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the organizational realm might be adapted to the highest improvement of the intellectual realm.

P olitical science is two realms, the intellectual and the organizational, and the task is to consider how

Political science has a certain competence (domain) in the study of politics as the organization of
power. It also seeks to expand competence as capability. Charles Merriam provides a point of departure.
Merriam’s most successful idea has been that of enhancing competence through improvements in “the field
of method.” Competence, however, now demands methodological flexibility, so as to probe more into the
exercise of power. Four fields are strategic: public administration, political interests, urbanization, and the
interpenetration of politics and economics. Competence also leads into unorthodox subjects, such as force
and foolish, irrational, and pathological decision making (or “the Oxenstierna-Mullins Effect”). Finally,
competence demands (and is enhanced by) the reach of political science into serious practical problems of

human affairs.

friend, Aaron Wildavsky, who was, as Paul Snider-

man said recently,! consciously or otherwise an
advocate for political science. Once, he disagreed with
something I said, and his query came back: “But what
shall we teach the young?” He understood the folly of
recruiting and helping to educate human beings and at
the same time pummeling them into conscious disdain
for what they do. In that sense, I take on an advocate’s
role self-consciously. The young scholar learns to think
about where the discipline is going, and this is impor-
tant. But it is so much more important to think where
the discipline ought to go and to rise above pettiness in
so doing. This is about the calling, or about the purpose
to be served by political science and by one’s work in
political science.

The calling—obligation or even duty, to use a very
old-fashioned word—is to enhance the competence of
political science in the interest of human understand-
ing. This depends, among other things, on ideas to
guide research and on strategic conceptions about what
research is worth the efforts of grown men and women.
In political inquiry, human beings still see, as St. Paul
said, through a glass darkly. The task that justifies the
allocation of social resources to support a political
science is the task of seeking knowledge that would
make it possible to see through the glass a little more
clearly. Thomas Hobbes ([1651] 1991) starts with two
crucial issues: how to create political order and civi-
lized life and how to discover the ways of doing so.
Hobbes lived in a world of extraordinary turbulence
and saw the vast ignorance with which people sought to
meet that turbulence. It led him to theoretical extremes
which give him the bad reputation that makes him
unwelcome today. “The skill of making and maintain-
ing commonwealths . . . consisteth,” he wrote, “in cer-

In framing this address I thought about my longtime
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tain rules...which neither poor men have had the
leisure, nor men that have had the leisure, have
hitherto had the curiosity or the method to find out”
(p. 145).

The search for the rules of politics, which will explain
what is involved in the making and maintaining of
commonwealths, is the calling. The world of political
science is two realms, intellectual and organizational.
The intellectual realm is contained in the theories,
hypotheses, doctrines, facts, and so forth, that are
embodied in our study and our teaching about the
parameters of politics (culture, economics, climate,
demography, etc.), outer limits of which are set in the
extreme case by human heredity and nonhuman envi-
ronment; the institutions and actual processes of action
in politics (adjudication, legislation, administration,
elections, coalition formation, factions, committees,
wars, agitation, resistance, persuasion, etc.); and the
product of politics (policies, programs as decisions
subordinate to policies, operational decisions as subor-
dinate to programs, etc.).

Political science is also an organizational realm of
departments, schools, journals, editors, applications,
review committees, and so on. This organizational
realm is a human network with something akin to its
own largely unwritten “constitution.” It has a set of
more or less definitive understandings as to who is a
member (full, partial, or potential), who is an accept-
able outsider, with some legitimate presence, and who
is entirely excluded. These understandings extend to
posts of honor, eligibility for them, and accession to
them. They extend to decision process rules, rules as to
substantive outputs (which are mandatory, which per-
missible, and which impermissible), and some under-
standings as to rules for changing the rules.

These two realms shape each other, although I think
the intellectual realm is largely the expression of what
people in the organizational realm do. In the organi-
zational realm, however, the purpose of what we teach
is to enable young scholars to enter, and entering, to
make a contribution in the intellectual realm. Career is
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mere necessity, but calling is far more important than
career.

THREE LEVELS OF KNOWLEDGE

The young scholar needs to learn to understand at
three levels. First, he or she must acquire what is taught
expressly. That is the first level. Second, the young
scholar should come to understand what lies beneath
what he or she is being taught. What were the assump-
tions, facts, methods, and subtleties that shaped what
the teacher understood clearly, but lacked time, incen-
tive, or sometimes means expressly to communicate?
Third, he or she must understand what lies beneath the
beneath. What was the intellectual history and atmo-
sphere that affected the teachers’ teachers? Deep
grounding in the literature is a necessity.

On such a premise, I revisit the presidential address
of Charles E. Merriam (1926), entitled “Progress in
Political Research.” I will not go very far into the
overall career of Merriam, although the temptation is
great. His relationships to his students, Chicago politics
and politicians, the national government under Hoover
and Roosevelt, foundations, the political science and
social science communities, and the University of Chi-
cago’s president, Robert Maynard Hutchins, all are
worth the kind of treatment that Robert Skidelsky
(1994) gave to John Maynard Keynes (see also Karl
1974).

My choice is to describe Merriam’s presidential
address, what political scientists have taken from it,
what elements remain to be developed, and what are its
implications at the end of one century and the begin-
ning of another. When I was a graduate student,
behavioralism was on its upswing. In that time of
intense exchange between “behavioralists” and “tradi-
tionalists,” Merriam was the scholar who seemed to
have anticipated it all, but with a firm grasp of hard
political realities. His expressed approach, more than
that of any other scholar, provided the scope that I
found helpful in going beneath the beneath. “We do
not,” he said, “teach all that we know, and are driven
sometimes to teach what we are not so sure of.” The
moral is: “Take a chance intellectually, because you do
not have to know that what you are proposing is true
before you begin to investigate it.” He also said that the
existing conventional categories are by no means the
only ones for studying important matters relating to
power. We might, he said, “have studies of the use of
force in political situations, and its opposites, passive
resistance and noncooperation; . . . the nature of polit-
ical interests; . . . use of magic, superstition, and cere-
monialism in politics; . . . propaganda; . . . the actual
process used in conference, so significant a function in
modern affairs; . . . the maintenance of political mo-
rale; . . . leadership, obedience, cooperation;. .. the
causes of war as well as its diplomatic history and law”
(Merriam 1926, 6). Merriam in 1925 thus issued what
was a veritable charter for the more adventurous
program that has characterized behavioral political
science at its most expansive.

I adapt the Merriam themes by including in my title

“the competence of political science.” Competence
means the capacity to do something. It means what one
possesses, as in a Victorian novel a young person with
some trust income is described as having “a compe-
tence.” It also means the domain in which one has the
right to act, as in the term a “competent” court.2 To
claim competence is not to say there is no need for
self-improvement. Of course there is a need for self-
improvement.

In the culture of political science there is sometimes
a certain anxiety. Young scholars learn to justify argu-
ments with the phrase “political science has neglected.”
The phrase implies intellectual or moral negligence, as
if people knew what they should have done but did not
do it. But this bespeaks an emotional not an intellec-
tual state. It is an inheritance from years ago, certainly
after World War II. Political scientists learned a certain
inverted Pharisaism: “God knows, I am not as good as
other scientists are.” It would surprise me not the least
if similar views were entertained by many deans, pro-
vosts, and presidents across the country. The term
“self-hatred” has come, from psychoanalysis, into dis-
cussions of group behavior. It is used to describe a
member of a group who treats the group with dis-
esteem and seeks acceptance into some other group of
higher standing. Under such a condition, it would also
not be surprising if some members of the discipline
would wish to assimilate to disciplines of higher status
(to be taken by economists for economists) and look
down at other colleagues who do not have the same
wish or capacity. (Sometimes we compensate by seek-
ing others we can snub, although in the end that is
counterproductive.3) It is hardly surprising that there is
a need for a good infusion of self-respect and self-
confidence, and along with self-confidence a degree of
intellectual respect that allows differences to be exam-
ined with some precision and clarity.

IN BEHALF OF OURSELVES: WE KNOW
MORE ABOUT POLITICS THAN DO OTHER
SCHOLARS

Of course, our discipline is greatly imperfect. What
discipline, profession, or human activity is not? Law?
Medicine? Theology? Psychiatry? Economics? True,
some other disciplines are logically more coherent.
They have a dominant set of assumptions, theories,
methods, and data, although none of the social sciences
approach the coherence of physics, chemistry, or biol-
ogy. Some are equipped with better mathematicians.
Someday we may get closer to the standards in those
fields. But, as far as we are, we know more politics than

2 See Garner 1999: “competence, n . .. 2. The capacity of an official
body to do something, ‘the court’s competence to enter a valid
judgment.””

3 One of my graduate school contemporaries, a famous political
scientist I will not name, said that at a certain stage of his life, he and
his friends used to stand near the education faculty as they marched
into commencement and conspicuously call them “mister.” If this is
still our attitude, it can only obstruct our need to infuse what we
know from political science into primary and secondary education.
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any other discipline. It is our business to know politics,
however imprecisely we state it.

There is, I contend, one common thread in politics:
the organization of power. The concepts, techniques,
or data of international politics, comparative politics,
American politics, and so forth, are translatable each
into the language of the other. Power is the key to
political practice and, accordingly, to the study of that
practice. The competence (domain) of political science
is the study of the parameters, processes, and products
of power. Its competence (intellectual capability) also
extends to wherever human beings organize power,
whether it is called officially “public” or “private.” This
is the point of view that I attribute to Charles Merriam,
and I now turn to an excursus on method and then to
some big issues within conventional fields where there
are significant opportunities.

MERRIAM’S FORMULATION OF PROGRESS
AND THE TRIUMPH OF METHOD

When Merriam (1926) chose as his subject “Progress in
Political Research,” the -American Political Science
Association was twenty-one years old. Merriam con-
cluded that “these twenty-one years have been a period
of substantial progress and solid achievement, more
than justifying the expectations of those who aided in
launching the Association” (p. 4). In 1999, we should
recall that the original objectives were by no means
theoretical only. At first, there was a proposal to create
the American Society of Comparative Legislation
(Dodd 1904, 6). The originators soon concluded that it
would be better to have a broader society “to embrace
the whole field of Political Science, and thus embrace
Comparative Legislation as one of its topics” (p. 6).
Comparative legislation was a practical subject, “in-
cluding the operation of statutes, uniform legislation,
and the promotion of publications, especially indexes
and digests of record material” (p. 11).

Merriam offered a summary of where he thought
there had been progress and stated an agenda. The
research agenda includes both what we now regard as
conventional and what he expressly described as “un-
orthodox.” He also discussed opportunities for extend-
ing political science beyond the existing academic
universe. I shall discuss these in turn to show how they
are pertinent to the competence of political science at
the end of this century.

More specifically, Merriam saw progress in certain
fields of political science and in “the field of method.”
He mentions the following areas: parties (Merriam
1926, 2-3), political theory (p. 10), international rela-
tions and international law, constitutional law, public
administration (including administrative law and orga-
nization), legislation, and problems of the modern city
(p. 1). Indeed, he said, “it would be interesting to
examine the fact-content of these various inquiries and
to develop the various principles and conclusions that
have been established, but the limits of this discussion
will not permit such an appraisal” (p. 3).

These are now conventional (standard) fields of
research and teaching. The major additions since Mer-

riam’s time are comparative politics and methods. The
physical and intellectual growth of the discipline has
occurred primarily through specialization within all
these general fields. There is still considerable scope
for intellectual progress. So much has happened in 74
years, and so much remains. I return to this below.

It is in “the field of method” that the most change
has occurred.* The political scientist of 1925 would
simply be lost in 1999 material. By the same token, new
scholars in 1999 are being educated in a way that leaves
them with no connection to why they are doing what
they are doing, or what the changes since 1925 were
intended to achieve.

“In the field of method some stirrings may be
observed,” Merriam (1926, 2) stated, and he was often
the stirrer, as his audience would have known. “On the
whole, the most striking tendency of method during
this period has been that toward actual observations of
political processes and toward closer analysis of their
meaning—this in contrast to a more strictly historical,
structural, and legalistic method of approach to the
problems of politics” (p. 3).

Merriam evinced in his address an unqualified com-
mitment to “the field of method.” He advocated turn-
ing concepts and data into terms subject to mathemat-
ical measurement, and the acquisition of the data was
an important element. Merriam participated in these
innovations to a limited degree, particularly with the
help of Harold F. Gosnell and Harold D. Lasswell
(Simon 1996). He was less the doer than the inspirer,
sponsor, and academic entrepreneur. Merriam put a
view into the following sentence. “The quantitative
study of economic and other social phenomena holds
large possibilities of fruitful inquiry, providing of
course that the numbers and measurements are related
to significant hypotheses or patterns” (p. 7).

As the inspirer, Merriam played a significant role.
Quantitative analysis of politics had not been estab-
lished as a strong central concept, although it was not
an unknown idea. Francis Lieber ([1853] 1877), the
German-born political scientist, said in 1853 that he
had long been interested in election statistics from
many countries (see Freidel 1947, 292-5; Haddow
1939, 138-44; Lieber 1993, 21-32; Merriam [1903]
1969; Nevins and Thomas 1952). Some historians
working on politics in the 1890s had begun this kind of
work. A. Lawrence Lowell, closer in time to Merriam,
was on the quantitative trail. In his 1910 presidential
address, Lowell anticipated Merriam: “The more com-
plex the phenomena to be studied, the greater the care
that must be used in accepting the conclusions given by
statistics, and yet in political science they are invalu-

41 have consulted (1) some widely known scholars who are good
judges of quantitative methods; (2) Political Analysis, the specialized
journal of political methodologists; and (3) cursorily, the last two
years of the APSR, the American Journal of Politics, the Journal of
Politics, and the Political Science Quarterly. In this part of the
preparation, in particular, I had the excellent help of Amy Kristen
Stewart. I have also had the benefit of discussion over the past several
years with Paul Freedman and Marc Hetherington, whose explana-
tions have been helpful. In this subject matter, above all, the errors
are mine, and no one should blame Freedman, Hetherington, or
Stewart for any of it.
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able” (pp. 10-1). According to Rogers (1968, xxxi), “if
there was not mathematics [in Lowell’s writing], at least
he used numerals.”

Fifteen years after Lowell’s presidency came Charles
Merriam. At that time, the requirements were still
more or less literary: command of the English lan-
guage, sufficient ability to read German or French, and
passage of the field course in political philosophy or
history of political theory. As to the dissertation, it was
not unusual for a student to choose a topic, or be given
one, and write the project with little or no further
consultation with the faculty.> Merriam proposed a
major change in both procedure and substance. Those
who studied political science at Chicago testify that
Merriam was different, including Herbert Simon (1996,
57, 63), C. Herman Pritchett, Gabriel Almond, and
Robert E. Martin.¢ o .

On the whole, political science had accepted this
emphasis by the early 1930s. The most obvious form
was modern polling techniques, which made it possible
to go behind the mere paper record and ask the voters
directly what they did and why. This is the hallmark of
the work of Angus Campbell and others at the Survey
Research Center in Ann Arbor. This procedure be-
came the norm, the expected standard.

Quantification and/or mathematical analysis now
appears in virtually every field—international relations,
comparative politics, state and local politics, judicial
behavior—with the possible exception of political the-
ory. Some major journals are virtually closed to any-
thing else, and most carry a great deal. Very few are
predominantly narrative. The same pressure is present,
although not to the same degree, in the most presti-
gious university presses.

Dimensional analysis, model specification, refined
distinctions among different types of designs, quasi-

5 This is shown in the way Emmette S. Redford wrote his dissertation
at Harvard. He had great enthusiasm and respect for Charles H.
Mcllwain at Harvard but decided not to work on political philosophy
because he was not good at foreign languages. “Mcllwain did not
think one should major in political philosophy unless he knew
French, German, Latin, and probably Greek.” Ultimately, Redford
wrote under Arthur Holcombe, who gave him a topic (constitutional
problems of American economic planning). He wrote the disserta-
tion without discussing it with anyone, as far as he remembered in
later years (Redford interview by William S. Livingstone [Baer,
Jewell, and Sigelman 1991, 57]). The way Redford worked at
Harvard probably was about the same over the rest of the United
States into the 1960s. (It was the way I worked with Norton Long at
Northwestern.)

6 Pritchett said: “We were propelled into an acceptance of the fact
that political science was a social science and was obligated to use the
methods of the other social sciences” (Pritchett interview by Gordon
Baker [Baer, Jewell, and Sigelman 1991, 109]). Gabriel Almond
stated: “While I suffered a bit at the beginning of my career because
a Ph.D. in political science from Chicago was a little unconventional,
I got an enormous advantage out of it in the period after World War
11, when I discovered that I was about a decade ahead in terms of my
training as compared with colleagues in my age group” (Almond
interview by Richard A. Brody [Baer, Jewell, and Sigelman 1991,
123]). Robert E. Martin commented in the same mode, referring to
himself: (I was) “the first black political scientist to do a doctoral
dissertation in political science with heavy reliance on quantitative
methodology—my study of the AAA referenda, which produced
hundreds of statistical tables and numerous graphs” (Martin inter-
view by Russell Adams [Baer, Jewell, and Sigelman 1991, 162]).

experiments and challenges to the very idea of them,
operationalization or measurement of variables and
concepts, time-series analysis, panel and cohort analy-
sis, maximum likelihood estimation, Monte Carlo sim-
ulation, and bootstrapping are standard matters for the
education of new scholars.

Almost twenty years ago Nathaniel Beck (1983, 557)
reported the maturation of the statistical study of time
series: “While this is not the place to discuss the
theoretical merits of these studies, one must be im-
pressed by the growing methodological sophistication
of the discipline’s graduate students who are now
expected to add ARIMA (autoregressive integrated
moving average) and GLS (generalized least squares)
to their list of acronyms.” The list of acronyms grows,
as does the need to know how to perform the opera-
tions. Young scholars who do not develop this capacity
to some minimal degree will be at a disadvantage.
Senior scholars who never developed this capacity or
have allowed it to wither have to refresh it. Otherwise,
they will be like the residents of a country who cannot
speak the language of a flood of new migrants.

Indeed, many of us are learning to speak the mi-
grants’ language, however ungrammatically. But what
of the migrants’ ideas? Has the rapid saturation of
quantification/mathematical analysis been unrelievedly
beneficial for progress in scientific content in politics?
When one probes deeply into content, the answer is
“no” or “not yet,” although this answer requires some
nuance. Advanced quantitative/mathematical political
science has been striking in regard to electoral studies,
and in a lesser degree to legislation—a point to which
I return momentarily. Yet, overall, substantive im-
provement in the whole body of political science is not
commensurate with the rate of change in quantification
and mathematics. The substantive part of the Merriam
program has been fulfilled to a far more limited extent,
and in some respects it is virtually untested. The word
“method” meant more to him than quantification
merely, and in this respect Merriam has been stymied,
if not entirely defeated.

If we say Merriam’s substantive agenda is not worth
studying, that is one answer. If we say that it is worth
studying, and that others are doing it well enough
already, that is another answer. Fither could be advo-
cated or opposed. But to do so explicitly is to proceed
in accord with the idea that young scholars should be
encouraged to think much more about calling. There is
a need for far greater intensity about deciding what is
worthy studying and why, actually studying it, reporting it,
and distilling its essence into the aggregate body of
knowledge.

The competence of political science is, in some
respects, vastly enhanced by the triumph of the field of
method, but not without costs. With respect, I suggest
that the decision rules within our organizational
realm—as practiced in the aggregate by deans, depart-
ment chairs, promotion and tenure committees, con-
ference program committees (to a lesser extent), jour-
nal editors, and grant review panels—have a tendency
to suppress discovery. But discovery is the name of the
game. Herbert Simon (1996), who made thinking one
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of his many specialties, is uncertain exactly how he
thinks. He is satisfied if he can form problems through
loose unrigorous symbols in the mind, subject to proof
later. If that is so for Simon, surely it is so for the rest
of us. At least it is for me. Some costs are too high, and
some adjustments are intellectually feasible.

THE OLD LITERATURE AND HISTORY
STILL COUNT

The corpus of political science is, and will long con-
tinue to be, a source from which important understand-
ing can be distilled. In this I include political theory of
the grand tradition (Holden 1996, 16-20), which is not
a subject I studied well. In pondering some problems of
public administration, I wondered which of the earlier
writers would have been concerned with such matters.
By no analytical process that I can identify, Hobbes
came to mind, which in a millisecond I justified on the
basis that Hobbes would have to be concerned with
executive power. He was. Thus, when I went to consult
Hobbes ([1651] 1991, chap. 23) I found a concept of
“staff” and “line” quite as serviceable as that in con-
temporary public administration. It is useful to know
that the concept had a good formulation three hundred
years before it came into American writing.

This to me was evidence not of the backwardness of
American scholarship but of the underlying perma-
nence (or at least recurrence) of the phenomenon. For
instance, I find great intellectual power in the dictum
that “the making and maintaining of commonwealths”
depends on skills that have to be studied, not merely on
practice. For look what a mess practice has produced
(Hobbes [1651] 1991, chap. 20). Deutsch’s (1953;
Deutsch et al. 1957) movement, in an early quantitative
format, from nationalism and social communication to
the historical problem of integrating the European
political communities is very close to this idea, and
both are helpful. That does not mean my preference is
limited to political theory of the grand tradition. There
is also the vast store of empirical literature—based on
experiential observation or reporting and not primarily
normative—that has accrued over the course of polit-
ical science’s existence.’

The potentialities of a political science of history also

warrant our attention (Holden 1999). That merely

means the application of analytical questions or prin-
ciples of political science to data, extracted from such
records as we obtain or re-create, about the actions and
behavior of people long since dead. It is highly proba-
ble that many of the things we believe about the United
States (or any other country, perhaps) will be altered
significantly by close study of data from the past.
Beyond this, I propose a deliberate decision to
encourage “soft” research. Merriam (1926, 2) referred

7 Due to changes in style and language, it is necessary to note that
“empirical” refers to experience and can be based as well upon the
naturalists’ method of observation as upon structured experiment.
Simon (1996, 57) makes the point that his Administrative Behavior
was empirical in that sense (p. 59 n.). His “Observation of a Business
Decision” (Cyert, Simon, and Trow 1956), which in my opinion
contains the seeds of “bounded rationality,” is similarly based.

approvingly to an improvement in methods: “The most
striking tendency of method during this period has
been that toward actual observations of political pro-
cesses and toward closer analysis of their meaning.”
What are the ways of actual observation? One of the
ways of “actual observation,” is participant observation
(Holden 1996). It remains the best single method of
hearing and seeing directly what politicians do as they
are doing it. The work produced by its most consistent
and explicit advocate, Richard Fenno, receives nothing
but well-merited praise (Fiorina 1996, 90). Yet, the
methodologists hardly take note of his writing on the
method that he himself employs (Fenno 1990).

The triumph of method to which I refer has carried
us away from the aspiration toward actual observa-
tions. Reinvigorating such qualitative research is desir-
able because, at minimum, it is a precursor to quanti-
tative work that may yet be years away.® Participant-
observation has been the subject of one article in the
leading annual on methods.? I am aware of no other,
although in some disciplines it has been reconceived as
ethnographic research (Schwartzman 1993). Merriam
found that the most striking tendency in methods was
the use of “actual observation of political processes and
closer analysis for their meaning,” but the tendency has
been sharply reduced. This works against the compe-
tence (knowledge and capability) of political science.

Leaving aside the observation method for a moment,
I turn to the importance of thinking. Simon (1996,
106-7) says that he used mathematics as a means of
thought, and this mathematics “is relatively unrigorous,
loose, heuristic,” and “solutions had to be checked for
correctness.” He found unexpectedly that Tjalling
Koopmans did not agree at all. Koopmans deemed
mathematics a language of proof “to guarantee that
conclusions were correct, that they could be derived
rigorously” (pp. 106—7). Simon could never persuade
Koopmans that “the logic of discovery is quite different
from the logic of verification.” Their friendship contin-
ued until Koopmans’s death. Perhaps had Koopmans
lived longer, Simon said they might have reconciled
their different views about mathematics. “It is his view,
of course, that prevails in economics today, and to my
mind it is a great pity for economics and the world that
it does” (Simon 1996, 107).

Anything should do if it helps one formulate the
problem. It is impressive that Simon had such a view.
But there is no reason the same principle is not
legitimate even if the problem is formed with words or
even with literal pictures in the mind. There are times
when the significant intellectual problems flow directly
out of the solution of an instant problem. But that is
not the only way. Scientific progress demands method-
ological flexibility.

On this point, let me recite a fish story—from
ichthyology, not the liars’ bench. The salmon is born,

8 On this I have had some encouraging comment by a young
colleague (and e-mail correspondent), Patrick Wolf.

9 The first issue of Political Methodology contained an article on
participant-observation by Jennie-Keith Ross and Marc Howard
Ross (1974). 1 believe this first article may have been the last on the
subject.
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ranges very far from the natal stream, returns, spawns
progeny, and dies (Hasler and Scholz 1983, 12). How?
The movement of the salmon from birth to death has
been a subject of speculation and study for a long time.
Between the 1940s and the 1970s, Arthur Hasler and
his students worked out the solution. Did he get the
answer from literature or experiments? No. On vaca-
tion, climbing in the mountains, he encountered “a
cool breeze bearing the fragrance of mosses and col-
umbine.” The odor so impressed him “that it evoked a
flood of memories of boyhood chums and deeds long
since vanished from conscious memory” (p. 12). The
very next sentence states: “The association was so
strong that I immediately applied it to the problem of
salmon homing” (p. 12).

He had the answer, but he had to find the solution,
the reason for believing the answer definitively. The
successive steps took several years: an hypothesis that
each stream contains a particular bouquet of fra-
grances to which salmon become imprinted before
emigrating to the ocean; salmon subsequently use this
odor as a cue to identify their natal tributary upon their
return from the sea; the soil and vegetation of each
drainage basin impart a distinct odor to the water,
providing the unique cue for homing; and formalizing
the hypothesis in collaboration with one of his students,
Warren Wisby, in 1951 (Hasler and Scholz 1983, 12).

Imagine a political scientist saying to a tough critic:
“I got this great idea!” “Yeah, how did you get that?”
“I smelled a mountain breeze and it reminded me of
my childhood.” This excursus on “method” is to make
one observation stand in bold relief. The triumph of
“the field of method,” as Merriam called it, has the
effect of suppressing much inquiry that cannot be
conducted in the forms of the most advanced quanti-
fication/mathematics. From the point of a science of
politics this is counterproductive. The competence of
political science is diminished if emergent political
scientists increasingly are obstructed from working in
simple ways—if they wish to attain the highest levels of
respect—when the more advanced ways will never
reach the purpose. The competence of political science
is enhanced if young scholars are given greater latitude
in the ways of “soft” research, from traditional theory
and history to sheer thinking, all in the purpose of a
stronger substantive purpose.

The strongest concentration of combining advanced
methodology and substance probably is around politi-
cal parties, elections, and public opinion. My guess, and
it is a guess, is that the next area of concentration is
“legislation,” which in contemporary political science
can refer to committee politics, floor politics, and
congressional voting (if not otherwise characterized as
floor politics). In a sense, this area analyzes politics as
the production and use of information (Ferejohn and
Kuklinski 1990), with some attention to money (al-
though not much explicitly). It is about democracy as a
going concern, in which most people participate at a
fairly low level of intensity. There are very well-
regarded studies of this type, such as the widely cited
work by Lupia and McCubbins (1998).

Elections are very important to the arrangement of

power, at least in some societies and countries. But the
election is not itself mainly an exercise of power. There
are exercises of power in strategic and tactical decisions
that will structure who gets to run for office. But in free
countries these are chiefly nonelectoral and preelec-
toral decisions. Elections themselves are not exercises
of power, except that they give the command to
someone to “get out of office.” Nor are they usually
conceived as such by the voters. They are, as exercises
of power, spasmodic at best. When the command to
“get out of office” is ignored or resisted, it can be
enforced only by various nonelectoral pressures (such
as when powerful groups indicate that they will not
cooperate with the resisters) or, ultimately, when “the
popular will” is manifest by boycotts, protests, or more
strenuous action.!® If I reason correctly, then the part
of political science where quantitative/mathematical
advance is most to be celebrated often leaves our
understanding of the exercise of power relatively unaf-
fected. It also leaves relatively unaffected the most
disruptive factors in the parameters of politics, and
quite often the products of politics (policy).

BIG ISSUES IN “CONVENTIONAL” FIELDS

What should follow if most of the substantive part of
the Merriam program were taken into serious account
in planning a research agenda on a large scale? The
choices would concentrate on inquiries into the orga-
nization and exercise of power. In the near to middle
term (five to ten years) there should be an intense
concentration on both establishing the “fact-content”
as well as developing the “principles and conclusions,”
which would mean a full review of all the areas
mentioned and their logical and strategic interrela-
tions. The ultimate objective would be, as the econo-
mist Alfred Marshall ([1890] 1997, xi) said of his own
book, “an attempt to present a modern version of old
doctrines with the aid of the new work, and with
reference to the new problems of our own age.”
Ultimately, that means a coherent summation of the
findings of empirical research and their integration

across the fields of the discipline. This is notably

important, as the fields themselves (American, Com-
parative, etc.) are more conventional social organiza-
tions— organizational subrealms, so to speak—than
they are intellectually coherent units.!! '

My point of departure is a concern for power. Four

10 This kind of action was reported in the media regarding Indonesia
in October 1999. In due course, some scholar presumably will discuss
whether this is a correct interpretation of that situation.

11 Tt also means a clear conception, clearly argued, as to what part of
our present empirical and conceptual core should now be abandoned
because it is not grounded in the product of the most advanced
quantitative/mathematical inquiry. Conversely, it entails the clearest
attention to the theoretical significance of the adaptations that have
occurred, including a clear summation as to whether they are
producing empirically correct results that are more than a numeral-
ized form of contemporary institutional history. I am contemplating
a matrix with the major methodological innovations and techniques
on one axis and substantive fields of work on the other. This may be
impractical, although I do not see why it should be more than
tedious. Collegial comment would be welcome.
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sets of problems are strategic within this context: public
administration, the nature of political interests, the
politics of urbanization, and the interpenetration of
politics and economics. They would permit, and some-
times require, linkages across the existing fields.

The Centrality of Administration

If students of politics, in this country and around the
world, wish to observe power in action, then the crucial
focus is discretion regarding the actual use of informa-
tion, money or its surrogates, and force. These are the
resources necessary to induce joint action, and they are
found in every society. Their use is what I mean by the
centrality of administration to power. Inverting Long’s
(1962) insight, administration is the lifeblood of power.
This is not the “public administration” of a merely
technical logic. The issue is still relevant to many
governments in the world, including some at the sub-
national level in the United States. From the point of
view of the organization of control, one can develop a
much deeper agenda of research.!? Within “public
administration,” four matters appear to me of funda-
mental importance: the mechanisms of power, public
opinion and public administration, public administra-
tion and the plural society, and the politics of prosecu-
tion.

Three Mechanisms of Power. The expectation is that if
one takes all the units in the world called “nation-
states,” one will discover two mechanisms of power,
and in some societies a third.

Mechanism 1 is the structure for giving and receiving
executive direction at very high levels. We may think of
it as aggregating data that will motivate authorities at
the highest level, allow them to engage in decision
making, and announce, declare, or proclaim their
decisions. This structure is triangular. There is a central
or chief executive: president, king, prince, pope, prime
minister, and so on. There is an “entourage” (which
more conventional political science language used to
call “staff”), a network of “friends and cronies,” “young
servants,” and “migratory technocrats” floating around
the chief executive.!® The third part of this structure
consists of operating entities in the giving and receiving

12 This can be said if there is effective public government. I note that
there is great discussion today of “privatization” and a “New Public
Management.” The resonance of this language was made clearer to
me in a conversation with R. A. W. Rhodes at the meeting of the
Political Studies Association of the United Kingdom in March 1999.
My thesis, however, is that privatization does nothing to alter the
basic pattern except one of two things. (1) It reduces the scope of
public government, and in that event transfers power to the corpo-
ration or some nonprofit form of private government. (2) It keeps the
scope of public government in form, maintaining the form of
policymaking at the highest level, and delegated, assigned, or con-
tracted program decisions and operational detail decision to some
private entity. I benefited from separate discussions of the same
general subject with Lawrence Howard, who, given his values and
epistemological assumptions, expressed discouragement, and with
Michael B. Preston, who merely treated the issue clinically.

13 This formulation turns out to be convergent with studies of high
level executive decision making being conducted by a group of
psychiatrists (Volkan et al. 1998, 160-1).

of executive direction. In the United States, the presi-
dency (in which the president is the center but not the
totality) is mechanism 1, but every nation-state has a
mechanism 1, as does every state (and most local
governments of any size).

Within this mechanism is a simple process that I
designate as “bargaining and command.” Presidents
(or the chief executives in other systems) have a
common feature. They are human beings with biolog-
ical and psychological demands upon them, just as
other human beings are. They operate with concep-
tions of free choice (authority and power to do what-
ever they think right), but they are also subject to
organizational demand from the aggregate of subordi-
nates about what is wise and right. They are also
subject to demands from the world outside official
government.

Delegation, formal and informal, acknowledged and
unacknowledged, enters into the decision-making pro-
cess. Between chief executives and official subordinates
there is a continuous and simultaneous process of
bargaining and command. This is not a research finding
but a synthetic statement based upon what we know (or
at least what I know) from the written record. Research
can be planned and executed to elaborate and test the
formulation against any political system in the world
for which there is any chance of obtaining data. There
is likely to be some variation based upon culture, legal
authority, and so forth. The president of Finland has
more power within Finnish government than the pres-
ident of the United States has within American gov-
ernment, but neither can be wholly exempt from the
generalization. The formulation is also testable against
the transactions between the president of the United
States, the presidential entourage, and the operating
agency heads (secretaries and others) from 1789 to
now.

I make two disclaimers and a bold claim. Disclaimer
1: T know little, if anything, more of President Clinton
than does any other member of our discipline, and so
far as I know, he has no reason to know my name.
Disclaimer 2: I know even less of George Stephano-
poulos. Claim: I know George Stephanopoulos and
knew him before President Clinton knew him. This is
not extrasensory perception or second sight. Stephano-
poulos fits my model as the ambitious young servant. This
conclusion stands solely on the evidence of his own
published work and the known public record (Stephano-
poulos 1999).

Mechanism 1 embodies, among other things, the fact
of intercollective (interagency/“bureaucratic™) politics,
which is remarkably widespread. What makes mecha-
nism 1 attractive, moreover, is that I can hope for
intertemporal, international comparisons. For exam-
ple, it can be applied to the Roman empire, for the
period described in Fergus Millar’s (1992) wonderful
account of the emperor as a working official, not a
movie character. Similarly, from the work of Conyers
Read (1960, 1961), Sir John Neale (1953), and others,
it can be applied to government under Elizabeth I.

Mechanism 1 sometimes involves democracy, but
not necessarily. The extreme case is Nazi Germany,



The Competence of Political Science: “Progress in Political Research” Revisited

March 2000

whose propaganda systems surely were the antithesis of
democracy. Yet, the competing propaganda organiza-
tions reportedly fought among themselves during the
war, and Hitler—der Fuhrer, remember!—was reluc-
tant to intervene and avoided seeing the combatant
agency chiefs when he could.

Mechanism 2, considered generically, meets the
problem of field administration. Again, the potentiality
for systematic comparison is enormous. One cannot
conceive a world without field administration any more
than one can conceive a world without some system for
food distribution. If central decision makers could
dispose of these resources perfectly, then central con-
trol should always result. Those who are granted
authority in the field are presumed to act upon decision
premises adopted by central decision makers. Max
Weber’s model of bureaucracy fits what people came to
believe, at any rate.

All over the world, however, we encounter observa-
tions that tell us there is a fruitful potentiality in the
study of imperfect hierarchy. Terminology is not well
established for administrative practices that do not
accord with the pure model of central control. The
terminology that I adopt here to express some vertical
stratification, but imperfect degrees of hierarchy, is
“devolution” and “negotiated power-sharing.” Imper-
fect hierarchy sometimes is precisely displayed where
the theory of hierarchy is most explicit. Imperfect
hierarchy is obvious but has not always been accepted
into theories of administration, although in the past
decade and a half American scholars concerned with
implementation have rediscovered, and to some extent
reemphasized, “nonhierarchical decision making”
(Levin and Ferman 1985). But as political scientists we
may encourage students to look more broadly, for the
imperfection of hierarchy is more pervasive, in many
other polities.

The actions of those who are supposed to be subor-
dinates may deviate from what central decision makers
would have preferred for at least five reasons: (1)
subordinates lack the physical or mental ability to
perform what the central decision maker would re-
quire; (2) field-level decision makers have been given a
bigger job than they can possibly handle; (3) the field
administrator is protecting his or her own self-interest,
in the narrowest sense; (4) field administrators do not
agree with what they have been told to do and imple-
ment the orders in ways that are more satisfactory by
their own lights; and (5) field administrators feel driven
to modify, or reinterpret, their orders or compliance
procedures, in accord with the local environment, so as
to attract support from people who will not, in their
opinion, comply with the orders as initially issued.

Devolution is essentially a bargain between the most
central decision maker and the principal field subordi-
nates, who by law, fiction, or custom are allowed
dependent positions of rulership. It also involves the
willingness- and ability of the superior to intervene,
punish, and even replace the subordinate official who
does not toe the line, or who becomes ineffective. The
bargain that is entered provides the benefits of office
and the protection of the superior authority in ex-

change for the field ruler’s willingness and ability to
execute the controls, practices, and policies that the
central authority desires.

Negotiated power-sharing (or what is called “inter-
governmental relations” [IGR] in the United States)
arises when the “superior” level of government has
some incentive to offer for a means of action other than
compulsion but is not willing to let the subordinate unit
have completely free rein. It must mitigate demands it
might otherwise then make. More than three decades
ago, Michael Lipsky (1982) offered the concept of
street-level bureaucracy to describe the transactions
between the Nth official in the authority structure and
the outside persons with whom an official entity deals.

Practice at this level reveals social realities, even to a
degree that those who articulate social doctrine may
wish to deny. What is to be said of rights when a police
officer can, within station precincts, not merely beat a
prisoner but jab a stick into the prisoner’s anus?4
What of Waco?15

Austin Ranney once observed that most people
“almost never see anyone or have dealings with anyone
other than ‘administrators.” ”16 The “social constitu-
tion” is manifested in the daily transactions between
those who exercise administrative discretion and those
with whom they deal.

Mechanism 3 exists in some polities but not others. It
is the optional institutions and processes through which
constraints are imposed upon administration. Con-
straint is limitation, but it is also imperative direction.
The distinction between “constitutional” or “democrat-
ic” governmental systems, as we now use those terms,
and others is whether there are mechanisms for effec-
tive constraints. Collective bodies (legislatures or as-
semblies) are the principal constraining institutions,
but adjudicative bodies (courts) also provide means for
this end result.

In the American case, at the national level, con-
straint is notably present in the congressional process.
Conceptually, there are four types of transactions
between Congress and the executive branch: (1) for the
purpose of achieving some legislation; (2) for the
purpose of helping constituents (“intermediation”); (3)
for the purpose of “oversight” in the more technical
sense of getting better administrative performance or
service; and (4) for the infliction of pain upon some
executive, some set of executive subordinates, or others
(regardless of whether the body has any constitutional
authority to inflict pain).

The peculiar power of the U.S. Congress, incompa-
rably the most powerful collective body in the world, is
directly related to its deep engagement, through vari-

14 This refers to a New York City police matter in 1999 which is now
in the public reports and on which I have not carried out a detailed
analysis.

15 Various allegations have been made about the conduct of federal
field agents in the Branch Davidian matter in 1993. The case had
yielded, by the time of writing, much senatorial criticism of Attorney
General Janet Reno, much reported (but not verified) conflict
between the attorney general and the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion, and the appointment as special counsel of former U.S. senator
John Danforth.

16 Letter to the author, March 25, 1969.



