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Many political scientists are concerned with under-
standing the philosophy of sclence and incorporating its
teachlngs into thelr methodology.! This Is, at least parti-
ally, because of the promise of theoretical and practical
progress this branch of phllosophy extends. We consider
and evaluate both this concern and this promise in light of
some annoyingly persistent problems. In additlon, we
suggest an alternative approach to "doing political
sclence" calculated to turn these problems to the advantage
of practitioners In the disciplline.

. PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE AND THE DEFINING OF POLITICAL
METHODOLOGY

Most philosophers of science have described their
task as Identifying and systematizing those elements of
scientific procedure accounting for the successes of the
natural sciences. For example, Carl Hempel (1966:3~8)
begins his popular introduction to The Philosophy of the
Natural Sciences, with an account of the way that testing
the logical implications of generalized hypotheses allowed
Semmelweis to Isolate the cause of vertain infections.
Hempel's example is compeliing. It illustrates the manner
In which scientific analysls and scientific method lead to
progress In the accumulation of knowledge and human wel |-
being.

Now consider, for example, Cohen and Nagel's (1934:
195) statement about the practical concerns the sclentific
method Is designed to address:

| we wish clarity and accuracy, order and
conslstency, security and cogency, In our actions
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and Intel lectual alleglances we shall have to

resort to some method of fixing belliefs whose

efficacy In resolving problems Is Independent

of our deslires and wills. Such a method, which

takes advantage of the objJective connections

In the world around us, should be found reason-

able not because of Its appeal to the idio-

syncrasles of a selected few individuals, but

because [t can be tested repeatedly and by all

men .

Again, Nagel (196l:Chapter 1) argues that the methodological
principles of science lead to ever more precise and exten-
sive accumulatlons of knowledge. Finally, Karl Popper
(1958:34-39) virtually Identifies the philosophy of science
with the methodological rules that lead to the demarcation
of the natural sclences. For Pepper, these rules con-
stitute the defining characteristics of the scientific
enterprise (1958:59-77).

To many pol itical sclentists, these claims of clarity,
accuracy, cogency, and order are Intoxicating. Faced with
nearly Intractable problems and with only |imited success
In producing knowledge, they devour +he philosophy of
sclence.  Seeking to improve thelr own discipline, they
turn the phllosophers' descriptions of sclentific method
Into prescriptions for political analysis. Conslider, for
example, Farquharson (1969:3-4), who ldealizes both the
sclentific concept of theory as a mathematical formulation
of experience, and the scientiflc requirement of theory
selection through testing the specific Implications of
general ized covering statements against reallty. Certainly
the prescriptions for "rigorous" polltical analysis by the
great "approach bullders" were couched In terms of this
"recelved view." Easton (1952:52-7), for example, tries
to Justify his constructs in these terms, and Merton (1977),
Singer (1968), and many others take similar positions.

This "received view"2 |s so Intoxicating because of
Its Interpretation of the relationship between values and
knowledge. Values In the "received view" are, in Important
ways, separable from analysis. Of course values motivate
the scientist In the selectlon of research interests, In
the Initial choice of variables and Indicators, and even in
the preliminary understanding of the data collected. Thus
the motivation for dolng research Is not value free. In
fact, research in the natural sclences (as in polltical
sclence) Is often aimed (directly or indirectly) at re-
solving problems of violence, poverty, and inefficiency.
Similarly, the researcher's concerns (usually arrlved at
through normatlive argumentation) are reflected in both the
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researcher's approach and cholce of variables. Given a
particular interest and particular problem, the researcher
may seek a theoretical approach that permits solving the
problem by manipulating a particularly accessible variable.
But even ther the motivations of research need not have
implications for the manner In which 1t Is conducted. Most
particularly, one would want the empirical basis for the
acceptance or rejection of a theory to be independent of the
values of the researcher. As Cohen and Nagel indlcated,
the "received view", from its very beginnings, sought to
extend this objectivity of the natural sclences to other
fields.> These fields were understood to have values and
objectives different from the natural sciences. Con-
sequently, progress was to be achieved by developing a
methodology that could significantly reduce the impact of
any researcher's values on theory selection. Once this
methodology was avallable, all fields of study could

choose their theories in the same way, regardless of a
researcher's values and motivation. |In brief, methodology
would check bias.

Politics (needless to say) is rife with divergent val-
ues. More Importantly, the predominant approach to under-
standing politics prior to the general acceptance of the
"received view" worked to incorporate these divergent
values Iinto the very analysis itself. C. A. McClelland's
"wisdom approach" stressed a long-term, direct approach
with a narrow toplc of concern; a study of the topic's
history; and

an "understanding" that is not quite

intuitive; it is more a synthesis con-

structed privately from both particular

facts and general meanings. Each

student must build up such understanding

by his own Individual intellectual effort

sustained over a long period of time

- (1969:4).4
Al'l of this, of course, led to choosing theory on the basis
of unchecked individual experience and of the researcher's
personal recall of what was subjectively percelved as most
significant. This, In turn, made generallzation (theory
construction) and testing highly suspect, and frustrated
political scientists' attempts to Identify any progress In
thelr discipline. The phllosophy of science, promising
rellef from these difficulties and frustrations, con-
sequently became a preeminent concern of the discipline.

To say that the philosophy of science was a preeminent
concern Is not to say that it was everywhere accepted as
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defining the proper method for political science. Con-
sistently, this "received view" was challenged by a "human-
istic," "interpretive," or "hermeneutic" approach. Often
using ideas about the scientific enterprise popularized by
Kuhn, Polanyl, and Feyerabend,? political scientists
argued for a fundamental break between the phllosophy of
the natural sciences and the practice of the soclal
sciences.6 From this perspective, political science does
not uncover "truths" but "ideologies" (fundamental concep-
tualizations, conventions, etc.) inextricably tied to
notions of human purpose and the nature of the good life.”
Consequently, value neutrality in political research is
limited in much the same way (but even more so) as it was
in medical research (Taylor, 1967:47).

The emphasis and aims of the "recelved view" and the
"humanist-lideological approach" Identify a continuum. In
fact, any given analyst's approach is |lkely to be mixed,
Incorporating aspects of both poles. Some philosophers of
science and political theorists even argue for a conscious,
dynamic interplay between these positions as the proper
method In the soclal sciences (Taylor, 1967: or earlier,
Pierce, 193l:paragraphs 319-337). O0f course, there are
research situations in political science where such an
Interplay makes a great deal of sense. To the degree that
political research Is not based on hypothetical-deductive
constructs, but Involves "approaches" and less clearly
| inked hypotheses, It Is increasingly difficult to restrict
the role of values. When research proceeds less on the
basis of its inner logic and more on an exploratory basis,
the researcher's freedom Increases. There are, iIn brief,
recognized forms of research in political science to which
the philosophy of science Is relatively inapplicable. Many
political scientists simply do not play the science game.
Thus, some critics of the received view (llke Charles
Taylor) broaden the object of their analysis from political
science and "political theory" to political scientists and
their "approaches to pelitical theory" (Taylor, 1967).
Under these clrcumstances, it is reasonable to define
"doing political sclence" to include the entire "recelved
view"/"Humanist-ideological” continuum.

But what if we confine "doing polifical science" to
research seeking the same sort of rigor as the natural
sciences? Must values creep in? |Is there necessarily an
ideclogical basis to the pursuit of theory In the soclial
sciences, as the "humanists'" maintain? Can we so confine
our concept of "doing political science"?
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We shall fry to answer these questions. Specifically,
we argue (1) that ideology necessarily plays an integral
role In the most scientifically rigorous methodology; this
role goes beyond the role ideology plays in motivating
research interest, defining variables and indicators, and
interpreting results (i.e., ideclogy is an inseparable part
of the formal loglic of sclentific method); (2) that it is
not only the nature of the social sciences that makes ideo-
logical concerns important to the inquiry; and (3) that
given (1) and (2) it is not accurate to deplct "doing
political science" (or to prescribe what ought to be its
method) in terms of the "received view"/"humanist-ideo-
logical™ continuum. As an alternative, we argue that
"doing political science" 1s best placed on a continuum,
defined in terms of an interplay between soclial values or
ldeology and problem solving Instrumentalism. This recon-
ceptualization of "doing political science" does not di-
minish the work of those following the "received view."
Rather, it liberates them from certain supposed require-
ments of an empirical social science impossible to fulfill.
Further, it obviously places political sclentists' con-
clusions on a rather soft epistemological foundation.

Il. A PERSISTENT DIFFICULTY: THE PROBLEM OF THEORY
SELECTION

Any convincing claim for a method of inquiry or for a
procedure to accumulate knowledge accurately, must account
for what is added and what is discarded. |f a sclientific
procedure leads to a value-free accumulation of knowledge,
it must provide sound criteria for choosing among competing
hypotheses, theories, and explanations. It is only through
the consistent use of such criteria that systematic
progress can be achleved. Thus, this aspect of method Is
central to the epistemological and practical questions of
procedure and method In political science.

The roots of such choice criteria are, of course, In
epistemology, and the study of these roots has recently
concerned philosophers of sclence. Although they are not
of one mind, generally they agree that the "goodness of
fit" between a theory and reality should dictate theory
choice.” Reallty Is considered to be quite independent
of the observer who determines what are "better" theories.
The notion of value-free scientific Investigation is thus
preserved, and there is no role In the choice for cultural
biases, ideological values, or subjective predispositions.

Phi losophers of the "received view" do not pretend
that sclentists actually choose in this fashion. Rather
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than describing behavior, these philosophers try to specify
a set of sufficient conditions for scientists to generate
knowledge we might accept as "scientific." For Hempel and
Nage!, as well as for many others, the core of the methodo-
logical argument Is the cholce criterion: comparing theory
to reallty can lead to progressive development in our store
of knowledge. Given this agreement, the question becomes,
how might we devise a criterion so that "real 1ty" dictates
our choice of theory?

Alternative Cholce Criteria

Theory selection based on truth (the verificationist
approach) would be most satisfactory, but this criterion
is too severe. The universal statements and law-1ike
generalizations of theories are open-ended. We cannot,
for example, prove decislively that "all x are y," until
each "x" is examined. Even if "all x" constitute a know-
able and finite set, "x" might vary across time and space,
and it is, therefore, at least questionable to say that
since every x is now y, 1t will be y in the future. This
is the general problem of induction, with us at least since
Hume (1962:45-91 first published In 1777).

Interestingly, even if one argues that there is
actual ly no problem of induction (Swineburn, 1978:9-17)
there are still at least two difficulties with the veri-
ficationist approach. First, there are Hempel's wel |
known paradoxes of confirmation, or the prchiem of what
counts as evidence (1965:13-16). For example, a theory
that asserts that only groups "appropriately" organized or
privileged can supply themselves with col lective goods
(Olson, 1965) can be corroborated (using common conceptions
of confirmation) (1) by any collective good not being
supplied to any group regardless of its state of organi-
zation, etc., (2) by any "appropriately" organized group
that either does or does not receive collective goods, (3)
by any objects in the universe that do not constitute "an
appropriately organized group." The problem stems from
the fact that If (as is usually the case) a law takes the
logical form of a unlversal conditional (e.g., all crows
are black), then conflrming any or all logically equivalent
forms should serve to confirm the original form. For
example, one logically equivalent form of "all crows are
black" Is "all non-black objects are not crows." Now if
black crows are conflrmatory evidence for the original
form because they fulfill the antecedent crowness, and the
consequent, blackness, then any non-black, non-crow
object (e.g., a red pencil) must also be confirmatory

R —

C. Frederick Abel and Joe A. Oppenheimer 45

evidence.

The second problem with the verificationist approach
is the general underdetermination of any probable reality.
One perplexing problem of statistical accounts, for example,
Is that they make it possible (on the basis of true pre-
mises) to establish pairs of incompatible conclusions from
the same body pf available evidence (Hempel, 1965:53-67).
To see this, consider the statements (1) "80 percent of
American Jews vote Democratic" and (2) 90 percent of
American stock brokers vote Republlican." Now imagine
Jacobl, an American Jew and stock-broker. Does he vote
Democratic with a probability of .8 or Republican with a
probability of .97 Both inferences are obviously proble-
matic. In this manner, it becomes difficult to state pre-
cisely what confirmatory evidence would look like. Con-
sequently, the most we can speak of are "degrees of con-
firmation" (Carnap, 1947-8) relative to the total
avallable evidence, and this evidence is often so compre-
hensive and complex as to defy expression In terms clearly
confirming any probabilistic, law-|ike statement (Hempel,
1965:66-7).

It would seem, then, that all theories are equally
unverifiable, and that choice among theories on the basis
of proven truth is impossible. But problems of induction
and corroboration may be generally avoided by adopting a
falsificationist approach.

If sclence cannot prove, It might nevertheless dis-
prove theories, avolding some problems raised by the use
of a verificatlon criterion. ﬂ:o:m: I+ may take an in-
finite set of observations to verify the truth of a state-
ment, as long as a statement is cast In unlversal con-
ditional form 1t takes but one repllicable observation to
falsify it.9 The idea Is to use the empirical base to
choose from among law-|lke general statements that are fair
game for falsifying attempts. Just as Hempel did not
focus on the generation of hypotheses but on their confir-
mation, falsificationists are not so concerned with how
general izatlon occurs (Popper, 1958:107-8) as with getting
on with "sclentific" falsifying procedure. Induction is
not an integral part of the falsification process and
avolding its logical problems Is, at least In part, a
strength of this philosophica! school's procedural pre-
scription. Thus, induction is not a "problem" in the
sense It would be for a verificationist, who must jJustify
the step from empirical base to choice of hypothesis
through an inductive process.

Finally, the criterion of falsifiability allows one to
avold the paradoxes of confirmation.!0 A single-minded
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falsificatlonlsm reduces ambiguity about what data are
appropriate so long as the theory can be stated as a
simple universal conditional.

still, the criterion of falsifiablility is unsatis-
factory. First, it leads to the rejection of theories

when we have no well formulated alternatives. Second, laws
are not always of universal conditional form. Third,
since Popper's falsificationist program telis us nothing
about the generation of hypotheses, the rejection of "near
misses" Is flnal, even though all that might be cal led for
ls a refinement of the theory. Finally, theories by them-
selves absolutely forbid any given occurrence or given
state of affairs. Theories usually contain understood or
tacit certeris paribus clauses, which logical ly deflect the
impact of apparently falsifying instances from the central
+:m01<.__ It seems, then, that theories are not only un-
veriflable but also unfalsifiable.

Though empiricist criteria are dealt a serious blow by
these considerations, the wound Is not fatal. Such "abso-
lutest" views of sclence and its choice criteria are not
only unverifiable but also unfalsifiable.

Though empiricist criteria are dealt a serious blow
by these considerations, the wound is not fatal. Such
"absolutest" views of sclence and its choice criteria are
not really necessary. The poinT of science and the
scientific method might rather be fo search, as Popper
(1958:50) says, "for mistakes with the serious purpose of
eliminating as many of these mistakes as we can in order
to get nearer the fruth." Using this approach, experiments
would be designed to Indicate which theories portray
reality most accurately. Rival theories are tested
against each other and the one that provides maximum
corroborated content ls chosen. In this way, theory
selection is predicted on "werisimilitude," and science Is
concerned primarily with "close" instead of "exact" fit.
"Better," rather than "pest," theories would be chosen.
Indeed, this seems to be the pattern in political science.
Consider for example, the evolution of theorizing about the
act of voting. Beginning with Downs' (1957) derlvation of
+the logic of non-voting, we see an effort continuously tfo
improve the theory's fit with real ity.

This choice criterion precludes same of the problems
of verification and falsification dealt with so far, and
this portrayal of science probably squares quite nicely
with the views of most scientists. First of all, addres-
sing verisimilltude In this manner stresses the deductive
implications of theories, and thus avoids the inductive
perplexities of the verificationist approach. Second, one
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always keeps the "best" theory despite falsifying instances,
and one can accept the theory as "best" in light of all Its
auxi|iary theories (theories about what constitutes a
"fact," the "real-world," "unbiased perceptions," etc.,
and theories about the nature and scope of the tacit
ceteris paribus clause) without claiming it to be ulti-
mately the most "truthful"™ that one might possibly devise.
Thus the fundamental objections to the falsification
approaches are met. Finally, even such basic introductory
treatments of scientific method as Nagel's describe science
as motivated by "the desire for explanations which are at
once systematic and controllable by factual evidence."
These treatments also seek to explain how science differs
from common sense, to the extent that it constantly, con-
sistently, and closely critiques Its own arguments in order
to Increase their fit with experimental observations (Nagel
1961:7-10, 12-13). It is not too foreign, then, to speak _
of maximally reliable theories rather than "true" theories.

I+ would seem, then, that we can develop logical and
systematic principles for choosing between rival theories,
consistent with the objectives of the "received view."
Thus, the recelved view would seem to be a useful antipode
in explanations of what constitutes "dolng social (and
therefore political) science." Lakatos (1970) has, In
fact, set about formulating and defending such principles
for choosing maximally rellable theories (those with
maximally corroborated content) according to hls "doctrine
of sophisticated methodological falsificationlsm":

For the sophisticated a scientific theory T is

falsified if and only If another theory T' has

been proposed with the following characteristics:

(1) T' has excess empirical content over T: that

is, it predicts novel facts, that is, facts Im-

probable in the light of, or even forbidden by,

T; (2) T' explains the previous success of T,

that is, all the unrefuted content of T is In-

cluded (within the limits of observational error)

in the content of T' and (3) some of the excess

content of T' is corroborated. (Lakatos, 1970:

I16. Italics In the original.)
These criteria seem to provide standards for empirically
evaluating theories while recognizing that no theory can
be conclusively falsified. Thus, they provide for theory
choice on the basis of "verisimilitude" or closest fit,
given the corroborated content of rival theories. This
position has been appealing to political scientists. As
Moon says, "although there are certain difficulties with
Lakatos' program. . . it Is sufficlent to demonstrate the
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testable, and therefore explanatory, character of
scientific theories." (1975:153).

Recent developments In the philosophy of science and
in political methodology, however, can be used to chal lenge
the "Lakatosian Resolution" of the traditional problem of
theory selection. For example, David Miller (1975:159-
191) has argued that choosing betwoen two theories (both
non-isomorphic with reality) on the basis of relative
verisimilitude Is impossible. His basic argument may be
1ilustrated quite simply. Imagine two theories (A and B)
each predicting certain aspects of reality (e.g., X and Y).
The nature of X and Y is free to vary widely: these may
be constants (e.g., @ soclety's marginal propensity to
consume), or parametric function (predicted response rates
of one society to another's arms levels). Imagine further
+hat one theory (A) Is always at least as good, and at
+imes better, In predicting aspects of reality than the
other (B). This situation is graphically exempliflied in
Figure |, and summarized In Table I.

"gest fit" criteria would seem to dictate that we
choose theory (A) over theory (8), as (A) apparently Is
uniformly more accurate. But as Miller demonstrates, un-
less (A) Is always frue (never errs), (A) can not always
be more accurate than (B). That is, we can always con-
struct other combinatorial aspects of the real ity the
theories explain that reverse the relative degrees of
accuracy. To lllustrate, consider Table 11. Here fheory
A predicts both X and Y more accurately than B. However,
we can construct a new aspect of reality (V). Defining
V (for illustrative purposes) as the arithmetic sum of X
and Y, note that B predicts V better than A does. Similar
manipulation Is possible for parametric functions. Miller
notes that such reversals undercut the possibility of
choosing among theories on the basls of verisimilitude.

No ordering of theories on such a basls Is possible.
Miller goes on to establish the existence of constructable
variables that can reverse the verisimilitude ranking of
any two imperfectly fitting theories. Thus, among false
theories there can always be found predictions reversing
any order of accuracy derived from any other set pre-
dictions. This means that If we have any theory

that predicts many things better than any other, we can
construct a new domain of comparable size, In which the
relative accuracy of the fwo theories Is reversed.

|f Miller's findings are correct, much of the force
is taken from the "l akatosian Resolution," and the problem
of theory choice persists. This, In turn, calls into
question once agaln both the usefulness of the "received
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Table I. The relative accuracy of two theories
XY
reality X Y EITHER: xc > X > X or
predictions by A X_ Y X < xm M
predictions by B xm «m > ST S
b 'p e: elther case, one or
both Inequalities are
strict.

Fl g
gure 1: Where the theories generate parametric functions

Nn+um

Table 2. Reversing the

Z(t)

Z(t)

Z(t)
a

Z2(t)
b
NH+UU

accuracy of the theorles

X Y V=fLY)=X+Y

real ity 8 0 8
predictions by A 7 2 9
predictions by B 4 4 8
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view" as a source of techniques for political scientists,
and the validity of defining the practice of political

science in terms of such a perspective. Of course, The
strength of Miller's argument depends on t+he status of the
constructed variables or constants. He argues forcefully )
that the constructed variables are not of lower status [
than the original variables. But there are, It would scom, ;
come differences. After all, one can construct varlables

reversing the accuracy of theory prediction only when one "
knows where the competing theories are inaccurate. And in |
the natural sciences there are theories (even if only a

few) for which the existence and extent of inaccuracy (if

any) is unknown. In those cases, one cannot demonstrate

t+hat any given ordering among theories ls arbitrary.

Theorists might contlnue to use one theory as "petter"

than another despite profound suspicions that the "better"

theory will be found false at some point. Without known

faisifying Instances, in other words, scientists will !
continue using the nhetter" theory even though, once

falsification occurs or anomol ies develop, the merits of
the previously chosen theory could be characterized as
dubious.

" goclal scientists, on +he other hand, continuously
use, and choose among, theories known fo be poor predictors
of some aspects of reallity. Consider, for example, the
theory of rational choice. Data have shown that under
replicable laboratory conditions +he theory fails in a
very high percentage of trials. For lInstance, the notion
that one can identify the preferences of individuals in-
dependently of a structural environment of choice (i.e.,
only relative t+o the alternatives from which the choice has
+o be made) has been chal lenged by a number of psycholo-
glsts. Experimental evidence is dramatically one-sided in
showing that certain environmental structures induce un-
stable, or inconsistent, preferences for an extremely
large subset of subjects (Grether and Plott, 1979; Tversky
and Kahneman, 1981). still, public cholce (in political
science) and most of microeconomics rest on this falsifled
base. _

For another illustration, consider how the theory of
rational choice has been used fo derive certain strategic
models, such as those employed in game theory. The game
+heoretic model most common in political analysis is the
prisoner's dilemma. As the various models and applications
have proliferated, so has experimental evidence. Not only
are many results counter to the simpler models, but also
some defy all the models. Thus, for example, experiments
by Marwell and Ames (1979 and 1980) cast doubt on
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_MMMMWM“M_M_“ major propositlons regarding the behavior of

i n n-prisoner games. Indeed, these sorts of

+:moﬂ_wm ons appear frequently. Hence, social science

Thee are probably more directly subject to Miller's
que than the theorles of the physical sciences.

[11.  THE IMPLICATIONS FOR THEORIZING IN POLITICAL SCICNCC

+mom_qﬂwﬂﬂ:mmﬂm+m:a_:w that theories may Increase in prac-
tioe mmﬂswwws+w_ﬂnam mnm qm+ never approach truth appears
he socia sclences than to the i
wmpmwnwm. In social sclence, virtually all +:mOWﬂMM_nm_
se *mqmwsm wmﬂsmvm.+70mo of demography) are understood to
L +7m w:ﬂmwﬁ_wﬂmn. ﬂwﬂﬁomnO:oaﬂnw* shakey foundations
profit-maximizing firms and ut =
Mwﬂuﬁ%w_ﬂm consumers. But were we to throw out +:“mh_wﬂw
2 _ eories, we would not even have "rough first
xwwmoﬂ_ﬂm+_0ﬂw:M+ ﬂwm""+<~“ and, therefore, very little to
Ith. ; s not surprising that social
MM%mMNMMMﬂ:MQM%MHm_M”m awsm:a_:m (non-absolutist) criteria
eories. Social scientlsts cannot
M”NMMMQMdM”MomwszH”:m”rcﬂahms_mzmn record. Indeed, thelr
a ey apologize f
_=m+mﬂnmm where theories remain c”a_mm_m:mnOﬁ R
. yplcal of the comments In political science, for
xample, are those of McKelvey and Ordeshook: ’
H”wﬂﬂmmc_+m of the seventeen 5-person experiments
nm::mw_m 9, moreover, are a bit embarrassing. We
mo_cw_ report a single fallure of the competitive
=o Nmm_pﬂmm.+ In mmn+. we might even hope for
o render th
+_m<mu_m (1978:28-29) .12 PRSI R B
here is almost an explicit as
i sumption her
nﬂﬂacn_:m such good results must be biased in wMaM:mM awﬂm
MN_MOHm QN_:OH understand. They "know" thelr theory «m °
mostly true" at best. Political scl
: ntli
Wﬂw forever choosing "second best" +:m0ﬂﬂmmu MHM. fhen-
mm ﬂ**_ma in the strict sense, yet generating "more useful"
p m:m+_@:m and "superior predictions" as compared
other available theories. a1
In brief, it might be said t
) hat progress In socl
wm_wmmw.ﬂmma most certainly In political science) mmmﬂh to
il _Nw .U< m:OOmd:m among false theorles according to
; ver m_a___+cam or improved empirical fit. This in
nMﬂM“MMMMMwO4o ﬂcmwh*< reducing to a minimum normative
ns in theory formation and choice. (No
conslderatlions are thought to act as excess Ummmmmm13m+_<m
»
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N

frustrating the attainment of improved empirical fit and
+hus inhibiting if not preventing progress.) .
Miller's findings, however, block any such hope for
empirical progress. We can rot choose among theories on
the basis of their relative (unbounded) verisimilitude.
Denied this generally accepted criterion, we are forced to
look for conditionally acceptable standards. Baldwin
(1979) has discussed one effective strategy. If we limit
the domaln of any theory in some useful manner--to a set of
interesting or important dimensions of reallty given our
present concerns, needs, and Institutional goals--we can
avold many of the difficulties Miller (1975) exposes. Of
course, any |Imitation must be arbitrary to some extent and
hence difficult to defend philosophically. This diffliculty,
however, arlses from the tacit assumption, In most
theoretical endeavors, that theories must be "holistic,"
or Isomorphic with reality. Buf where this 1s recognizably
not the case, choice must depend on another standard (e.g.,
its relevance to Important social concerns or 1+s efficacy
in resolving immediate problems).
|f theorles may be chosen to fit only part of our
world, so theories may also be developed to satisfy certain
limited ends. The objectives motivating the theory (and
implicit in its development) then help identify i+s domain.
(Perhaps, as Beardsley [1976] argues, thls cannot alto-
gether be avoided). Buf such teleclogy Is perhaps 1oo
effective. It could so powerfully Iimit our domain that
the development of new domains (new applications) for old
theorles is either retarded or precluded.
Predicating theory selection on evidence from a sub-
set of that available and relevant, or deliberately re-
stricting theories to particular problems may be seen as
forms of Instrumentalism. Indeed, there are many who re-
luctantly turn to instrumentalism as a method of I1miting
theory domain. Instrumentalism calls for theory selection
on the basis of the best fit to a problem area of interest
to the researchers, thereby combining Baldwin's approach
and Lakatos' principles. This weak approach (is it the
only survivor?) has Interesting implications for (1) the
role of values and ideology in social sclentific endeavor,
(2) the definition of what counts as "doing pelitical
science," and (3) the role of vsclentific" or "empirical”
techniques In political science. Let us consider each of
these. ’
Instrumental ism leads to an Independent role for
values In the theoretical process, since problem selection
Is no longer necessarily implied by t+he objective selection
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MHﬁH:MOﬂ_mm. Rather, the cholce of "best" theoretical
o+:ww memmwmmwﬁwwsmwvm:a m: the cholice of problem. But
rumental
role mmﬂ the sclentist's <m_chws RIS R e Interanting
nerally, the lack of am+mwa_
¥ nate cholec
mwum+m:ﬁm of severe ambigulty, creates a _mﬂmw.wwqm+ww1
+:m0wm n” w science wedded to Instrumentallst criteria of
am*ﬁzw +:0 ce. An Instrumentallst perspective does not
oo:mmncmzw_wwoc_wﬂﬂ from which the researcher Is to choose
» Nothing necessarily prevent .
Increasing prol iferation ol e
of problem areas h
own theoretical structures a s L
: nd paradigms. Indeed a " -
mﬂmﬂhwww:+w__m+ perspective would foster this nwo_w*mwwﬂwoz
m=m+ﬁ:3m<+ %awq:m. (Let us label such a product "rampant
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no:mwMMH:M“ Mnﬂwmmﬂm z_ﬂ:m: Its domain that counts, not its
- omains. The question bec 5
MNM%N_+_N:_O* problem areas Is relevant for umﬂmwwmmzww+
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< nﬂOmes womm +ﬂm status of each sub-problem (or set
~ s) equal the status of the more
mﬂmwwmﬂ.mvwmmhﬂwm:m.h:nwmmmd:m proliferation ommwmmwﬁmmmu
que for problem definiti
Indeterminate or ambi i faeiti
guous crilteri
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Mwwwﬂz:wmam:+m_ conceptual lzatlons, and Its +ﬂMMWHﬁ0MM“:mm.
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+”M0m :mm}ﬁ0m+ accurately by theory "B", while another
ry, » best predicts a subset of b
"a"). Now Instrumentali O e & T
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wnm%<wmw of wwm. even though 1t would not be as mowumm
:mm 1n +OH>H:Hm Uon_ma. Again, If the interest is In
ﬁmam ﬂ requires a reordering of priorities or a
b nwm:mhﬂMﬂw+ﬁoﬂ_oM fundamental concepts, where "B" does
s we e chosen though It predicts les
Mnrmwmﬂﬂmhm<hw_ﬁ%ﬁamﬂo_om<~ a community's m:n:01_=m WOﬂ”%_.
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change) or its Ideolo ’ P ES.
gy and moral blias clrc
+m:ammn<+ﬂo:mﬂa "rampant instrumentallsm." W
n the other hand, interest In :
" . general ity and
to avoid paradox Inhiblts the tendency to m__Mz HameMm“wwo
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i tance we could call
||l the boundaries (a clrcums
mwwyzwnw 1deology"). (Baldwin, for example, mentions MHW -
n mﬂwaox of power" arisinag from research on _:+mﬂzm+_%: 4 m
ww relationships: m.m..)aaﬂﬁnm_m *mﬂdmﬁm in éﬂmﬂawd.m mmwm
| 1ke metaphysics, d:m+ﬂcam:+m__m++mn_m:w”mwmuw _am+m gane
i jarge extent gove " .
Pl o maa i d be a "true believer" in a
a |imited domain. One coul bl 8 T,
+ this belief would require a o
Hﬂmoﬂﬂmow“ Instrumentally dominates I1s rivals; wﬂ*ma%rMH03
+he domaln must be sufficiently important fo h”w qmﬂﬂm
theory on +he basls of the domain. In brief, d m+1camn+m_| _
apparently a "reflexive" relationship between :mu _
_ww and ldeology keeping each from running maoxwo: o
Theories are dlscardable when they are no ° Mm_:
defensible ideologically or Instrumentally d:=ma w nm:.cm
Note that this domaln need not be :uﬁmn+,nm_.+ ﬂ i ? |
of purely theoretical Interest: ©.9., the In mﬂ_M:H: .
+wo theories nﬂmn_o+ﬂ:m quite a,**wqwﬂﬁnﬁvwﬂmw ﬂnﬂw+_nmd
i a
arena and hence establ ishing expec -t
i ther hand, theories may
mxnmw.am:+.= On the o _ R
d for a critical exp
without generating the nee ) g ol
der the case of voting behavior, . |
Mmdww+wm+m have advanced :camwo:w umﬂnjwwomPMMFOHmemww”m
taneously, economists have deve op ng
MMMM”wmcmmmn on simpler notions of cholce, cmcmwh<+wﬂwﬂ
offs of the theory of market cholce that imﬂm.:+ ek
seriously by pol1tical scientists. As mnn:os,m+wg Gl
more Inferested in the predictions regaraing <o+d ww
paradlgm chal lenged that of Hjm ﬂw“wﬂwnwwnwﬂwmﬂz+wﬂmw+ma "
hen both communities oT SC 3 ¢
wﬂw<mM3M:vvm:oam:m did the conflicting bases for mﬂwﬂww
nation manifest themse | ves mm uﬂom_mﬁmﬁwwzﬂzwwﬁmamﬂzm v
ve argued (1) the recelve
o_ﬂ+dwmwmwomm:mm= establ Ishes criteria that are WMOMﬂMm ]
wsuOmmﬂU,m +o fulfill; (2) this leads to the maovo:o A
_=m+1:5m34m,dm+ attitude foward mwﬂmm+_ﬁwnmqmwwNMn mo_m
strumentalist attitude leads .
Mww Hmwoﬂw@< (values, traditional nm+a@oﬁ,mm40* +:M”WMM~
conventions, etc.) In mndm:+ﬂ¢mn mzamm<01. 3wwmnm= -
points argue strongly that :ao_ﬂm vﬂ“dﬂdwﬂw an::_acmm "
jcular direction-=-one n whic
“ﬂwm=wwmwmmmn view" still play an important but constralined
(by the d:m+ﬂc3m:+m__m+_w views) role.

CONCLUSIONS

re correct, the use
| the arguments in this paper a
¢ eclentific methods in polltical sclence cannot be
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expected to lead fo value-free inquiry, an ever increasing
store-house of knowledge, or accurate predictions across
all domains of Inquiry. Furthermore, if the analysis is
correct, only instrumentalism Is Ilkely fo be acceptable
as a criterion for theory selection, and thus political
science is unllkely to be theoretically integrated.
Because a host of different problems interest us as
political scientists, we shall continue (in all [Tkelihood)
to have a host of different theories to explain phenomena.
These theories are |ikely to compete, from time to time,
but it is not likely that "conclusive" contests will be
forthcoming. It Is far more Ilkely that political
scientists will continue to choose theories on the basis
of the relative weights placed on the Integrating force of
general ized theories vs. the explanatory power of narrower
constructs. Such a forecast and analysis does not diminish
+he work done by scientists. In fact, this argument |iber-
ates them from the requirements of strict empiricism (which
are impossible to fulfill, and insensitive to the social
and cultural dynamics within which they function). And It
| iberates them, on the other extreme, from the dictates of
pure ideology, which seeks fo create reality in terms of
i+s own fundamental premises. Scientists should be able

+o blend interest, need, and context In a manner reflecting
the limitatlions of each.

FOOTNOTES

1. As evidence of this concern, consider (1) the
listings of the Soclal Science Citation Index under well=
known phllosophers of science |lke Hempe| (more than 90
listings In 1970, more than 120 In both 1978 and 1979),
Nagel (more than 70 listings In 1970 and 1978, more than
90 in 1979), and Popper (more than 130 listings in 1970
and more than 350 in 1978 and 1979, and (2) the recent in-
t+roduction and growth of new journals that specialize, at
least in part, In the philosophy of science, and that aim
primarily at political scientists (e.g., Political
Methodology, Knowledge, etfc.)

2. Rather than be overly narrow about the precise

" content of the received view, we lump together the

varying postures of Hempel, (1965, 1966); Popper, (1959);
Nagel, (1961); and Lakatos, (1970). While there are
important differences among these philosophers, they
agree on their goal: a theoretical description of
science and, hence, an epistemological evaluation of a
"theory" of scientific method.

3. One Interesting short history of the received view Is
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John Passmore's (1967), especially 52-54.

4, Of course, McClelland is speaking specifically
about only one branch of political science, but the
approach Is recognizable 1n the other branches as well.
(See Lane, 1962; McClosky, 1960; Herring, 1965.)

5. Ball (1976) presents an analysis of this deve lop-
ment, from a closely related viewpoint.

6. For an analysls of these arguments, see Moon
(1975).

7. For an interesting dlscussion of these tles, see
Taylor (1967:25-57).

8. When several avallable theories provide comparable
fits, their secondary characteristics (e.g., m_av_mn_+<v
become relevant. A more fundamental reformulation may be
required If fhe process reflects a scholarly inguistic
consensus. Thus, for example, W. V. Quine (1960) some-
times talks as 1f the issue 1s linguistic, but elsewhere
notes that the "perfect theory of truth is what Wilfrid
Sellars has called the disappearance theory of truth. . .
Truth hinges on reality. . ." (1970:11).

9, See Popper (1958:41, 59-71). There have been
severe criticisms of this position. Hempel , for example,
demonstrates that some sclentiflc laws are of a form that
cannot be falsified (Hempel , 1965:46-47). More general ly,
strict falsification |s problematic for any probablilistic
hypothesis, as Popper himself realizes (1958:189-191).

{0. This Is because falsifying data are unamb ig-
uously specified under this approach. But see the argument
to the contrary in Scheffler (1963:269-291).

I1. See the in-depth analysls of this point In 1.
Lakatos (1970: 100-103).

12. A later expression of this view, wlthout these
qual | fications was co-authored with U. D. Winer (1978},
but they needn't fear. Recent experiments have generated
replicable counter examples (Mi|ler and Oppenhelmer, 1981).

13. A more serious problem may lurk here, for a
justification of instrumentallism requires that "our view
of the problem" not change the underlying nfacts". This
is likely to be satisfled in The natural sclences. But
consider the behavioral scliences: “if ldeology identlifies
a problem area (call it X) and leads us to theorize about
human behavior within X (or to choose +heorles by behavior
observed within X), we assume that had another ideology
defined the problem differently (e.g., Y = X), behavior
within X would not have changed. But 1 our Interest in
X is generated by an ldeology that also modifles behavior
within X, because behavior is a function of the same

e ——
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b 3 i versky and other i

=$1MMMM.H:m%:Mm”w<M@1m reflect the ways m_+m1:m+wcwm<wﬁm_w
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natural sciences But th iffi
3 e diff i
must be the subject of another wmwwﬂwwm fhus Indicated
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Measurement Problems in
Contextual Analysis:

On Statistical Assumptions and
Social Processes.

By Stephen Weatherford

The traditional division between political socio-
logists and political psychologists becomes less and less
appropriate as the two schools develop operational, metho-
dologically sophisticated approaches to similar political
phenomena. Political sociology, broadly concerned with
social groups and institutions, has tended to take a macro-
level view of the political world, and to rely heavily on
aggregate indicators of the social properties and political
propensities of groups (classes, ethnic groups, counties,
provinces, nations). Political psychology, more concerned
with individual behavior, often assesses individuals out-
side their social and spatial surroundings, a tendency
that is particularly pronounced when research Is based on
random sampling methods. Each approach is obviously in-
complete, as attested by the voluminous |iterature on the
various fallaclies that make inferences from aggregate, as
well as individual, data risky. The study of "contextual
effects" represents an attempt to remedy these deficiencies
by combining the strengths of both approaches.

Pol 1tical scientists' interest in contextual effects
studies is Increasing, and the most recent national
election surveys have been designed to facil itate such
research. Precisely because contextual researchers work
between ftwo well-established areas of theory, they con-
front a number of peculiar problems for which previous re=
search has few solutions. Thls paper builds on earlier
theoretical and methodological work on contextual models
(Przeworskl, 1974; Hanushek et al., 1974; Sprague, 1976)
and primarily concerns one fundamental! problem. The
origins and ramifications of the question are both
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