the other social sciences, their research techniques and their
findings.

David Easton has suggested that "political behavior stands for both
an intellectual tendency and a concrete academic movement."15 The content
of the "intellectual tendency" consists of the six assumptions listed above.
But the movement is difficult to distinguish, mainly because it does not
possess any overt physical characteristics, such as geographical location
or headquarters, membership rules, policies or any other organizational
attributes. Rather, the individuals in the movement are united mainly by
a subjective inner feeling of sharing this "mood."

As 1in most social movements, membership is not a matter of belonging

to a formal organization, but of possessing a sense of belonging

together, sharing similar assumptions and ideals, respecting one

another's interests, seeking reciprocal aid and sustenance, or

accepting a common leadership.lﬁ
Identifying the members in the movement, then, 1s difficult because of the
subjective elusive "mood" that its members share. The problem is compounded
when we ask how many "assumptions and ideals'" must a political scientist
adopt before he can be said to share in this '"mood" and be properly desig-
nated a "behavioralist'"? Must he adopt all six assumptions listed above
with equal intensity, or may he, for example, adopt three, ignore two, and

be critical of one, and still be a ‘'behavioralist"?

This question cannot be resolved in the abstract, but rather by an
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empirical investigation of the writings of these commonly called "behavior-
alists." ''The demand for exactness of meaning and for precise definition
of terms can easily have a pernicious effect, as I believe it often has had
in behavioral science. It results in what has been aptly named the pre-
mature closure of our ideas,' wrote Abraham Kaplan.

A better understanding of the meaning of behavioralism must be the
result of inquiry; a precise definition at this early stage in the disser-
tation will hamper inquiry, rather than aid it. Rather than postulate a
priori what is common to all those we commonly call behavioralists, I
will attempt to look first for what is, or is not, common to all,

Ludwig Wittgenstein has suggested this approach to the definition of
concepts. To illustrate, he gives an example of the analysis of tlie con=
cept "games."

Consider for example the proceedings that we call 'games.' I mean

board-games, card-games, ball-games, Olympic games,.and so on.

What is common to them all? Don't say: 'there must be something

common, or they would not be called "games"'-.but look and see

whether there is anything common to all. For if you look at them,
you will not see something that is common to all, but similarities,
relationships, and a Ygole series of them at that. To repeat:

don't think but look!

Games like tennis and chess involve competition, but the skills involved
in each of them are different. If we look now at a child throwing a ball
against the wall and catching, the element of competition has disappeared,
but the three games mentioned share the common element of amusement,
Wittgenstein calls these common similarities "family resemblances."

I can think of no better expression to characterize these similare

ities than 'family resemblancesj' for the various resemblances Be=

tween members of a family: build, features, colour of eyes, gait,
temperament, etc., etc, overlap and igiss—cross in the same way.

And I shall say, games form a family.

I propose to follow this procedure 1in the analysis of behavioralism.
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It is evident that different techniques and approaches are utilized by
behavioralists in their quest for science. What are the "family resem-
blances," if any, among these techniques and approaches? Which of the
six basic assumptions of behavioralism are emphasized by which approach
and technique? What are the differences rather than similarities among
these approaches and techniques? Thus rather than begin with a strict
definition, which will only serve as a Procrustean bed into which phe-
nomena must be fit - or be rejected» I propose to make the definition
of behavioralism a focus for inquiry, a procedure which may shed some :

light on the different facets of behavioralism,

C. Behavioralist controversies

1) The:value of values.

The question of the place of values in political inquiry is one on
which conflict and consensus coexist among behavioralists. While behavior-
alists agree on the logical distinction between statements of fact and
value judgments, they differ on the role the behavioral political scientist
ought to pursue regarding valuation. Heinz Eulau wrote:

Which is the man in whose service the behavioral persuasion
finds its reason for existence? Is he a democratic man? A just

man? A power-seeking man? Is he a man who must be controlled

because he is brutish and nasty? Or 1s he a man who must be lib-

erated from the shackles of oppression to live a dignified 1life?

These are philosophical questions better left to the philosophers.
Different men have different values, pursue different goals. The behavioral
political scientist can and should investigate and study these values, but
as to preferences of some values over others, he should remain neutral and

silent, even when his findings "are put to the service of good as well as

evil, of freedom as well as slavery, of life as well as death. In this
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respect a science of politics only shares the supreme dilemma of all the
sclences, natural and behavioral. It would be most presumptuous to assume
that political science has at its disposal knowledge of good and evil; of
Justice and injustice, of right and wrong.'v'21 In a later work, Eulau takes
a more moderate position, asserting that: "For there is nothing in the
logic of science that compels the scientist to commit himself to ome of
several conflicting public purposes -~ or to withhold his commitment,

n22 The behavioral political

Commitment is as defensible as its opposite.
sclentist is first and foremost a scientist and his supreme loyalty is to
the canons of science. The dilemma of commitment or moncommitment is a
private personal dilemma and the fact that he is a political ‘scientist is
only of secondary importance. But now Eulau introduces a new element:
Only if the scientist is a free man can he perform his work,

and only if he is a free man can he make the moral choice of par-

ticipating in or abstaining from political life. I would argue,

therefore, that in this respect, at least, science itself dictates

a moral choice. Hence the scientist must be forever vigilant lesE3

the freedoms necessary for his scientific work be infringed upon.
The behavioralist commits himself to freedom not because it is a universal
"good," not because all men ought to be free, but only because lack of
freedom may interfere with his scientific work. He is not concerned with
all types of freedom - only with the "freedoms necessary for his scientific
work." The choice that science dictates here is not moral -~ as Eulau claims,
it 1s purely egotistical. Science 1s here the ultimate value; freedom
merely its servant. This position itself is a value judgment.

A somewhat different position is taken by David Eastont

Ethical evaluation and empirical explanation involve two differ-

ent kinds of propositions that, for the sake of clarity, should be

kept analytically distinct. However, a student of political behavior

is not prohibited from asserting propositions of either kind separ-~

ately or in combination as long as he does not mistake one for the
other.
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This is a more relaxed and moderate position than the one Eulau took--the
fact-value separation is kept intact, but rather than leave valuations out-
side of the scope of the behavioralists' research, Easton allows them to
remain, as long as theilr distinctness from empirical findings and their
non-scientific status are recognized.

A third stance is taken by Eugene Meehan, a strong advocate of a

science of politics.
Because science cannot condemn genocide, is the political scientist
to remain neutral on the subject? Surely, in political science, per-
haps more than elsewhere, there are stupidities to be exposed, icons
to be shattered, injustices to be damned, evils to be remedied, waste
to be deplored, and myths to be exploded. If the academician repudi-
ates all responsibility in such matters, especially in areas where his
competence extends far beyond that of the man in the street, or the
man in Congress, where on earth can responsibility 1ie? Knowledge al-
ways carries responsibility.25
The political scientist is different from other scientists by his subject
matter, and this particular subject matter, namely politics, makes differ-
ent demands upon him than the subject matter of other social or natural
scientists. The behavioral political scientist, according to Meehan's
interpretation, has a difficult load to carry, a difficult task to pursue,
He must adhere to the universal canons of science, but at the same time he
cannot ignore the special calling in the realm of politics. He must be
like other scientists, and at the same time different.

Rather than representing a point of agreement, the behavioralist
basic tenet of the logical separation of fact and value represents a con-
tinuum, a spectrum along which different behavioralists will place them-
selves at different points. At one end of the spectrum will be found the
Eulau position which bids the behavioralist to remain silent on value

questions; somewhere in the middle is Easton, who allows the behavioral

political scientist to speak of value issues as long as he is aware of
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their distinctness from factual statements and of their nonw<scientific
status. At the other end of the spectrum, Eugene Meehan insists that
the behavioralist should address himself to valuations if he is to re=

main true to his profession.

2) The place of theory in behavioralism

Somit and Tanenhaus postulate that

Research should be theory oriented and theory directed.
Ideally, inquiry should proceed from carefully developed theoret~
ical formulations which yield;. in turn, 'operational-izable'
hypotheses. Since theory must take into account the nature,
scope and variety of the phenomena under study, the behavioralist
speaks of 'low=level,' 'middle-level,' and general theory. The
ultimate objective is the development of 'overarching' general-
izations which will accurately describe the interrelated phenom-
ena in the same fashion, to use a threadbare illustration, tggt
Newton's laws once geemed to account for the physical world,

But the behavioralist is asked to be not only theoretical, but also empir-
ical, and as Vernon Van Dyke sees things, 'when a contradiction develops
between the desire for a high level of generality and the desire for a
high degree of reliability, the latter prevails."27

Van Dyke's solution for resolving the contradiction has not been
accepted by all behavioralists. There is a conflict among those behaviore’
alists who seek a high level of generality, or "overarching theory," and

those who seek a high degree of reliability.

David Easton was the earliest and most forceful advocate of the

theoretical orientation among behavioralists. 1In hiS‘Tﬁé Political Systeé;
published in 1953, he reviewed the state of the discipline and put forward
suggestions for improvement. There is no such thing as a pure fact, says
Easton. "A fact is a particular ordering of reality in terms of a theoret«

ical interest."?8 There is an infinity of facts from which every scientist
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selects and orders only a small number; the criteria for selecting and
ordering these facts, whether conscious or unconscious, are theoretical.
The scientist comes to empirical reality already equipped with a frame
of reference, or "conceptual framework." There are different levels of
theorizing; a "singular generalization" establishes relations between
two variables, a ''marrow guage' theory conmnects a few singular general-
izations. The highest state of theorizing is "systematic theory," “the
conceptual framework within which a whole discipline is cast."29 It is
this "systematic" or 'general' theory that is Easton's main concern.
Looking at the state of political science, Easton finds it wanting in
many respects. Political scientists have still not uncovered the "hard
core of political power in society," they accept political conditions as
glven and neglect to study political change. The concepts of political
science remain vague, ambiguous and imprecise. The‘main reason for this
"malaise of political scilence" is the neglect of genmeral theory; such a
theory in political science will serve as a "master plan for empirical
research.”" It will give political science a central focal point which
it 1s so lacking; it will help bring out areas in which research is
needed, and will add to the reliability of research already undertaken.
To be a mature science, political science must become a theoretical
science. At the present, political scientists are too concerned with the
accumulation of facts; this conception of science that political science

has adopted 1s too narrow.

At the present, highly empirical stage in the development of
the social sciences, there is little need to insist that scientific
knowledge must be well grounded in facts. What does need emphasis,
however, is that in and of themselves, facts do not enable us to
explain or understand an event. Facts must be ordered in some way
so that we can see their connections. The higher the level of gen~
erality in ordering such facts and clarifying their relations, the
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0
broader will be the range of explanation and underst:anding."3

31
In 1965, Easton ceases to seek for one unifying ''general theory," but
he still emphasizes the importance of theory for a science of politics.
The behavioral revolution was a dual revolution « it was a revolution in
the techniques used by political scientists to gather and order data, but
it was also a theoretical revolution.

'Behavioralism' means more than scientific techniques, more
than rigor. This alone would indeed mean rigor mortis as its
critics from the traditional point of view, both classical and
institutional, have been quick and correct to indicate. The be<
havioral approach testifies3§o the coming of .age of theory in the
social sciences as a whole.

Easton i1s well aware of the tension between the demands to theorize,
on the one hand, and to be empirical on the other hand. General theory
may become so abstract that it becomes difficult to relate to reality.

But whereas Van Dyke states that the level of generality of a theory must
be determined by empirical considerations, Easton says that

to demand that a theory be actually verifiable at each stage
of its development would impose on it-an unnecessary severe burden,
All that we need demand of theoretical research is that in 3
principle we are able to test it by reference to sensory data.

Easton calls for "the autonomy of theoretical research." Theory should
not be hound by "facts'" - it should be given a free reign to wander and
search for insights.

Eulau's critique of Easton is different from that of Van Dyke.
Easton's systems theory is untestable because of its teleological nature,
and "scientific research can test only causal, not teleological hypotheses."34

David Easton, one of the central figures of behavioralism, is then

promptly relegated by Eulau into the ranks of the "ancients," those who

study political science in traditional, unscilentific ways, rather than in

"modern' ways.
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Behavioral political science today is just as fragmented and hetero-
geneous, and maybe even more so, than the political science that Easton de-
scribed in 1953. It employs a multitude of approaches, methods and theow
ries, its findings are incomparable to one another and noncumulative. Some
behavioralists see this as attesting to the vitality and drive of behaviore
alism, and consequently view any attempt to organize the discipline around
a comprehensive framework as a danger to its vitality. Others view this
state of affairs as chaotic and intolerable, and continue the search for

"overarching theory."

3) The units-of-analysis controversy.

The problem of the proper unit of analysis for social and political
inquiry is one of the most important and complex problems of the social ‘sci-
ences. A full discussion of this problem will be made in the next chapter.35
The more modest aim here is to present the controversy among behavioralists
about the "proper" unit of analysis for political research.

Behavioralism in its narrow meaning was a reaction to the "institution-
alism" of traditional political science. Easton36 discerns three phases in
the development of traditional political science. In the first phase, po=~
litical scientists focused their research on govermment institutions with
the emphasis on their legal and formal aspects. In the second phase, the
focus was still on government institutions, but the legalistic approach was
rejected in favor of a realist approach: the search for the '"real" source
of power as opposed to the one constitutionally defined. In the third phase
emphasis shifted from govermmental to non-governmental structures. The

realm of politics has been widened, and the "governmental process" is now

viewed as interactions among social groups, with the purpose of influencing



35

governmental structures.

Although there are marked differences among these three phases, their
common denominator is their exclusion of the individual actor, his desires,
needs, motivations, and purposes., Statements like "the govermment decided,"

' say nothing about the individuals who make up the govern~

"the group opposes,'
ment, or compose the group. A decision by a group is simultaneously a deci-
sion by each individual within it. The main concern of traditional political
science, in all its phases, was the decision of the collective, not that of
individuals who compose it. Interest groups, political parties, parliaments;
governments, etc., were viewed as "black boxes' responding to stimuli, with
little or no concern for the human element.

The behavioralists sought to reintroduce man as an actor in the polite
ical realm. Thus, we find Kirkpatrick stating that

"the orientation to the study of political science that I identify

by the term political behavior 1, rejects political institutions

as the basic unit for research and identifies the behavior of 37

individuals in political situations as the basic unit of analysis.
Lasswell and Kaplan declare

Central throughout are persons and their acts, not “governé&

ments' and 'states.' Terms like 'state,' 'governmment,' 'law,'

'power' ~ all the traditional vocabulary of political science <

are words of ambiguous reference until it is clegg how they are

to be used in describing what people say and do.
And to Eulau "the political behavior of the individual is the central and
crucial empirical datum of the behavioral approaches to politics."39

But difficult methodological problems arise when the individual be-
comes the empirical unit of analysis. Political events are usually large-
scale events. It is very difficult, if not impossible, to treat such cen-

tral topics of political science as war and peace, revolution and stability

in terms of individuals. Behavioralists whose main concern is the study of
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international relations or comparative politics, seldom refer to the pos~-
tulate that the individual is the behavioralist unit of analysis. What is
found instead is the statement:

The emerging analytical framework in contemporary political
theory is the concept of system whether it is employed at the level
of sub natiomal, regional, or structural units such as communitieg,
legislative bodies or committees, at the level of national polits 40
ical units, or at the level of the international political system.

Thus, the "Political System," an analytic general framework, is the central
unit of analysis for some behavioralists, rather than the individual as an
empirical unit of analysis. There is a close connection between the contro=-
versy over the behavioralist unit of analysis, and the controversy over the
place of theory in behavioralist research. Those behavioralists who insist
that theory must be empirically verifiable also insist that the individual
be the unit of empirical analysis. Those behavioralists who seek a "general
framework" for political science will use "system" as thlie central theoretical
unit of amalysis. Those who insist on the individual as the basic unit of
analysis and on the verifiability of theory pay for their strict empiricism
by limiting the scope of political inquiry.

The student who takes a behavioral approach is not likely to
ask broad and vague questions like'what caused the decline and fall
of the Roman Empire?' or whether the military power available to
the Soviet block 15 greater than the power available to the West,
or whether liberalism is likely to triumph in Africa...Rather, he
is 1likely to stick to questiggs that call for a relatively narrow
range of evidence and logic.

As was demonstrated, not all behavioralists agree with this statement.

Those who see the "political system" as the basic theoretical unit of anal-
ysis of political :science :deal  with : large-scale political processes.

They increase the scope of political inquiry at the price of empirical valid-

ity and the exclusion of the individual person from politics. Heinz Eulau

is aware of the similarity between the ''system" type of political analysis
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and traditional political analysis, "invariably the system or whole turns
out to be the 'state' of old."42

Thus, the concept that for some behavioralists marked a watershed
in the scientific development of political science stands now exposed by
others as nothing but a new term for a traditional concept.

In the rare cases when the same political phenomenon can be analyzed
by different conceptual models having different units of analysis, each
conceptual model will result in a different explanation for the same phe~
nomenon.43 Thus, an adoption of a certain unit of analysis by a political
scientist will have a great influence on the scope, the reliability and
even the nature of his findings. Behavioralist political scientists employ
different units of analysis, empldy different conceptual frameworks, and

differ amongst themselves over the proper scope of the disci--- cth. Ji:

pline and the reliability of their respective findings.

4) Behavioralism: Pure science or applied science?

In 1950 David Easton wrote an article in which he describes a major

44

transformation in Harold D. Lasswell's intellectual development.

There are two distinctly different phases in Lasswell's develop~
ment. The first phase extended approximately from 1934 to 1940 inso-
far as its boundaries can be detected in his writings. In this period
he was concerned solely with the development of a purely scientific,
objective science of politics. Adhering to the Weberian tradition,
he maintained that values lay beyond the margin of the social scientist
qua scientist. In this view the task of the political scientist con-
sisted solely in discovering valid universal generalizations., Amoral-
ity was the password. But with the ouzgreak of the Second World War
his thinking entered into a new phase.

Lasswell could not remain aloof from an event such as World War II
which threatened the very existence of western civilization. '"In the second

phase, on the contrary, he believes passionately that the social sciences
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are doomed to sterility unless they accept the contemporary challenge and
say something about our ultimate social objectives."46 Lasswell is a
"gcholar divided against himself," he seeks,on the one hand, to make the
study of politics "scilentific" ~ exact, objective, ordered; on the other
hand he recognizes that a science of politics that does not address itself
to "social objectives" is a doomed enterprise. In a world of peril, the
political scientist cannot remain 'meutral," he must become a "policy sci-~
entist" -~ commit himself to the survival of democracy.

It is ironic, perhaps, that a generation after Lasswell underwent
this intellectual transformation, David Easton himself underwent a very
similar transformation in his intellectual development, In his IEE

Political System, Easton warns that undue emphasis on the reformative and

prescriptive aspects in the research of political scientists may deflect
resources needed for establishing a solid base of scientific knowledge.
"At the 1east,-the application of knowledge ought not to overshadow the
discovery of general.causal relations; at the most, it ought to play only

47 Political

a secondary role in the first stages of a social science,"
science is "immature," its store of knowledge is small and not very reli=
able. The main concern of political scientists should be to expand their
store of knowledge and to increase its reliability tefore 1t can be applied,
In 1957, Easton's position becomes considerably less moderate.
If there is one feature for which behavioral research is indeed
distinguished, it 1s this: the new political science conceives of
its objectives as first and foremost the pursuit of pure or unapplied
knowledge. It begins with the assumption that to change an institu-
tion one must first understand hogsit works and that the task of
understanding has scarcely begun.

Although in The Political System, Easton recognizes the need to continue a

reformative political science, he wants to subordinate it to the search
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for pure knowledge. But later, no mention is made of that need, no sense
of urgency is felt. Political scientists can go on leisurely with their
research until that day in the future when they !decide:they have 'énough-
'hard" knowledge and:are.ready:to help society.

The events of the 1960's in the United States were for David Easton
what World War II was for Harold Lasswell. The Viet Nam War, the political
assagssinations, race riots, the "discovery" of poverty, these caused”Easton
to rethink his position on the proper role of behavioral political science,
In 1969 he writes: '"Mankind today is working under the pressure of time,
Time is no longer on our side."49 The world is in crisis, the political
sclentist can no longer stand aside and continue leisurely to seek basic
knowledge. ''We can no longer take the ideal scientific stance of behavior-
alism that because of the limitations of our understanding, application is
premature and must await future basic research."50

Lasswell suggested that if political science is to contribute to the
survival of democracy, the political scientist should become a "policy sci-
entist" -~ make his research useful for democratic policy makers. But
Easton is aware of the difficulties involved here.

In the application of his knowledge the political scientist
explicitly, or unwittingly, accepts the value premises of those

he serves. His posture of neutrality has the added consequence

of undermining his will or capacity 114 challenge the broader pur=

poses to which his knowledge is put.

Instead, Easton suggests the establishment of "A Federation of Social
Scientists" -~ an organization that will include social scientists from
various disciplines who will .concerm themselves with current major
problems, will study them, suggest solutions, and will work for their

implementation.

As a result of his intellectual transformation, David Easton sees
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now the whole discipline in a new light. Not only do the policy scientists
accept the current value premises, even those behavioralists not directly
involved with policy issues, those who searched for "pure" scilence, have
also been subservient to the 'prevailing political or moral premises about
what 18 desirable or possible."52 Political science has failed to antici-
pate the major crises of the 1960's, it has not addressed itself to the
problems of violence, poverty, race, urban crises, etc. The discipline
wore "collective blinders;" it was guilty of selective inattention., It
never challenged the value premises of the national leadership; it never
examined its own normative premises.

An intellectual transformation is a painful experience. 0ld and
cherished beliefs, assumptions and values must be discarded, mistakes
must be admitted. Knowing how most of mankind find it so difficult to
part with their comfortable set of basic guiding ideas even in the pre<
sence of facts that contradict them, the development that Lasswell and
Easton underwent seems the more remarkable. But because they could not
reject all their past commitments, both seek a compromise between their
old self and their newly-discovered world. Both seek to avoid a too pain-
ful "cognitive dissonance,” both are "scholars divided against themselves,"
seeking ways to restore the tranquility they experienced before an internal
struggle disrupted it. This search for inner psychic consistency leads to
intellectural inconsistency.

The first phase in Lasswell's development is called by Easton, the
"elitist phase." Influenced by Pareto, Lasswell sees political science as
the study of the value hierarchy in any society with emphasis on the top
of this hierarchy - the elite. But an elitist conceptual framework is

antagonistic to democracy, says Easton. It assumes that in any society,
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power and influence are concentrated in a few hands. In his second phase

of intellectual development, Lasswell insists on support for democracy,

but now "it becomes contradictory to seek to preserve and extend democracy
while at the same time insisting that power lies in the hands of the few."53
Lasswell does not discard entirely the elitist framework.

’,

Lasswell seems now in the process of scrapping the elitist
framework, but instead of clearly revealing the non-demoeratic
underpinning of this schema, he unsuccessfully attempts to recon-=
cile elitism with democratic assumptions. The elite is ngy re-
defined as the masses out of which the leaders are drawn.

Rather than a clear break with the past,fLasswell continues to use his
favorite terminology, but he redefines it in such a way that it now means
the opposite of its original meaning.

For Easton, too, the break with the past is' difficult, Although his
intellectual transformation enables him to see the world in a new light, he
clings desperately to his pet schema, systems analysis, and continues to
declare its usefulness.

This mode of analysis suggests that at the outset we inquire
into the presence or absence of demands for the considerations of
these matters most directly related to the critical issues of' the
day. Who, if anyone, has put demands into the system about these
issues? What kinds of needs and wants give rise to demands that
have been made? Why were the demands so slow in emerging during
the last two decades as the present crises were taking shape?

The fact remains that many, not all of them even social scientists, asked
these questions, anticipated the crises to come, without the ald of systems
analysis, and that those political scientists, well equipped with "scientific
tools," including Easton himself, remained silent.

The process of intellectual development that Lasswell and Easton under=
went has been described above because its importance transcends its merely

personal aspect. It serves to illustrate the controversy among and within

behavioraligts as to their proper function in society. It also causes one
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to feel that there must be something wrong in a conception of a science of
politics when two of its most distinguished and sensitive practitioners
must change their outlook under the impact of world conflicts. It is,
indeed, strange to find political scilentists, with thelr long tradition of
studying conflicts, wars, revolutions and upheavals, being taken by sure
prise by such events, overwhelmed, and starting a search for "new" means

for coping with such events intellectually.

Summary

In this chapter I have, first, chosen the term "behavioralism" over other
terms which I found deficient. 1In facing the problem of defining behavior-
alism, I have suggested that more precision in definition may be achieved
as a result of this inquiry, rather than be postulated at its inception.
Some controversies among behavioralists over the proper place of values,
the proper unit of analysis and the proper role of theory in behavioral
inquiry ©-have - been discussed. Another controversy involved the role of
the behavioralist as a policy scientist. Although an examination of empir-
ical and theoretical work done by behavioralists is reserved for the next
chapters.in this dissertation (in this chapter I rely almost wholly on
programmatic works of behavioralists), it already seems apparent that while
behavioralists are united in viewing sclence as their goal, they have

different conceptions of the meaning of science.
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CHAPTER II

CRITICS AND BEHAVIORALISTS

A, Critiques of Behavioralism

Behavioralism was met with criticism from its inception, and the
debate between behavioralists and their critics continues into the present.
The critics come from all segments of the discipline, and even from within
the behavioral movement. While the early critics represented an "old,"
philosophical, and traditional politicél science, many young political
sclentists became critics of behavioralism, especlally in the late.1960's.

Among the most notable early critics of behavioralism were

Hans J. Morgenthau, who in his Sclentific Man Versus Power Politics,1 which

was published in 1946, criticized a political science that ignores or min-
imizes the importance of power in human affairs, and seeks sclentific solu-
tions to social and political problems. Eric Voegelin, in his The New

Science of Politics,2 which was published in 1952, criticized mainly the

pretensions of the new political science to value neutrality. Another

major critique of behavioralism was Bernard Crick's The American Science

of Politics,3 published in 1959. Crick traced the history of American
political science, and the interrelationships between developments in
the discipline and different ' currents in American political thought. He
was highly critical of the Chicago school and especlally 1its two major

figures, Merriam and Lasswell.

46
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The debate between behavioralists and their critics has reached what
must be corisidered its shrillest moment upon the publication of Essays on

the Scientific Study of Politics4 in 1962. The book consists of four es-

says, the first, by Walter Berns, is a critique of wvarious voting studies.
The second, by Herbert J. Storing, the book's editor, is a critique of the
work of Herbert Simon. In the third essay, Leo Weinstein criticizes the
work of Arthur F. Bentley, and the fourth by Robert Horwitz is a critique
of Harold Lasswell's writings. All four writers were students of
Leo Strauss, who wrote the epllogue to this work. The book was less than
generous to those criticized. To clte a telling example:
The new political scilence puts a premium on observations which can
be made with the utmost frequency, and therefore by people of the
meanest capacity. Thus it frequently culminates in observations
made by people who are not intelligent about péople who are not

intelligent.5

The review of this work in the American Political Science Review was just

as harsh, for example: "This is a serious book, deadly serious, fanatically
serious."6 This debate hides a double irony: The book was criticized by
John H. Schaar and Sheldon S. Wolin, both non-behavioralists, Both became
later critics of behavioralism, and Wolin in particular utilized arguments
similar to those he criticizes now.

Some major behavioralist figures have also been critical of hehavior-
alism, mainly of its narrow view, that which posits the individual as the
sole unit of analysis for behavioral research, David Easton, David Truman,
and V.0. Key, Jr. all point out that such a view excludes from behavioral
research phenomena important for understanding political life.

Robert A. Dahl emphasized the ahistorical character of such research.7
The late 1960's witnessed a new wave of criticism directed at behavior-

alism., This wave was distinguished not so much by the originality of the
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critiques, as by their great vigor and quantity, and by the fact that they
were written mostly by a younger generation of political scientists.8 It
was not accidental that this new wave of criticism coincided with growing
unrest in the United States over international and domestic i1ssues.

What is the content of the many critiques directed at behavioralism?
What were behavioralists criticized for?

The critiques can'be classified under two broad categories: 1) cri-
tiques concerning values; 2) critiques concerning the political. It will
become evident shortly that these two categories are far from resembling

water-tight compartments, but are rather open to Interactions between them.

1) Critiques concerning values

a) The behavioral political scientist, or for that matter anybody else,
can never become value free. This is probably the most often repeated
critique of behavioralism.

The recognition of facts requires not only sensory awareness, but

judgments as to value and significance. As a matter of fact, it

is only by fitting the data made available to the senses into some

preformulated conceptual scheme that the individual is able to

perceive facts at all," -
wrote John H. Hallowell in 1944.9

The same view 1s repeated in 1972. "The experience of which we are
aware has already been selected and shaped by the mind itself."0 This is
the Kantian view which sees the human mind as active, searching, and dis-
tinguishing among sense impressions according to categories which precede
these impressions in the mind.

Another explanation for the inability of behavioralilsts to achieve

objectivity refers to "Mannheim's paradox."

With increasing frequency and self-assurance, the scientific objecs
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tivity of American social science is proclaimed by some of its pro-
minent practitioners. Various explanations-are offered for the on-
gset of social science's golden age, but central to most of them is
the claim that modern social sclence has managed to resolve
Mannheim's Paradox, namely, that in the pursuit of truth, the social
scientist himself 1s handicapped by the narrow focus and distortions
implicit in ideological thought,
11
wrote Joseph LaPalombara. Peter Euben chides behavioralists for their
failure "to confront Mannheim's Paradox."l? Karl Mannheim, like Marx,
wrote that "our thinking is determined by our social position."13 Here
the mind's distortion of reality results from forces external to itself.
Mannheim admitted that objections based upon the relativity of knowledge
can be directed at Marx himself. To save himself from the same fate,

' Accord-

Mannheim invented the concept of "free-floating intellectuals.'
ing to Mannheim, the intellectuals alone are free from attachment to any
social interest. Intellectuals are recruited from all social strata, but
their affinity is based on their common education. They represent all
points of view in a society, but are able to examine critically their own
social roots, and arrive at the objective interest of society as a whole.

However, according to the above critiques, behavioralists cannot be-
come value free, either because of preconceptions within the mind, or be-
cause of forces external to the mind.

b) A second critique directed at behavioralism concerning the ques-
tion of values is the assertion by behavioralists that they themselves
have no values: ''Whereas acting man has necessarily chosen values, the new
political sclentist as pure spectator is not committed to any value; in
particular he is neutral in the conflict between liberal democracy and its

nl4 wrote Leo Strauss.

enenies,
Here, it seems, that to the extent that the behavioralist has succeeded

in realizing his goal of value-neutrality, he is being criticized for it.
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c) But a little later Strauss writes that "there is then more than
a mysterious pre-established harmony between the new political science
and a particular version of liberal democracy."ls
d) And to add to the confusion, Strauss also criticizes the behavior-
alists for treating all values as equal. They are "teaching the equality
of values," and "denying that there are things which are intrinsically high
and others which are intrinsically low."16
The same view i1s shared by Voegelin, who criticized Weber, and by
implication, behavioralists, who 'treated all values as equal."17
e) Another critique of behavioralism blames behavioralists not for
treating all values as equal, but for preferring some values to others.
It speaks of the 'inevitable tendencies within the behavioral approach
to view with approval the political system as static, closed, conservative."
To sum up, then, behavioralists have been criticized for being unable
to achieve theilr goal of ethical neutrality, for being able to achleve that

same goal, for treating all values as equal, for preferring liberal democ<

racy, and for preferring a conservative political system.

2) Critiques concerning the political

One of the most often repeated critiques of behavioralism is that
behavioralists avoid research on important political problems. Behavior=

alists, wrote the editors of Apolitical Politics "select their topics not

by any criterion of political significance. but rather by criteris deter-

19 Eric Voegelin asserted that)

mined by their methodology,"
"the use of method as the criterion of sclence abolishes theoretical
relevance. As a consequence, all propositions concerning facts will
be promoted to the dignity of science, regardless ofzaheir relevance,
as long as they result from a correct use of method.

18
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Bernard Crick states that: "It 1s deemed more Important to reach statis-
tically testable conclusions than socially significant generalizations."2
And David Truman criticized behavioralists for "defining the problem at
hand in terms of a favorite technique rather than insisting that the
problem set the technique."22
Implicit in all these statements is the assumption that following the
criterion of "method," or "technique," or searching for "statistically test-
able conclusions,”" one cannot examine important social and political prob-
lems. Two questions immediately come into mind: 1) Is this i correct as-
sumption? 2) If, as the critics claim, it is correct, why is it so?
There 1s, however, another question that demands further analysis. What
are those '"'socially significant generalizatioms,” those 'problems," or
"criteria of political significance' that behavioralists presumably neglect?
Or in other words, what is the ''political®™?
The critics give more than one amswer to this question, As early as
1957 Arnold A. Rogow wrote an article aptly titled "Whatever Happened to
the Great Issues?" It is the "great issues" which have been neglected.
Rogow lists some of them.
To begin with, the present capitalist system has not abolished poverty
and want. There are still between twenty and thirty million people
in the United States, according to government f%gures, who live on
incomes at or near the base subsistence level.
Another great issue is the question of "the morality of planned obsolescence
in a wérld of scércit} and want."24 Rogow is well aware that "many of the
'great issues' are value 1ssues."?® What is "politically significant" then,
are great issues which are value issues, questions of right and wrong, jus-

tice and injustice, equality and inequality.

Another answer to the question "what is the political?" is provided
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by Leo Strauss:
The reduction of the political to the sub-political is the reduc-
tion of primarily given wholes to elements which are relatively
simple, that is, sufficiently simple for the research purpose at
hand yet necessarily susceptible of being analyzed into simpler
elements ad infinitum. It implies that there cannot be genuine
wholes. Hence it implies that there cannot be a common good.26
The political then, is the whole, though Strauss is far from explicit as
to what he means by a "whole." Sheldon Wolin explains: "Of all the au-
thoritative institutions in society, the political arrangement has been
singled out as uniquely concerned with what is common to the whole com-
munity."27 Strauss does not claim that behavioralists ignore the political
because it is unsusceptible to behavioral methods. On the contrary, he sees
these methods as successful, too successful, in effect, for they have reduced
the political whole tonon~political parts. Moreover, they have eliminated
the "common good." Strauss, like Rogow, views thepolitical as inherently

' "common

imbedded in universal values - Rogow's "great issues" and Straus
good" both refer to ultimate universal questions of value.
Another component of the political is evident in Wolin's description,
where he speaks of a "political arrangement," and of "authoritative insti-
tutions." But, claims Leo Strauss, behavioralists have relegated to the
background the legal and institutional arrangements of society.28 As noted
earlier, some behavioralists have made this same critique. David Easton
wrote in 1953:
A rounded analysis of a political event, therefore, requires some
attention to the situation as well as to the psychological data in-
volved. Although this fact seems, at this point, to be obvious,
the truth is that numerous efforts at investigating the psycholog-
ical aspects of activity still tend to ignore the situational de-
terminant. A good portion of psychological research leaves the
unmistakable impression that motivations are the primary, if not
exclusive, factor in'shaping political institutions.29

And David Truman wrote in 1955:
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The center of gravity in the behavioral sciences is individual or
at least non«institutional in character. This implies that an
uncritical adoption of the methods and propositions of behavioral
science involves taking over the questions and problems - and
limitations - of the latter and §bat one who does so risks cease
ing to be a political scientist.

Political institutions, then, are a major component of the political, and

according to the critics, behavioralists ignore these institutioms.

In his important article "Political Theory as a Vocation,"31
Sheldon Wolin sets out to search for the implications of the behavioralists'
emphasis on the need for scientific methods for improving the study of po-
litics. Wolin rejects the idea that "methods per se do not presuppose a
philosophical view of things, but are neutral or instrumental, analagous
to the technician in being indifferent to the purpose of their master."32
The adoption of method has profound implications for the scientist
and his findings; Wolin stresses two of these implications:

The alleged neutrality of a methodist's training overlooks sig-
nificant philosophical assumptions admittedly incorporated into the
outlook of those who advocate scientific inquiry into politics.
These assumptions are such as to reinforce an ungritical v%gw of
all existing political structures and all that they imply,

Here Wolin states the familiar position that adoption of scientific modes
of inquiry leads the political scientist to accept the status quo uncrit-
ically. It is the second implication in the adoption of method that is
more interesting: 'For the employment of method assumes, even requires,
that the world be of one kind rather than another if technique is to be
effective."34 Thus, from the goal of behavioralists to search for regu-
larities and uniformities in human behavior, "it follows that the method-
ist is in trouble when the world exhibits 'deformities' or emergent

'irregularities' because there are inherent limits to the kinds of questions

which the methodist deems appropriate."35
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A somewhat similar opinion is voiced by Hans J., Morgenthau:

Modern theorists of politics are repelled by history; for history

is the realm of the accidental, the contingent, the unpredictable.

They are instead fascinated by the rational model of the natural

sciences, which appears to be free of these blemishes that stand

in the way of the thorough rationalization of politics.36

Thus, according to Wolin and Morgenthad,in order for the scientific
student of poliltics to achieve his goal of describing and explaining regu-~

larities and uniformities in human behavior, the social world itself must

be "regular," devoid of upheavals, "deformities," wars, Thus, the third
component of the political, the phenomenon of conflict, is eliminated from

the repertoire of behavioralism,
Summary

I have discussed ten. critiques directed at behavioralism., Under the
rubric of critiques concerning values, were the critiques that 1) behavior=
alists cannot achieve value neutrality because a) a priori categories in
the mind give form and meaning to.sense impressions, or b) the social matrix
in which the scientist works inevitably conditions and distorts his view of
reality; 2) behavioralists are not committed to any values; 3) behavior-
alists are committed to liberal democracy; 4) behavioralists treat all
values as equal; 5) there are inevitable tendencies within behavioralism
to support conservative political gystems, or to be uncritical of political
reality;

Under the rubric of critiques concerning the political, the critiques
were: 6) Behavioralists select topics for research by methodological cri-~
teria rather than by critéria of political significance; 7) Behavioralists
ignore "great issues" because they involve values; 8) Behavioralists have

rejected the political conceived as the common good; 9) Behavioralists
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ignore political institutions; 10) Behavioralists cannot study conflict and
history.

The critics' image of the political is that of values, in terms of
the common good, or "great issues," over which there is societal conflict

that is managed by political institutions.

At this point I will introduce a further distinction among the cri-
tiques of behavioralism. What critiques address themselves to inherent or
inevitable shortcomings of behavioralism conceived here as a program for
research into political life? And what critiques are directed at short-
comings of individual behavioralists? This distinction has been largely
overlooked both by behavioralists and their critics; moreover, the signifi~
cance of this distinction cannot be overemphasized. 1If it can be demon=:
strated, as I will attempt to do, that many of the critiques directed at
behavioralism actually refer to shortcomings of certain individuals, as
distinct from problems inherent in behavioralism, the debate between the
behavioralists and their crities will be, of necessity, perceived in a
different light.

Thus in analyzing the work of behavioralists I will use this list of
critiques and ask for each critique: 1Is it inherent in the behavioral pro-
gram? Or, is it due to an error committed by an individual behavioralist?
Or, is the critique justified at all? Are behavioralists inherently and
inevitably not value neutral, or were just some behavioralists not value
neutral? Is it inherent for behavioralists to treat all values as equal,
or did some behavioralists treat all values as equal, or did behavioralists
really treat all values as equal, and so on with the rest of the critiques.

Another distinction that must be added here is a distinction between
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methods. Critiques of behavioralism often speak of "method" and "methodists,"
Behavioralism, however, consists of many and varied methods and approaches.

Is it possible then that shortcomings attributed to behavioralism are short-
comings of certain of the methods used by behavioralists, and that other

behavioral methods are free of these shortcomings?

B. Evaluating Behavioralism by Its Own Criteria

Besides the criteria provided by the critics of behavioralism, it is
important, for the sake of fairness, to evaluate the work of behavioralists
by their own criteria by which they themselves consider the proper way of
conducting a scientific inquiry. Abraham Kaplan differentiates hetween
"logic in use'and "recomstructed logic." '"Logic in use" refers to the ac-
tual work done by the scientist, while the "reconstructed logid'refers to
the explicit formulation of the "correct rules" and principles for con=
ducting scientific inquiry,

A reconstructed logic is not a description, but rather an idealiza-

tion of scientific practice. Not even the greatest of scientists

has a cognitive style which is wholly and perfectly logical, and

the most brilliant piece of research still betrays its all-too-

human divigations. The logic-in-use is embedded in a matrix of an

alogic-in-use, even an illogic-in-use. The reconstruction ideal-
1zes the logic of science only in showing us what it would be if

it were extracted and refined to utmost purity.

Moreover, in evaluating behavioralist "logic in use" with its own ''reconw=
structed logic," it is not inevitably the logic in use that may be found
lacking. It might as well be concluded that the reconstructed logic may
be deficient.

I will now turn to a discussion of three principles of behavioral

réconstructed logic: the ideal of scientific explanation, the ideal link—:

age of levels of analysis, and the ideal dependent and independent variablés
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for a behavioral study of politics.

1. The ideal of scilentific explanation

Behavioralists constantly stress theilr search for regularities of
behavior to be expressed in scientific generalizations. It would be fair
to assume, and it has been assumed,38 that they adopted the model of scien-
tific explanation proposed by logical positivists. This model, formulated
by, among others, Karl Popper and Carl G. Hempel, states that

to give a causal explanation of a certain specific eventmeans deducing

a statement describing this event from two kinds of premises, from

some universal laws, and from some singular or specific statements,
which we may call the specific initial conditions.39

A law can be universal only "if a statement of its meaning does not require
reference to any particular object or spatio-temporal location."40 This
form of explanation is the only one that is genuinely scientific because
each of its constituent parts can be objectively tested and falsified.

The sentence which states the determining or initial conditions can be
empirically tested, the universal law upon which the explanation is based
can also be empirically tested and the logic of the deduction, i.e., whether
the event to be explained logically follows from the premises can be exam-~
ined. This model of explanation, argue its adherents, can and should be
used in the natural sciences, the social sciences, and the study of history.
At a later date, Hempel added another type of explanation which he also
considered as scientific, "probabilistic explanation."41 A probabilistic
explanation, like a deductive explanation, is nomological, that is, it is
based on a general law, but that law is no longer universal; it does not
cover all the events to be explained, The law is probabilistic-statistical -

it can only state that if the determining conditions materialize, there is



58

a certain statistical probability that the event will follow, The crite-
rion of deduction was dropped because no particular event can be deduced
from a statistical 1aw.42
This model of scientific explanation has been subject to great contro-
versy. The best way to evaluate its usefulness is, I believe, by evaluating
it in the 1light of actual work done by behavioral political scientists.
This model of scientific explanation will also be used here as a measuring
rod to determine the extent to which behavioralists have approached this
scientific ideal.

2. Ideal linkage of levels of analysis:
Methodological individualism and political institutions

Central throughout are persons and their acts, not 'govermments'
and 'states.' Terms like 'state,' 'govermment,' 'law,' 'power' -
all the traditional vocabulary of political science - are words
of ambiguous reference until it is clgar how they are to be used
in describing what people say and do. 3

This statement, by Lasswell and Kaplan, is ummistakably similar to a doc-
trine known among philosophers of science as "methodological individualism."
Here 1s a similar statement by another adherent of this doctrine.

The ultimate constituents of the social world are individual
people who act more or less appropriately in the light of their
dispositions and understanding of their situation. Every complex
social situation, institution or event 1s the result of a particu-
lar configuration of individuals, their dispositions, situations,
beliefs and physical resources and environment. There may be un-
finished or halfway explanations of large~scale social phenomena
(say, inflation) in terms of other large-scale phenomena (say,
full employment), but we should not have arrived at rock bottom
explanations of such large-scale phenomena until we have deduced
an account of them from statements about the dispositions, beliefs,
resources and interrelations of individuals.

Thus, according to this doctrine, a political scientist cannot explain the

decline of parliaments by the increased power of the executilve branch of
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government, or the emergence of a military~industrial complex as a result
of the cold war - until he has deduced these collective terms from state-
ments about the behavior of individuals who compose these collective phe-
nomena. Involved here 1s the basic tenet of behavioralism that demands
that only data that has been obtained by observation should be accepted
as scientific data. Individuals can be observed, maintains the methodo~
logical individualist, while a "state'" cannot be.

There are,: however, great difficulties in translating the principle
of methodological individualism into practice.

a) Groups and institutions have properties that individuals do not
have. They have "emergent" properties. A group can be cohesive; an
individual cannot be. Admittedly, there are group properties that are in
the nature of a étatistical regularity of individual behavior. '"The cohe-
siveness of a group may be defined, say, as the ratio of the number of
people within the group with whom its members say they would prefer to be
stranded on a desert island to the total number of.votes for people within
and without the group."45

There are, however, institutional, holistic, molar or macroscopic
terms which cannot be reduced to regularities of individual behavior because
the terms themselves have a measure of vagueness around them. There is no
exact fit between the term and the phenomena it describes. "It is a marked
feature of our use of many collective terms that most of the individual
details in their extensions cannot be specified,"46 wrote Ernest Nagel.

b) Wholes and their properties cannot be observed, asserts the
methodological individualist, but in truth, certain aspects of Institutions

can be observed, and certain aspects of individual behavior cannot be ob=

served. A legislature in session can be observed, while the intentions of
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the individual legislators cannot be.47

c) Not only are many social facts irreducible to facts of individ~
ual behavior, social laws are irreducible to laws of individual behavior,
Social laws cannot be deduced from laws of individual behavior, the laws
of a social system may be different from the laws of its parts, but mainly
because composition laws, those which state the nature of the composition
of the parts and from which laws of the whole can be derived might break
down after a certain level of complexity. A composition law which states
how five individuals interact in a group may not be valid for a group of
a thousand people. A new variable in the form of fear of large numbers
of people may start to operate now with the result that prediction of in-
dividual behavior becomes impossible.48

Methodological individualism has been forged as a weapon against the
methodological principles of sociological or metaphysical holism, This
principle, in 1ts extreme form, views whole soclal systems as the proper
unit of analysis for the social sciences, and claims that individual be=
havior can be explained by holistic laws different than the laws of indi-
vidual behavior. The difficulty of this principle is that it must view
the role of "great men'" of history as insignificant. Since social life
is ruled by group laws, if this particular leader would not have risen,
a substitute one would have, and the course of history would not have been
changed. The debate between holists and individualists is not purely meth~
odological, but has also strong ideological overtones. Holism has been
criticized as being equivalent to historicism or historism, the view that
the course of history 1s pre-~determined by laws that cannot be resisted by

the individual.%® Holism has also been criticized for the famous "fallacy

of reification," viewing collective properties, such as the "will of the
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state'" as concrete, different and above the will of the citizen. Method-
ological individualism has been linked to liberal laissez-faire liberalism.>?
In 1971, Heinz Eulau published an important article ﬁhich adds a
great deal to the clarification of the Micro-Macro Dilemma.51 Eulau starts
by saying that "linking social units of different size and therefore, of
possibly different structural character, is the most important methodolog-
ical problem of political science."32 Political science is concerned with
units larger than individuals: pressure groups, political parties, wars,
revolutions, have been and still are the central foci of political science,

' seeks

and Eulau, knowing that "wholes are difficult to observe as wholes,'
to reconstruct wholes from the individuals composing them, 'The smaller
the units of action about which propositions are made, the more rigorous
seems to be the type of analysis that ensues; the larger the unit, the
more discursive the analysis is likely to be."53 When finding similari-
tles or differences between the behavior of individuals in several polit-
ical collectives like nations or parliaments, then behavioralists usuaily
explain these by shifting the level of analysis; ''macro-phenomena are used
to explain individual behavior, or, as the case may be, individual behavior
is used to explain macro~phenomena by way of inference."54 To be truly
scientific, a proposition about the behavior of collectives 'can be tested
at these units' own level and cannot be tested at the level of sub-units or
individual members." Like the ideal of a scientific explanation, this last
proposition of Eulau will also serve as a measuring rod to determine how in
fact behavioralists have treated the unit-of~analysis dilemma.

Eulau now differentiates among five types of properties that groups
or collective social phenomena have:

a) Integral properties. - A group's inv-igral properties belong only
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to the group as a whole, and not to its parts; they cannot be reduced to
properties of the individuals composing the group. There are four differ-
ent types of integral properties:

“1) "Descriptive attributes." - A group's "age" (the length of time
it existed is different from the ''median age' of its members), the group's
size or territorial or organizational boundary, or its wealth, the amount
of money collectively owned;.all these are the descriptive attributes of
a group.

11) "Organizational attributes." - These include a group's constitu-
tion, its rules of behavior, its rules for acceptance to the group, etc.

111) "External relations." - This refers to the type of relationships
between the group as a whole and other . fastitutions. There are three
types of such relationships -~ domination, subordination, or equality,

1v) "Action or performance." - This designates the fourth and last
type of a group's integral properties, mainly its decisions or policies..
Indications of such actilons are laws enacted, money spent, etc,

b) Distributive properties. — There are, according to Eulau, two

types of group distributive properties:

1) If the individuals composing a group are of a certain age, or
race, or sex, have a certain income, or education level, these integral
properties of the individuals composing a group become the distributive
properties of the group as a whole. By performing mathematical operations
on the integral properties of individuals, we can arrive at the distribu~
tive properties of a group.

1i) Other distributive properties of a group are the attitudes, be-
liefs, and values of the individuals composing the group, and these too

can be added or reconstructed into group distributive properties.
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¢) Relational properties. - Relational properties of groups are the

most difficult to investigate scientifically. They are "group character-
istics that arise out of interactions between and relationships among mem-
bers of a social unit."s5 It is relatively easy to ascertain the distrib-
utive properties of a group - its median age, its median income, or the dis-
tribution of certain attitudes within it. It is also relatively easy to
find and observe a group's integral properties - its age, constitution,
policies. But behavioralists have made little or almost no headway in
empirically capturing a group's relational properties. Relational proper-
ties are constructs that describe group behavior as a whole, rather than

as derived from its integral properties. Thus, the construct "cohesion"
describes close relationships among group members. The construct "tension"
will characterize disagreements among group members. Other relational pro-
perties are a group's culture, or ethos; these are relational properties -
they emerge from group interactions. The notorious ambiguity of emergent
constructs is a result of different definitions - how much disagreement
makes for tension? how many shared attitudes make for "culture"? Emer-
gent properties cannot be arrived atby a summation of a group's distribu-
tive properties.

d) Structural properties. — The structural properties of a group

refer to a stable pattern of interaction among its members, something like a
group's :"organizational chart.'" Eulau warns here against reifications,
such as viewing a family or a govermment as a ''structure." 'Structures are
not 'things' like stones are things; they are qualities or properties of
things like the roundness or flatness of a stone."56 Structural properties
are also emergents; they characterize the group as a whole and cannot be a

summation of distributive properties.
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e) Contextual . properties. - Contextual. properties are induced

from the group's environment. A "rural" enviromment, or a "working-class
neighborhood" are contextual properties of groups. The contextual ' pro-
perties of the group should not be mistaken for properties on its own

level - a labor union may exist in a middle-class environment.

To repeat, the question I will ask when examining behavioral research
1s: How have behavioralists treated the important problem:of 1inking differ-~
ent levels of analysis?

3. The ideal dependendent and independent variables
for a behavioral science of politics

The third principle of behavioral reconstructed logic that merits a
close scrutiny is the "interdisciplinary principle.'" Behavioralists seek
more intimate relationships among political scilence and the other social
sclences.

The behavioral persuasion in politics is not readily contained by

the conventional, academic subject matter boundaries. Its inter~

disciplinary orientation stems, at least, initially, from the Very
simple assumption that man's political behavior is only one aspect
of his total behavior, and by no'means a very important aspect,

At first .glance, little objection can be volced against the "interdisci-

' Psychological, sociological and economic variables

plinary principle.'
have been utilized by political scientists from the days of Socrates and
Aristotle for describing and explaining political life. However, the
vagueness of the interdisciplinary principle can mean several things. It
can mean that teams of soclal scientists from different disciplines should
work together on specific problems. It can mean that political scientists
should be trained in at least one more, and ideally, all other social sci=«

ence disciplines. It can mean:.the borrowing of research techniques’pby politw

ical scientists from the other social sciences. And it can mean a desire
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for the same units of analysis, utilizing the same techniques and produc-
ing the same generalizations, theories and laws of human behavior.

Is there some "best" way in ordering the relationships among the
social sciences? 1Is the creation of the different disciplines of the
social sciences merely a result of historical accidents or organizational
convenience, or is there an element of rationality in this division of
labor?

Despite assertions to the contrary,58 soclal phenomena are distin~
guished from physical phenomena by their extreme complexity. "The initial
picture, then, 1s one of multiplicity of operating conditions, a compounding
of thelr influence on the dependent variables, and an indetérminancy regard-
ing the effect of any one condition or several conditions in combinations,"59
writes Neil Smelser in an excellent article describing the relationships

"60 of the social sciences,

among the social sciences. The "incompleteness
the division of labor among them is their response to this complexity.
Smelser uses four criteria to describe and distinguish the different
social sciences: their choice of dependent variables and independent vari-
ables, the way they logically order the relationships among these variables

and their research methods, The division of labor among the social sciences

is based upon the: principle of ceteris paribus, 1.e., all other things being

equal. Each social science has deliberately limited its realm of investiga-
tion, since it cannot possibly investigate all aspects of social life, it

' ag constants. Thus the

will regard them in Smelser's terms as “givens,’
economist who studies the cause of inflation will regard the political
system as exogenous to his research, and the political scientist who stud-~

ies the impact of inflation on voting behavior will in turn not try to

explain the causes of inflation. The same process is then repeated within
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each discipline - each social science does still encompass a wide array of
variables. Each social sclentist, within his own discipline, will again
relegate some variables to the role of parameters; variables to be held
constant, while he attempts to explicate the relationships between depen«
dent variables, those conditions to be explained and independent variables,
those which explain.
What variables did behavioralists choose to be their dependent and
independent variables? Smelser himself glves an answer:
Investigations using the behavioral approach to politics are
concerned explicitly with the determinants of political behavior.
A 1ist of those determinants, moreover, reads very much like a
general catalogue of determinants in sociology and psychology.
Voting behavior, for example, has been shown to Be influenced hy
role, education, socioweconomic level, religion, and family, as
well as by various psychological variables. Indeed, it is somex
what arbitrary to assign this new tradition of research to either
political science, sociology, or psychology, since variables from
all three disciplines are liberally intermingled, and very similar
research is conducted by those who call themselves sociologilsts,
political scientists, and psychologists.61
But behavioralists have done other things besides study voting be«
havior. Only an empirical investigation of different varieties of hehaviorw

alism will reveal whether behavioralists have in fact sought and found only

non-political determinants for political behavior.

C. An Analysis of Some Behavioral Literature

Three behavioral works will now be analyzed. The works are: 1) The

Civic Culture, by Gabriel Almond and Sidney Verba;62 2) The Governmental

Process, by David Truman;63 and 3) Comparative Politics, by Gabriel Almond
64

and C. Bingham Powell. There are two reasons for thé choilce of these
particular works: 1) Eaéh work emphasizes a different unit of analysis.

The three works represent a chain of units of analysis from the individual
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through the group to the whole system. Thus the varilety in behavioralism
will become apparent. 2) All three works are very well known, and all
have been heavily criticized. Thus it will be ppssible to examine the
merits of both the works and the critiques.

The three works will be analyzed with the criteria discussed below,
those provided by behavioralists and those provided by the critics. What
are the consequences of choosing one or another unit of analysis? How did
the authors link different levels of analysis? How does the work compare
with the nomological model of scientific explanation? What aspect of the
political did the different authors emphasize, if any? What, if any, are
the values explicit or implicit in these works, and above all, what are
the problems inherent in these different varieties of behavioralism, as

distinct from any shortcomings of the authors of these works?

1) The Civic Culture

a) The unit of analysis. - The unit of analysis chosen by the authors

of this book is the individual; the research tool is the sample survey. A
representative sample of the population was interviewed in the five nations
studied (the United States, Great Britain, Italy, Germany and Mexico). The
purpose of the work is to examine the "political culture," the psychow
political environment in which different democratic institutions function:
The authors reject anthropological definitions of culture as a relational
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emergent property, such as '"cultural ethos. Instead, they adopt this

definition: "The political culture of a nation is the particular distribu<

tion of patterns of orientation toward political objects among the members

n66

of the nation. In other words, Almond and Verba define political culture

as the distributive property of the nations studied, and they are well aware
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of that fact: '"one respondent has no knowledge of the other respondents

and no interaction with them "« certainly none that is explored in our study."67
But the authors are not satisfied with just an examination of differences:and
gimilarities in the "political culture" of the five nations examined. They
try to link the distributive properties of theee nations to other properties,
which they actually have not examined at all. They try to find congruence
between types of political culture and types of political structure, between
the distributive and the structural properties of the groups they studied.68
The authors also seek to find "the way in which political culture affects
democratic government; more specifically, we shall ask how far it goes to-
wards creating and maintaining stable and effective government."69 Here

the authors seek a causal connection between the "political culture,"” the
distributive properties of the group, and its "stability" and "effectiveness,"
its relational emergent properties. Two comments need to be made about this
linkage attempt: 1) In this study, only distributive group properties have
been empirically investigated, to the exclusion of any other type of proper-
ties of the five nations. 2) The authors decided that the "stability" of a
country can be very easily determined: "a brief glance at history will tell

70 This most obviously is not a

which of these (countries) 1s more stable."
scientific procedure for establishing the stability of a nation, a procedure
which would allow for replication or verifiability of the findings. It
seems that the authors use individual behavior to explain a macrd&@henomenon
such as stability, a methodological error that involves a shift in the level
of analysis. To be methodologically sound, both sides of the proposition

would have to be on the same level of analysis.

b) Uniqueness and generality

According to Hempel, a law can be universal only "if a statement of
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its meaning does not require reference to any particular object or spatio-
temporal location," or in the case of a probabilistic law, it must hold
for most spatio-temporal locations at a known probability. How then do -

the generalizations in Civic Culture rate on any "uniqueness-generality"

scale? How close do they come to the ideal of scientific explanation?

As for unit of analysis, it i1s clear that the authors have ventured
outside the realm of those generalizations they can make on the basis of
their data. They have tried to Increase the range of thelr generalizations
by illegitimately linking distributive, structural and relational proper=
ties of the nations they examined.

The authors classify political orilentations into three types:

1) cognitive orientation - what the citizens know and believe about their
political system; 2) affective orientation - how the citizens feel about
their political system; 3) evaluational orientation -~ how do citizens
judge and evaluate their political system.

The authors also divide the political system into three components:
1) the institutions of these systems; 2) the persons who now fill roles
in these institutions; 3) the policies of these institutions. : .

- ‘Accordingly the authors distinguish three model types of political
cultures: a "parochialpolitical culture, where most citizens have little
knowledge of their political system and expect nothing from it; a "subject!
political culture where citizens know about their system, but view them=
selves as passive and as lacking any influence on the system; and the"pare
ticipant"political culture, in which citizens feel oriented both to the
"output" and "input" of the system, where they feel competent to influence

the system.

Accordingly,the authors sought to find similarities and differences
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among the respondents in the five countries as to the extent they view
their governments as having an impact on their lives. They examined

how attentive are the respondents to public affairs and how ready they
are to express political opinions. They investigated how much pride

the respondents take in thelr political system and how they expect to

be treated by governmental officials. But still, it is difficult to
accept the term "political culture" for a certailn distribution of
attitudes among the citizens of & nation. 1) Culture is a group's
relational property. It is not a summation of individual attitudes,

but a holistic macro group property that emerges from interactions among
group members. 2) "Our study is but a snapshot in a rapidly-changing
world,"7ladmit the authors, but then they go on to call this "snapshot"
the "political culture" of a nation, a phenomenon that evolved over a
long period and which is much more permanent than a snapshot. Once more,
the authors tried to increase the generality of their findings, this time
to give them a longer temporal validity than the data warrant. By linking
"political culture" to "democratic stability," the authors link two group.
attributes which they simply have not investigated. The only scientif=~
ically legitimate generalizations are those based on the data examined,
which bear upon distributive properties in and among the five nations

"72the summation of the particular

studied. Thus, the "national profiles,
distributions of attitudes toward political objects in each nation, or a
generalization that links distributive properties among the nations such
as: "education increases political participation" can be viewed as legit-
imate empirical scientific generalizations., Even these generalizations

are firmly tied to limited and gpecific spatio-temporal locations. Geo-

graphically, they hold only for the five nations studied, and temporally,
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they hold only for a very short time duration.

¢) The political in the Civic Culture. - The authors have not stud~

ied the behavior of the five nations as collectives = they have studied
the behavior of citizens in these five nations. They have not studied
the integral, relational or structural properties of these five natioms,
their constitutions, their policies, their structure of power OF their
political culture. They have not studied the governmental structures,
the political parties, or the interest groups in these countries. They
have not linked scientifically and empirically the integral,relational and
structural properties with the distributive properties within or across
the countries studied. They have studied only the distribative properties
of these nations, and established links among them. The authors did not
view the political as only a dependent variable, While they did not inves-
tigate empirically the impact of the government on the citizenry, they did
investigate the citizens' opinions as to the impact of government on their
lives.’3

d) Values. - The authors' values are not difficult to detect and it
is these values which have irked many of their readers. The authors de-
rived their idea of the "civic culture" from an examination of British his-
tory. British political culture was

Neither traditional nor modern, but partaking of both; a plu-

ralistic culture based on communication and persuasion, a culture

of ‘consensus:and .diversity, a culture which permitted change, but

moderated it. This was the civic culture.

Historical evidence, however, suggests that this view is an idealized pic-

ture of British history. R.R. Palmer, in his The Age of the Democratic

Revolution paints a picture of British history and politics that is much

less civic than that presented by the authors of The Civic Culture., He
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described eighteenth~century England as a country that witnessed mass de~
portations of political dissidents, A country where indictments for trea-
son, based on false evidence, were issued by the govermnment against "rebels."
Parliament passed laws which prohibited assemblies to gather without the

presence of an officer of the law, habeas: corpus was sugpended and many

agitators were put in jail without trial.’>

The authors of the Civic Culture have turned their idealized picture

of British political culture to a norm. They have evaluated the ''political
cultures" of the other countries in the light of that norm and faéund.them:to
be "deviations"’® from the norm. The authors have actually generalized
from a very time~bound distribution of opinioﬁs found in the United States
and Britain to a universal, timeless and "good" Heivic'culture."

When the authors found a low degree of political involvement among
American citizens, they reject an evaluation of this phenomenon in terms
of what they call the'"rationality-activist view" which suggests that where
democratic citizens are 1nactive, a flaw exists in the democratic process,
Instead, Almond and Verba suggest that the reality they found should become
the norm and the'rationality-activist" theory be rejected.’’

Which of the flaws in The Civic Culture results from limitations in-

herent in the method .used, namely, survey research, and which results from
the way the two particular authors chose to write their book?

a) With survey research one cannot examine the relational properties of
a group, no matter who employs the tool. As the authors admitted, a sample
is made up of individuals who do not know each other and who have not inter-~
acted with each other. This should not lead to underestimate the value of
survey research -~ as a research technique it is singularly suitable for the

examination of a group's distributive properties; different research tech-
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niques are necessary to examine different aspects of social life. It is
the authors.who have claimed to have captured the !'political culture" of
the five nations, in effect, they have defined political culture as "that
which results from the findings of survey research."

B) Survey research is a modern research tool. There are no histor-
ical survey research findings. The authors of this work have been criti-
cized here not for turning to other historical data to substantiate and
increase the validity of theilr results, but for employing a distorted
view of history.

¢) The authors have ignored the political, seen in terms of polit=
ical institutions; they have not studied these institutions, but have ex-~
amined the attitudes of the citizenry toward these institutions.

d) The authors have been uncritical of the status quo as they found
it in the United States and chose instead to criticize the theory that
holds that non-participation is a symptom of a deficient democracy.

But are these normative assumptions a function of the method used as
some critics of behavioralism stated? Logically, there is nothing in sur=
vey research or in comparative analysis that would "compel" any scientist
to view his own political system as ''good" or superior to others. The
authors gould just report their findings without any evaluation as to the
working of the different political systems as to their adequacy. Moreover,
one is free to compare his own country to others and find i1t to be the
least adequate. Now. the Greeks viewed all other cultures as 'barbarous."
While this can be understood psychologically, it cannot be justified from
a logical perspective. Empirically speaking, as the dissertation progresses
I hope to present behavioralists who used survey research, found a low level

of political participation in the United States, but whose interpretation of
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these facts was dlametrically opposed to the interpretation of Almond and

Verba.

2) The Governmental Process78

David Truman was a student of Charles E. Merriam at the University
of Chicago. Later, as Ghairman of the Social Science Research Council
Committee on political behavior, and as President of the American Political
Science Association he was instrumental in the development of behavioralism.

His book The Govermmental Process was published in 1951. It was heavily

influenced by Arthur Bentley's The Process of Government. Unlike many

behavioralists, Truman did not view the individual as the empirical unit
of analysis for political science. As a result, his work, though first
very influential, was subjected to many critiques.

a) Units of Analysig. - It is obvious that for David Truman, the

group rather than the individual is the unit of analysis: 'The uniformi«
ties consequent upon the behavior of men in groups are the key to an under-
standing of human, including political, behavior."79 Truman distinguished
between a "categoric group,”" individuals who share a common characteristic,
and "groups" which are distinguished by the interaction among their members.
"It is the interaction that is crucial, however, not the shared character«
istics."80 There are, however, difficulties in this classification. Even

a "categoric group" made up of individuals who have similar characteristics,
has emergent properties such as nationalism. The world is divided into na-
tions, every person i1s born into a nation, so there really are no pure
"categoric groups;" they possess another attribute besides shared character«
istics. Truman, in fact, is well aware that "we do not, in fact, find indi-

viduals otherwise than in groups; complete isolation in space and time is so
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rare as to be an almost hypothetical situation,"8l but he does not find
his classification faulty.

Methodological individualists justify their choilce of the individusal
as the unit of analysis by a methodological reason: the individual is
readily observed. David Truman gives a different type of reason: '"The
group experiences and affiliations of an individual are the primary,
though not the exclusive, means by which the individual knows, interprets

"82  pruman is saying. in effect

and reacts to the society in which he exists.
that the integral, relational and structural properties of the group have a
strong impact on individual behavior , or the group's distributive proper-
ties. Truman's criterion for justifying the group as the unit of analysis
is the importance of these properties, an importance which methodological
individualists tend to ignore or minimize. The problem remains that
Truman, like methodological individualists, cannot and does not observe

the "interactions" among the group members or the group's relational pro-
perties and cannot, empirically and scientifically, link the different
group properties into generalizations that explain human behavior.

Holistic group properties are for Truman the independent variable,
they shape and explain individual attitudes, or the group's distributive
properties. Truman relies for evidence on different studies that show in-
dividuals changing their attitudes to conform to a group's norms,

The group's "pressure' on the individual, its relational property,
is inferred rather than observed. Moreover, this relational property has
not been "reduced," it has not been divided into its components and then
reconstructed into a “whole."

An interest group for Truman is a "shared-attitude group that makes

certain claims upon other groups in the society."83 Here Truman refers to
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two different group properties: 1) '"Shared attitudes" refers to the dis-
tributive group properties. The question i1s, in operational terms, how
many attitudes have to be shared for them to qualify as an "interest"?
2) It is the ''claims" that the group makes, its policies, its integral
properties which make up the other half of an "interest-group,' but a
policy may be decided upon by a majority vote, or just by the group's
leadership, leaving many who did not share in the attitudes that formed
the policy. This picture gets even more confused when Truman writes:
Preservation and strengthening of the group's cohesion becomefthe
prime objectives of the active minority, for without cohesion, the
group becomes ineffective, and without a measure of effectiveness,
either the leadership must change, or the group must cease to exist.84
The group's leadership, its structural properties, have a great impact on
its cohesion, relational emergent properties which in turn influence the
group's distributive properties, the attitudes of its members, and its
integral properties, its policies. How to capture empirically all those
different properties and how to link them on the same level of analysis

is an unsolved problem to this day.

b) Generality and uniqueness. - The most important and well~known

explanation offered by Truman is the "overlapping membership' hypothesis,
If any society ''maintains its stability, however, it may do so in large

85 Individuals be=

measure because of the fact of multiple membership."
long to various and different groups which have various and different
interests. To keep their cohesion and their ability to achieve their aims,
interest group leadership must put forth moderate demands, because extreme
demands would of necessity alienate parts of the group's membership and de-

crease its cohesiveness and effectiveness. Moderate group demands in turn

help maintain the stability of a political system. Several problems arise
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regarding this explanation.

i) the generality problem. - The explanation appears to fit
Hempel's model of a nomological scientific explanation. The stability
of every soclety is explained by overlapping group membership. Empirws
ically, however, in many countries, and probably even in the United
States, people will join likeeminded groups rather than groups different
in their orientation. Some of these countries nevertheless do not ex~-
hibit any less stability because of the cleavage this created.
Joseph LaPalombara, for example, studied Itali;n interest groups and foﬁnd
almost no overlapping group membership.86

ii1) the direction of impact. - To Truman, individual behavior
is determined primarily by the group or groups to which he belongs. It is
very conceivable, however, for a situation to arise in which an individual
may belong to different groups and actually swing these groups to his
cause. A group theory cannot explain phenomena of leadership, a leader
may unite conflicting groups to pursue a single overriding purpese.

i44i) the unit of analysis., - The main problem with the explanation

1s that it has not been arrived at empirically. Truman has not observed,
operationalized, measured and determined the rate of impact of the differ-
ent group properties on the integral properties of individual members in
the groups. The proposition is simply not empirical; it cannot be verified
or falsified empirically and its scientific status therefore is closer to
zero than to any general law.

¢) The political. -~ Truman is well aware of the 1mportance of the

"political culture' for the operation of any political system,

These widely held but unorganized interests are what we have pre-
viously called the 'rules of the game.' Others have described
these attitudes in such terms as 'systems of belief,' as a 'general
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ideological consensus,' and as 'a broad body of attitudeg and under-
standing regarding the nature and limits of authority."" 7

In Truman's language these 'potential groups' are the matrix within
which real group politics occur. They are the background to the play of

politics, and come to the foreground only when "serious disturbance" "will

result in organized interaction and the assertion of failrly explicit claims
for conformity."88

Truman encompasses more of-the political than those who employ sur«=
vey research. The price he pays is being less empirical and scientific
than they are. There can be little doubt that group conflict and adjust~
ments 1s an important part of political life. There are, however, two.other
and crucial political phenomena which Truman neglects.

1) the national interest. — The "national interest," the "common good,"
the "general will," the "collective unconscious! - these vague and trouble-
some terms describe relational emergent group properties. But while Truman
allows "groups" to have "interests," he does not allow a "nation" to be

' or have an "interest."S9 Truman, however, cannot prove,

viewed as a "group,'
either logically or empirically, why a group within a:nation can have an
interest and why a nation cannot. He in effect did not prove empirically
that any group has an interest. Thus, Truman is a holist, but only par-
tially, only up to a certain point. In an age in which nationalism is a
most powerful motivating force. Truman denies its existence: 'We do not
need to account for a totally inclusive interest, because one does not
exist."90 Again, Joseph LaPalombara, who studied Italian interest groups
found that public officials saw policy making in terms of the national

91

interest, rather than as the result of conflicting group pressures.

ii) leadership. - Truman's fear of a total holism extends to the
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phenomenon of leadership. '"The explanation of a national complex like the
Soviet Union wholly in terms of Stalin or the 'description' of the intrica-
cies of the American government in terms of a Roosevelt 1is quick and easy."92
But any explanation of Soviet behavior that does not account for a leader
like Stalin is just as deficient as an explanation of Soviet behavior just
in terms of Stalin. Any explanation of the behavior of such a complex as
a whole political system must include all the properties of such a "group”
and the linkage among them.

d) Values. - Since there is no national interest that may conflict
with particular interests of particular groups in a socilety, and since
there i1s no leadership capable’of molding and directing particular group
interests to certain national goals, nations are being directed by a par~
ticular constellation of group balance. The direction in which any nation
is moving is the result of an accidental balance of power among certain
groups. Group conflict is moderate and pragmatic because group members
have no overriding loyalties or values to which they are committed. Their
only commitment is to non-commitment, to achieve psychic balance thvough
social balance.

What are the problems inherent in the group approach as distinct
from problems stemming from David Truman's particular version of it?

a) Trumam has succeeded neither in reducing holistic group proper-
ties to their component parts, nor in reconstructing these parts. This,
however, 1s not due to any particular shortcoming of Truman, but a prob-
lem inherent in his approach. Thus, 18 years after the publication of

The Governmental Process, Heinz Eulau wrote:

Most large collectives -~ legislatures, electorates or nations -
do not readily lend themselves to such procedures. They possess
properties that cannot be identified and measured in terms of the
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attributes of interactions of individuals., These "emergent"

characteristics ~ a group's morale, cohesion, nationality, inte~

gration, and so on, require the invention of new methods of

inquiry. Moreover, whereas a group's output (court decisions,

legislative appropriations, gross national product, and so on)

are usually measured and measurable only at the group level of

analysis, relevant inputs are ggten measured or measurable at

the individual or micro level.

b) On the other hand, the denial of the existence of national emer=
gent properties, and the denial of the importance of leadership are partic-
ular to Truman. Truman's attempt to explain all politics by reference to
interest groups is a failure, tacitly admitted by Truman when he speaks of
"potential interest groups' which are in effect the distributive properties
of the nation.

¢) The values expressed by Truman are his own and are not inherent
in his approach. Truman 1s uncritical of American politics and praises
the non-commitment and moderation involved in its practice. Logically,
there 1s no reason to assume that one cannot study pressure groups and cons

clude by indicting them. Empirically, this is exactly what was done by

E.E. Schattschneider in his Politics, Pressures and the Tariff.94

Schattschneider examined the impact of economic groups on the tariff re-
vision of 1929-1930. His main source of data were the 20,000 pages of
public hearings before the Committee of Finance of the Senate and the
Committee on Ways and Means of the House on the Hawley-~Smoot Bill., He
relied mainly on documentary evidence in which the integral properties
of the groups, their policies, were expressed.

Schattschneider found that while the general public would be affected
by the decision, organized business groups dominated the public hearings.95
Moreover, the government favored these groups by providing them with confi-

dential information.96 Schattschneider is highly critical both of the
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government and of organized pressure groups:
The function of pressure politics is to reconcile formal political
democracy and economic autocracy. If the overlords of business are
not masters of the state, they seem at least to negotiate with it
as equals,97
He concludes with this statement: 'To manage pressures is to govern; to-
let pressures run wild is to abdicat:e.".'98
Schattschneider was a traditionalist, but he was a sophisticated
traditionalist., (I venture here the hypothesis that behavioralists' views
of traditionalists are really a straw-man they created. I attempt to demon~
strate in this dissertation that the same fate awalted behavioralists from
their critics.) Although he relied mainly on documentary evidence, he was
well aware that group integral properties are not its only properties:
"Within single groups there are centers of agitation and areas of indiffer-
ence."99 Moreover, he advises government that in order to weaken the
- 100

effects of pressure it should exploit disagreements within groups,

To return to David Truman and The Governmental Process, a generous

reading of his work will commend it for focusing attention on the impor=
tance of holistic group properties at the time when many behavioralists
chose the narrow view of behavioralism as a focus on distributive group

properties;

101

3) Comparative Politics ~ Functionalism in Political Science

a) Units of analysis. - '"We need to look at political systems as

whole entities shaping and being shaped by their en,vironment."’lo2 The
whole system is the unit of analysis of functionalism. The authors of

Comparative Politics are, however, ignoring the problems of observing

whole political systems, or of testing empirically any of their propositions,
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But the whole system is not the only unit of analysis of functional analysis.
For example, the authors define a "structure'" as "particular sets of roles

n103 , proposition which refers only to

which are related to one another.
the distributive properties of a "structure," ignoring its holistic pro=~
perties., Here empirically, the individual is the unit of analysis. The
authors speak of "social structures and institutions as performing func-

n104 Here the structure as a whole is the unit of analysis.

tions in systems.
Characteristic of this approach is its shifting of levels of analysis.

b) Uniqueness and generality. - Structural-functional analysis was

adopted by political scientists to enhance their ability to examine polit~
ical behavior in the emerging developing countries, The traditional con-
cepts of political science such as "the state," "interest groups," "legis~
latures" were useful only as long as they were utilized for analyzing
politics in western developed states. Structural-functional analysis pro~
vides the political scientist with a set of concepts that can be utilized
for the examination of every political system.

Instead of the term "state! the concept of a "political system" is
suggested. A political system encompasses all interrelated activities
which relate to the use of legitimate coercion. Thus the concept can be
utilized to analyze political systems that are not states, tribes, for
example.

Rather than political institutions, the approach employs the con-
cept "political structuret" Every political system has some structure to
maintain order. Political systems thus can be compared as to the degree
of differentiation and specialization of the structures. The heart of the

approach lies in its emphasis on political functions, To maintain itself

every political system, be it a primitive tribe or a modern industrialized
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state, must perform several universal functions. In every political sys-
tem the young are socialized into the prevailing mores and customs. In
every political system interests are made public, become aggregated and
press for action on the political structure in the form of "output func-
tions," the making of laws, decisions and their application,

The emphasis on the performance of functions frees the investigator
from a rigid institutional outlook, Rather than search for a parliament,
he can now ask which structure performs the 'rule-making" function; rather
than search for well-differentiated organized interest groups, he now asks
which structure performs the "interest-articulation" function. Political
systems can be .compared by examining which of the structures perform their
functions.

1) the limits on generality., - Structural-functional analysis
purports to explain the functioning of every political system, The cate-
gories used in the analysis, however, are far from being universal. Func-
tionalism

proposes to understand the politics of all socleties in terms of

such functions. For instance, as 'interest articulation' whose

definition is strongly influenced by the bargaining culture of

our own civilization, but which is far from being guaranteed

appropriateness elsewhere.

The reach of the approach is not as universal as claimed by its authors.

For example, Frances Fitzgerald, in her celebrated Fire in the Lake'}06

describes Vietnamese culture as stressing obedience and unanimity rather
than conflict and bargaining. The Vietnamese léarned from childhood to
repress any feelings that might bring them into conflict with others,
This delicate network of relationships extended from the family to the
state, and when it was destroyed by Western intervention, the country was

plunged into chaos.
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The advocates of the approach are also certain of the high scientific
status of their approach. They search for a "unified theory of politics."lo7
They claim that "the ability to explain and predict in the social sciences
is enhanced when we think of social structures and institutions as perform-
ing functions in systems,"108 or "our purpose is to develop an analytical
scheme which will enable us to explain the characteristics of any political

109 Can these claims be taken seriously? Hempel himself examined

110

systenm,"
"The Logic of Functional Analysis. He finds that the explanations of
functional analysis differ considerably from his model of a nomological
scientific explanation. A functional explanation is ''mot by reference to
causes which 'bring about' the event in question, but by reference to

nlll When functional analysts in political

ends which determine its course.
science speak about a certain structure performing "interest articulation,"
we already know,by hindsight, which of the different structures has per-
formed the articulation. But we do not know the probabilities of which
structure would perform what kind of interest articulation. There is no
general law under which the phenomenon can be subsumed.

When the lack of operational definitions is added, it is not surprise
ing to find Hempel sharply downgrading the scientific importance of function-
alism. He sees it only "as a program for research guided by certain heur-
1112

istic maxims or 'working hypotheses.

¢) The political in functional analysis., - Functional analysis totally

ignores the important political phenomenon of leadership., It views the po=~
litical system as activated by "inputs" from the "enviromment," which through
"conversion processes’ are churned into "outputs."

Like group theory, the analysis denies initiative to leaders to

direct a political system to new goals, Functional analysis also ignores
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the phenomenon of power — the question it asks is "how does a political
system operate''? not "who governs'? What power do the different structures
have, and how does this power affect the performance of their functions?
These questions are not asked by structural functionalists,

d) Values. - Functional analysis has been criticized for being in-
herently conservative. If every "structure" performs a "function" for the
maintenance of the system, 1s not a normative assumption which justifies
the existence of these "structures” inherent in this type of analysis? Not
so, replies Robert Merton, one can view structures as performing "dysfunc-
tions" for the system and actually reveal the need for change.113 One-can
focus on inputs into the political system without having inevitably to con-
demn demands made upon the system. The analysis is, however, open to the
intrusion of values because it does not allow for a rigorous testing and
verifying of its hypotheses.

However, the analysts do not distinguish between "just" and "unjust"
inputs or demands, or between "corrupt" and "honest' 'tonversion processes,"
"The symbol of an 'input' is made to stand equally for a civil rights pro-
test, a deputation from the National Rifle Association, and a strike by the
v.A.w. T4

Once again the question is asked, ''what are the problems inherent in
the structural-functional approach as distinct from problems that refer to
Almond and Powell's particular version of it?"

a) "It is the task of political science research to ascertain how
change in any one of‘the parts of a political system affects other .parts
and the whole,"115 wrote Almond and Powell. There can be little objection
to this statement, especially when many behavioralists were conducting re-

search on minute aspects of politics with little emphasis on the interdepen-
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dence of the parts of the political system. The problem inherent here
is again that of reduction, reconstruction and the linkage of different
levels of analysis.

One functionalist, at least, has grave doubts over the ability of
deducing holistic group properties from individual properties;

We have severe doubts that there 1ls any reasonable probability that

the kind of macrophenomena we try to account for can be explained

in terms of either individual or small group behavior, because the
composition laws necessary for such a reductive explanation are not
known and perhaps may nevgr be known. (There may not even be any
such laws to discover.)ll

And as Barrington Moore, Jr. has stated in his critique of another
version of the structural-functional approach:

Until it can prove its utility on much more concrete materials,

where only fragments of the stheme are likely to be applicable,

the over-all system will continue to resemble a theology more

than a system of scientific discourse.ll?

Almond and Powell, in treating political systems as "entitiles"
committed the reification fallacy. They have treated a construct which
refers to collective properties as a concrete "thing;" this, of course,
is not inherent in the approach.

b) The phenomenon of leadership is ignored by advocates of the
approach. The approach focuses only on overt behavior of "structures,"
rather than on the subjective psychological dimension of social life.
Almond has been aware of this defect in focusing on '"political culture.”

c) As Robert Merton has indicated, functionalism is not inherently
conservative, and Almond and Powell concur:

Among the principal criticisms of functional-systems theories are

the arguments that they imply an equilibrium or harmony of parts

and that they have a static or conservative bias. The conception

of 'political system' which we follow in this book is one of inter«

dependence, but not one of harmony.

d) Functionalists, I think, could escape the teleological straight<
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jacket in which they find themselves if they would declare that they intend
to examine the effects of action by a certain structure on other structures
and the society as a whole, The consequences of such action can be con-
ceived as causes for other actions by other structures, For example, the
coal miners' strike in Britain had caused events to happen in other British
"structures." The functionalist could then examine whether the events that
occurred were intended by those that activated them. He could compare these
intentions and consequences to other strikes in Britain or in other coun+%
tries. He could search similar consequences in other countries or other
periods that were caused by different structures; and so on,

The assumption of the "universality of function" is no more than a
truism that has become a straightjacket. To say that every society is
governed, and that in different societies different "structures" perform
different universal "functions'" is no more than saying that different
societies have different constitutional arrangements which interact in
various ways, hardly an original obmervation. The political scientist
is free to ask both what the causeand the:iconsequence of a particular
action is, rather than search for a "structure" that fulfills or does

not fulfill a preordained "function."

Summary

In this chapter I have first outlined the major critiques directed
at behavioralism. I have then discussed some scientific principles that
behavioralists adopted as their goals and analyzed three well-known be=-
havioral works in the light of these goals and critiques, The conclusions
resulting from the analysds are:

a) Behavioralists, at least as represented in these three works;
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have not succeeded in reducing holistic group properties. They have not
succeeded in deducing collective social phenomena from the interrelations
of individuals. Indeed, the three works analyzed focus on different
levels of analysis precisely because of this inability. The generality
of the theoretical scope of the works has an inverse relation to the de-
gree of precision in the data: The critique that charged behavioralism
with reduction is erroneous. Truman has declared the non-existence of a
common good. He has not reduced it. |

b) The critics also erred when they suggested that adoption of
behavioral "method" (significantly, they do not refer to any specific method),
automatically implies an uncritical attitude to political phenomena. The
three approaches analyzed here, at least, had no inherent bias; the bias
that was,was that of the users of the approach, and it was demonstrated that
different users had different values and biases. This point will be brought
into sharper focus in Chap;er Iv.

c¢) Political institutions, including political leadership, were de-
emphasized in all three works, In the group approach, and in functionalism,
political institutions are viewed as epiphenomena, dependent variables,
activated by social forces with no initiative of their own. In The Civic
Culture, the impact of institutions on citizens is examined, but only
through the responses of these citizens, not an examination of the institutionms.

d) While survey research allows for great precision and quanitifi-
cation, both the group approach and functionalism focus on aspects of social
life that are difficult to observe and quantify, Here the authors are
clearly motivated to examine what they deem significant, rather than by
narrow methodological considerations.

More critiques and works of behavioralists will be examined as the

dissertation progresses.
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