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Putting the 'science' into political science: notes for a biography of a discipline

in transition [Show title slide]

Thank you, Professor M Zny, for tha kind introdudion. Good evening. An inaugural
lectureis a strangeanimal. In it, | am suppo®d to say something as an expert in my
field which will be accessible to an audience tha goes far beyondmy field. |

thoughtl would take the oppotunity to reflect on the nature of my discipline

| have been apolitical scientist for forty years, andin tha time | have seen my
disciplinetrangormed from a member of the humanities to a member of the social
sciences. Thisis astory with many strands and | can only talk aboutthe
developments | myself experienced. Other members of my depatment would have
somewha different stories to tell, but| venture to suppo® tha those stories would
amountto much the same thing. More importantly, the story | am goingto tell is
onethat toudes uponthework of Stein Rokkan Bthe great Norwegian sodal
scientist whose name adomsthechar | hold. | did notknow Stein well, but| knew
him well enoughto know that he did much more than write important booksand
articles. He also collected daa, and was one of theindigaors of a movement tha

plays a central part in thetrandormation | am aboutto describe

Thetrandormation in fact took much longe than the span of my career. The
behavioral revolutionin palitical science is suppo®d to have started in Chicagoin
the 1930s]slide 2]. | did my dodorate at Corndl University during the 1960s



1930s Origins of the behaviord revolution
1940s First election studies conducted

1950s Michigan team assembles

1960s CConstituency Influencein the Congress O
published

1970s-80s Data collection proceeds

1991 Moods, Cycles and Swings published

1995 Orhe Public as Thermostat Opublished
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but Cormdl was a place to which the behavioral revolution did notcome untl after
my time there. Indeed, my supavisor, Clinton Rossiter, hdd ajoint appointment in
the History department at Corndl and is much better known as a historian of the
American Presidency and of American Political Thouglt than as a political
scientist. So | was trained in the pre-scientific ethosof the department of
Government at Corndl, and only discovered the scientific approach because a new
member of the faculty, who arrived when | was aboutto embark uponmy
dissertation, urged me to attend the Summer Schoolin Research Methodsat the
University of Michigan Bthefirst point at which my career intersected with that of
Stein Rokkan who had attended the University of Michigan afew years previoudy.

Tha summer school was an eye-opener for me. Theyear was 1968,and among



those attending the summer school that year were some of the mog distinguished
political scientists of theday. There were very few graduae students in the classes.
Mog of those attending the summer school were faculty. The chars of hadf adozen
political science departments had brought virtudly ther entire staffsto receive a
basic training in the new approach; and | met any number of people that summer
who went on to become distinguished practitioneas. This was notthefirst year that
the summer school had been taught butit was theyear that it really took off and
became accepted as a requirement for anyone who was seriousaboutdoing
behavioral research. For at least twenty years thereafter there was virtudly no-one
studying political behavior who had not either received thar training at Michigan or

received thar training from someonewho had themselves been trained at Michigan.

| did notreturn to Corndl. | begged an invitation to follow in Stein@ footsteps by
becoming a visiting scholar at the University of Michigan, where | sat in on classes
while writing up my dissertation. And thefollowing summer | agan attended the
summer school, which again was a hotbed of intellectud ferment. In the period tha
| spent at Michigan | met many of the people who went on to create the new
discipline of political science, andit was in watching thar careersas much asin

developing my own that | gained theinsghts that | am going to talk abouttoday.

So what does putthe'science’ into political science? Before | try to answer tha
guestion, | should tell you tha not everyone who works in a political science
depatment consdders themselves to be a pditical scientist. Beyondthe subfield of
political behavior, not everyonesees themselves as employing the scientific
method. Indeed, to this day there are some distinguished scholars who still scoff at

thevery idea of a'science of politics.' But thefirst thing | have to tell youisthat



political science is nota science of politics. Nor does it purpotrt to provide political
practitioners with blueprints for political success, thoughmany political scientists
have had distinguished careers as political advisors, followingin thefive hunded
year old footsteps of Niccolo Machiavelli, the mos famousof those advisors whose

villastill standsonly amile or so from here.

Do political institutions make a difference?

Why do people vote?

What makes people vote the way they do?

Do these votes guide public policy?

Does this guidance work better under some
institutions than others?

Slide 3

[Slide 3] Those who employ the scientific methodin political science are tryingto
map out the ways in which people goven themselves, and to establish how
different political inditutionswork and why they work theway they do. Does it

matter whether a county is govened by a parliamentary or a presidential system?



Does it make any difference whether thejudiciary is indgpendent of the executive?
Do electoral systems that try to produee outcomes that are propottiond to the votes
cast (asin the Netherlandsor Israel) work better than electoral systems used in the
United States or France or Britain tha focus onidentifying a single ‘'winna? Above
al, why do people vote and why do they vote theway they do? And do the condud
and outcomes of electionsprovide any sort of guidance as to what policies should
be pursued and which politicians g&t to pursuethose policies? Does tha guidance
system work better in some situaions(countries, states, cities, epochs) than in other
situaions and can we design ingitutionsthat improve the responsveness of the

guidance system in those places and times where it works badly or notat al?

These are important questions, because government policies have the potential to
determine how people lead ther lives and whether certain activities are pursued.
One example tha should hit home in an inditution of highe learning comes from
thefact that govanment palicies largdy determinethefundng available for
academic research. Why those policies are the way they are and whether and how

they might be changed is thus an important subject of study.

Andthis bringsusto the scientific approach [slide 4]. Wha puts the'science' into
the sorts of questions| jug listed is the attempt to answer them in terms of general
princples rather than of anecdotal evidence. Longbefore the behavioral revolution
many people could have told youin wha ways British political life was different
from palitical lifein France, for example, based on obervation and experience.
What the scientific approach tries to add is knowedgeof wha it is aboutBritain
and France that makes political life in those counties different, such tha if
particular features of oneor other country were exported to some third country,

political life in tha third country would mimic in predictable respects political life



in the county from which the features were exported.

¥ Generd principles rather than anecdotes
¥ Replacing names with measurements

¥ Eliminating or measuring contaminants
¥ Experiments or quas -experiments
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In other words, the scientific approach tries to replace the propa names of counties
with measurements tha characterize those counties and which tell us something
aboutthdr propetiesin jus the same way tha astrononers try to replace the
propa names of stars with measurements that characterize those stars and which

tell us something aboutthar properties. In political science, we adoptthis
procedure not only when studying countries but also when studying people. Again,
we try to replace the propa names of individuds by measures of thar

characteristics.

The main difficulty faced by political science is the same difficulty that faces



astronomers. We cannotcondud experiments. We cannottake a randomsample of
people and give them a new political system to see wha hagppens We have to make
use of variationsthat occur naturally from onecounty to the next, from oneperson
to the next, or to the same county or person over time. Unfortunately, because we
cannotcondud experiments, we cannoteasily rule outthe possibility of
contamination. When we seem to see a connection beween cause and effect, it is
aways possible tha thereal reason for the connection is some unmeasured factor.
Thesuppo®d tendency of individuds to become more conservative as they age
turnsoutto have been dueto thefact tha, when age effects were first studied, back
in the 1950s mos older people had been bormn before therise of sodalist patiesin
many counties. Nowadays people seem to become more liberal as they age,
because people over forty were mogly bom in an eratha was more sodalist than
theworld of today. At nather period was there in reality any link between the aging
process and politics. Wha really hgppensistha people get stuck in thar ways, and
this inertia makes them carry forward in time the characteristics of the period when

they grew up.

If those who conduded the origind research in this field could have put people into
alaboratory and watched them age, they would have discovered the truth quite
easily. But because they had to make use of naturally occurring variation and did
notthink of all theways in which thar daa might be contaminaed, early

researchers were misled.

In some of the natural sciences contaminaion can beruled out by careful cleaning
and calibration of measuring ingruments. In certain other sciences, contamination
can beruled out by randonly assigning subjects to different treatments. In political

science we can do ndther of these things Thoughmuch goodpolitical scienceis



doneby means of carefully chosen case studies, | will not condder tha work here.
In my branches of political science, theway we handle contaminated daais the
same way astrononers do: by measuring every possible source of contaminaion
and then teasing out the effects that interest us by statistical manipulation. But this
meanswe have to know wha kindsof contaminaion occur and how to measure
this contamination before we can discover the effects of real interest. And when we
try to study the effects of contaminants, tho effects too are contaminated -- by
other contaminants and by thethingswe really want to study. So thereisan
important respect in which we need to know everything before we can know
anything, making it very hard to get off the ground.No wonde afriend of minehas
been heard to remark, only partly tonguein cheek, tha henolonge talks of naural
sciences and sodal sciences butof hard sciences and E  easy sciences. | suspect
there are many in the audience today who will wryly recognize what he had in mind
with that remark.

Because political scientists have to measure everything tha could possibly
contaminate ther findings, they need to measure a very great nunmber of things A
typical election study asks over athousand questionsof therespondents who are
interviewed. And because we need to know so much abouteach individud, we also
need avery large number of individuds so as to be able to disentangle all the
different effects. When studying individuds (for example, to try to undestand ther
voting behavior) this meanswe need big expensive surveys. Asking athousand
guestionsof three thousand individuds would betypical. When studying counties
(for example, to try to undestand the effects of different inditutiond arrangements)
we arein trouble. There simply are not enoughcounties for usto be able to
disentangle all the effects tha we need simultaneoudy to disentangle in order to

evaluae the phenomenon of interest. Often thingsare even worse. Often the



phenomenonwe want to study exists only in onecounty, or in avery small number
of counties, so tha there is no progoect of teasing out the causes of that
phenomenonby statistical andysis of thekind | was talking abouta moment ago. In
such situationswe need to take a different approach.

«—— Measures —— +«—— Measures —»

] A

Cases

(people, Time
countries,

etc.) ‘

Several approaches are available, some of them adopied by scholars in thisroom
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However, | want to focuson oneapproach in paticular Band this is where we come
back to thework of Stein Rokkan [slide 5]. We can measure the phenomenon of
interest and all the thingstha might contaminate our undestanding of that
phenomenon, and then take the measurements again, and again, and agan. Over the
passage of time we can wait for changeto occur in the phenomenonwe are
studying and in the suppo®d causes and concomitants of the phenomenon.

Eventudly, if we continuethis process for longenough,we will have enoughdata



to be able to use statistical methodsto tease out the relationships of interest by
andysing variability over time rather than variability over space. This approach
derives an added advantage from the fact that many of thethingstha contaminate
ourfindingsremain condant over time, and we can employ research designsthat
take advantage of this fact to reduce the number of thingstha need to be measured.
Unfortunaely, to perform reliable time-series anadyses we need a lot of daa points.
Since each daa point is separated in time from the previousdata point, it follows

tha alot of time mug elapse in order for the data to become available.

Themog important thing tha has hgppened duning my career as a political scientist
isthat we have continuad to measure the thingsthat interest us and with the
passage of time we have arrived at a point where we findly have enoughdaato be
able to start to make sense of wha is going on. Because we need to undestand
everythingin order to undestand anything, once thingsstart to fall in place, lots of
thingsfall in place all at once. That iswha is hgppening in pdlitical science today.

It isavery exciting time.

Therole played in this story by data archives and other data servicesis a
fundamental one and this is where Stein Rokkan®@ name again comes into my
story. Stein was an inveterate collector of data, and a great stimulusto othersto do
thesame. A moment ago | referred to the fact tha he hdped to foundthe
Norwegian Data Services Damodd for such facilities elsewhere.He also edited a
newsletter chronicling the attempts beng made to produc data tha would be
stored and made available by those facilities. | can remember being chivvied by
Stein into writing an article on daa for studying paty systems in Europetha was
published in thefifth issue of his newdletter Danother point of contact between

Stein and myself. Sittingin the audience today is Bjorn Henrikson who worked



with Stein to set up that great Norwegian institution and is here today to represent
notonly that inditution but also Stein® many students and friends together with
the Rokkan family, who were not able to bewith ustoday.

In therest of thistalk | will tell astory tha | think illugtrates the way in which our
undestanding of political phenomenahas been illuminaed by changing our focus
from comparing individuds and countries at onepoint in time to looking at wha

happensover the passage of time.

Resear ch question:

Does public policy reflect the desires of voters?

Two possibleresearch drategies:
(1) dudy variaion across individuas or

(2) dudy variaion across time

Slide 6

Oneenduling question asked repeatedly by political scientistsis 'do democratic
ingitutionswork? [slide 6] More specifically, 'Wha (or who) do representatives
represent, and does public policy reflect the desires of the electorate? The
importance of this questionis indisputable, but how does onego aboutanswering

it? In counties such as Britain and the United States, where elected representatives



are tied to particular geographic areas tha the British call congituencies and the
Americanscall districts, onepossibility isto look at the policy preferences of
individuds, dividing them into people who have different representatives, and see
whether the lawmaking activities of thos representatives reflects differences in the
priorities of ther condituents. If residents of some districts are characterized by
greater concern for lower taxes (say) than residents of other districts, then do the
representatives of districts tha favor lower taxes distinguish themselves by fighting
for that policy?

In the early days of the behavioral revolution this was, indeed, the only way to
approach the question; and early researchers attempted to condruct a test that
would answer the question posed in that way. Thos early researchers indeed went
further than simply looking at the behavior of representatives. They also questioned
therepresentatives aboutthe reasonsfor their behavior so as to be able to tell
whether representatives who were following the desires of their congituents were
aware of those desires and following them ddiberately, or whether they simply
shared the same values as thar condituents but were following ther own
preferences. Thedifferent routes by which representation could be achieved are
illudrated in wha is by now a very famousdiagram, generally referred to as the

Miller-Stokes Representation Paradigm [slide 7]. In thisillugration, a correspon
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correspondance between theroll call votes of representatives and the policy
preferences of ther condituents could be achieved either because representatives
held the same preferences as did tharr condituents [slide 8] or because they were
aware of thar condituents' preferences [slide 9], or both [slide 10]. Theresearch
design also alowed for the possibility tha representatives followed what they
thoughtwere the preferences of their condituents, incorrectly imputing to them
thear own preferences [slide 11]. That is, therepresentative might erroneoudy
suppo® tha thar condituents agreed with them on the policy in question. In the
area of Civil Rights (a highly salientissuein the United States in 1958when this
research was carried out) conformity between policy-making activities and the

desires of condituents was appaently achieved by a mixture of three different
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routes [slide 12] with the predominant effect (70% of thetotal effect [circle]) being

dueto representatives bowing to the wishes of therr condituents. The
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remaining portion of thelinkage was split evenly between representatives following
thar own preferences which hgppened to bein linewith congituency opinion
[underline], and representatives following perceived condituency preferences that
were only accidentally correct [underline] -- accidentally because, athoughthe
representative was imputing his own preferences to his condituents, those

preferences happened to be the same as those of his condituents.

This finding was quite satisfying. Unfortunately, policies other than civil rights did
notyield similarly satisfying findings In those other areas, incorrect imputation of
preferences to condituents was widespread, and the appaent willingness of
representatives to take accountof condituentsOpreferences was minimal --

especially in foreign and social policy.

Thingswere even worse when attempts were made to employ this approach outside
the United States. By coincdence, my own PhD dissertation focussed on ways of
discovering the policy preferences of legislators in the British House of Commons-
- abodywhereroll call votes can be predicted with virtud certainty onthe basis of
party allegiance. Because during my year in Michigan | was sponsored by oneof
the authors of the Miller-Stokes Paradigm, it was perhgpsinevitable tha | would
acquire thetask of trying it outon British data. Wha | foundwas most
disappointing [slide 13]. Theonly issue where Members of Parliament had even the
mogt rudimentary awareness of the policy preferences of thar condituents was the
issue of state ownership of the means of produdion (naiondization) [underline] --
an issuetha quintessentially demarcated the two major British paties at the time of
my research, and the oneon which it would thushave been easiest for a
representative to guess the postion of his or her condituents. Moreover, in no case

did the representative's legislative behavior accord with the measured desires of his



or he condituents [circle 4 times]. Thelower right-hand arrow is missing in every
oneof the mini-diagrams, indicating that the question of whether Members of the
British Parliament correctly perceive thewishes of their condituentsisirrelevant,

since this research approach never shows them following those wishesin any case.
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*Mark N. FranklinandMichad ~ Tgppin, unpublished
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Even worse, the approach proved impossible to apply to the majority of countries.
Mog counties, as| am sure you are all aware, use aform of propartiond
representation in which it does not even make sense to ask which voters are the

condituents of which representative.

Does this mean tha democracy works even less well in counties other than Britain

andtheUSthan it does in those counties? Not necessarily. Wha it meansis that



theimportant question of how well democracy works cannotbe addressed
comparatively usng the Miller-Stokes approach. And the fact tha the approach
does notwork in counties outside the United States also raises the question
whether it is an appropriate approach to use even within the United States itself.
Thebooktha was suppo®d to definitively explore the nature of the representation
process in the United States ugng this approach -- thebook universally known
among scholars of my generation as 'Miller and Stokes forthcoming' -- never
forthcame, and thoughthe authors were themselves less than forthcoming about
why the bookwas notwritten, it can be safely assumed that, clever men that they
were, they realized tha ther approach was flawed.

Why was ther approach flawed?1 would like to focus on this question for a few
minutes because it illudrates the fundanental importance of testing a propostion
by use of methodstha are appropriate. The question of whether individud
representatives actudly represent the wishes of thar specific condituents seems to
betherightway to approach the question of representation in Britain and the
United States because theway in which the British House of Commonsand
American Congtess are elected assumes tha this is how representation will occur.
In fact, however, it is not necessary for representation to occur in this fashion.
Indeed, in counties where the suppoters of different political parties are
represented in thelegislature in proportion to ther strength in each county, rather
than according to where they live, it is, as| aready pointed out, impossible to
approach the questionin this way. Propottiond Representation -- or PR -- systems
assume that representation will occur through the mechanism of party: and tha the
party with mog votes will be given the greatest power to enact its policies. Such a

mechanism focuses on outcomes rather than processes: onthe policies tha are



enacted rather than on the orientation and motives of representatives [slide 14]. And
such an approach has theinestimable advantage of enabling usto ask whether
changein policy results from changein pulic preferences. Since our major interest
in election outcomes is whether they will result in policy change it is a big
disadvantage of the Miller-Stokes approach that it cannottell uswhether the
outcome of an electionisin accord with thewill of the people, only whether

individud representatives reflect the policy preferences of ther condituents.

e Does your representative support your views?

— (investigates individuals at one point in time)

* Does public policy follow public opinion?

— (investigates developments over time)

Slide 14




Of course, Miller and Stokes had no alternaive. When they developed ther
approach, research strategies involving a single time-point (wha are called 'cross-
sectiond' research designg were all tha were possible. The only daa available to
those researchers were the data they had collected themselves. But oneof thethings
tha these giants bequeathed to the political science profession was a daa archivein
which they lodgel the daa they had collected, and in which subsquent
investigators lodgel thars. Today this archive, alongwith the Norwegian Data
Services and severa others, contains haf a century of election studies and
enomousquantities of other data, much of which has been collected annudly or
more frequently over mogt of that period. So today we have alternaives to the
cross-sectiond design, and these alternaives have made possible a more powerful

approach to the study of representation.
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*James A. Stimson,  Public Opinion in America: Moods, Cycles, & Swings (1991)
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In 1991 James Stimson published a little book called Public Opinion in America:
Moods Cycles and Swings in which he showed tha the weight of public opinionon
avariety of issues tended to moveroughly in step fromliberal to conservative and
back agan in asort of cycle [slide 15]. Alongwith two co-authors (oneof whom,
Bob Erikson, isin the audience tonight) Stimson had already established that wha
they called 'policy mood' was decisive in determining certain election outcomes --
especially thedefeat of Jimmy Carter in 1980. But there is something unsettling
aboutthemoodcycle. It does not exactly parallel theelection cycle. Look at what
happenswhen we supaimpos presidential eras on a picture of moodwhich isthe
averageof all theissuesin thepreviousslide [slide 16] (I have updded the graph
from data presented on Stimson@web site). Mood starts to shift AFTER anew
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president takes office, as thoughin reaction to his tenure. With the single exception
of thelater Nixon (and Ford) years, 197276, moodmovesin aliberal direction
when Republicansare in office and in a Conservative direction when Democrats are
in office.” So while mood may well be a cause of election outcomes such as tha in
1980,it also seemsto bearesult of presidential incumbency: thelonger a president

stays in office the more the public moodswingsagang him.

The Clinton years are an interesting anomaly. After an initial movein the expected
direction, from about 1994onwards mood ostillates up and down as thoughin
responge to the centrist policies that were all tha Clinton could get throughthe
Republican Congress newly elected in tha year. But then, during thefirst term of
the second George Bush, we see mood shifting strongly in aliberal direction as

thoughin reaction to tha president® clearly conservative policies.

How is this possible? The central ingghtwas made by ayoungpolitical scientist by
the name of Christophe Wlezien, who was working unde Stimson at thetime
when the daa were being assembled for Moods Cycles and Swings. Wlezien looked
at this same chart and said to Stimson "It's athermodat! Look: people want new
policies, butwhen they get what they want they dont necessarily continueto want
more of thesame." Stimson, in the time honoked reaction of established scholars the

world over, said "Tha@ nice, Chris, but| have things| need to bedoing" -- or

! Theanomaly of thelater Nixon years (and the succeeding years of the Gerald Ford presidency)
is easily undestoodif we remember that Nixon® secondterm was colored by a scandd that
eventudly resulted in his beingimpeached and replaced by his Vice President (Gerald Ford).
During this period the presidency did not enjoy the sort of public suppot tha would have
enabled presidential (Republican) policiesto be enacted by a Democratic congress. In the
absence of effective Republican presidential leadership, the policies tha were enacted were those
of the Democaratic congress, and thereactionsto those policies appear to be the same as they
would have been unde a Democratic president.



wordsto that effect. | am reminded of the story in The Hitch Hiker's Guide to the
Galaxy of ayounglab assistant who discovered the secret of faster than light travel,
only to belynched by an angry mob of distinguished scientists for whomthe only

thing worse than ignorance was a smartass.

It isasmall world. Chris was a graduae student at the University of lowa. We met
each other when | was a Visiting Fulbright Scholar there in 1985.Soon afterwards
Stimson vacated his podtion at the University of Hougon to moveto lowawhere
he became ChrisOmentor. When Chris completed his PhD, his first job was at the
University of Houdon, and hearrived in Houdon at aboutthe sametime as |
arrived there to fill theline vacated when Stimson moved to lowa. The world of

behavioral political scienceisindeed asmall oné

It was 1989when both Chrisand | arrived at the University of Houdon. Chris
buming ambition was to prove by his research tha public opinion respondel to
policy outputs and fundiondl like a thermostat, demanding more right-wing
policies as leftist policies accumulated, and then moderating the demand for right-
wing policies as those policy demandsin turn were met, eventudly swinging back
to theleft as rightwing demandswere satisfied. | read his draft pgpers and was
struck by the power of his argument, as was Stimson's collaborator Bob Erikson,
then still at the University of Hougon, who eventudly succeeded in persuading the
author of Moods Cycles and Swings wha Chris himself had been unable to
persuade him -- tha the public is responsve to policy outputs. People notice what
policies they get. If they do notget wha they want, they 'throw therascals out; but
if they do get wha they want they notice that too, and eventudly stop wanting more
of thesame. Theindghtis best formulated, for those who are not frightened by

equaions as avery simple expression tha describes the public's Relative



Preference (R) for more or less policy in a particular domain as beng the difference
between thar absolutely preferred level of policy (P*) andthelevel of policy
currently in place (P) [slide 17]

R = P-P

R isthe public 8 R ative preference for policy (whether
they want more or lessthan is currently in place)

P*  isthepublic @ preferred levd of policy

P isthe actud leve of policy currently in place

*Chrisopher Wlezien, OrhePublicasThermosa  OAmerican Journal of Political Science  (1995)
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On thebasis of this equdionit is easy to see tha the desire for more or less policy
(therelative preference for policy, R) is determined both by how much is wanted
(P*) and how much is provided (P). A negaive R (a preference for less policy) will
result from P becoming greater than P*. This can be dueto a decrease in desire, or
(and thisis ChrisCinsight) to an increase in provision. In regard to provision, public
opinion opeates like athermogat -- a public thermogat -- hdping politiciansto
regulate thelevel of policy provision. When more or less policy is wanted the

public sendsasignd to this effect (often the outcome of an electoral contest), and



when policy is sufficiently adjusted the signd stops

Congder how similar thisis to the thermogats tha some of ushave in our living
rooms. We set the desired temperature (lower when we are away, highe when we
are at home) and when theroomtemperature dropsthe theemogat turnson the hest.
Once theroomreaches the desired temperature the thermogat turnsthe heat off

agan. Appaently, it is the same with public preferences for policy.

This wondeful ingght explainsthe 'swing of the pendulum' noticed by
commentators everywhere as applying to politics theworld over; but explainsitina
manne congstent with arationd, thinking, responsve public, rather than (as
theretofore was common) in terms of the ungrateful reactionsof afickle electorate.
We could express theingghtin terms of an arrow diagram like the ones used to
express the Miller-Stokes paradigm but these diagrams are now out of fashionin
political science for the goodreason that they do not express the nature of a

relationdhip as clearly as does a simple equétion.

Chris confirmed his theory by collecting data on the amountof money spent by the
U.S. govenment on variouspolicies, and relating this expenditure to the desire of
the American public for more or less expenditure onthe policies in question.
Preferences for spending were shown to be determined both by changesin the
objective situation (for ingance, aredudion in threat from the Soviet Union would
reduce the desire for defense expenditure) and by changes in expenditure (more
spending on defense would reduce the desire for such spending). The equaions
described shifts in preferences with spectacular accurately in certain policy areas
(like defense and welfare) but were much less accurate in other areas (like foreign

aid and space exploration).



As s0 often hgppensin science, theanswer to onequestion raised a different
guestion. Why does the thermodat opeaate in some policy areas butnotin others?
Chris assumed tha the answer was to befoundin the fact that some policy areas are
more important to the public than others. Important policy areas have greater
visibility, and the public respondsto policymaking activity in those areas, but notto
policymaking activity in areas of lesser visibility. His equaion could accommodae
to this elaboration throughthe addition of one more term -- theletter Sfor salience,
asin thefollowing equdion [slide 18].

R = P* - (SxP)

S 1s the salience (visibility) of the policy area

R is the public ’s relative preference for policy (whether
they want more or less than is currently in place)

P* s the public ’s preferred level of policy
P is the actual level of policy currently in place

*Mark Franklin and Christopher Wlezien,  “The Responsive Public ” Journal of
Theoretical Politics  (1997)

Slide 18

Where visibility of apolicy areaislow, thevalue of S approaches 0 and P hasno

effect. In more highly visible areas, the value of S approaches 1 and P is 'turned on'



allowing the public's relative preference for more or less policy to reflects the level

of policy oufputs.

| do notthrow a second equaion at you jus to put spots before your eyes. | do so
because the story has another episode-- one in which | was myself once agan a
player. | started out by telling you tha the main problem with the Miller-Stokes
paradigm for studying representation was that it did not work outside the United
States. The question of whether this little equaion would work outside the United
States was thusof condderable interest to me. And | could offer aresearch venue--
asort of laboratory -- in which to confirm tha what made the difference between
the equdion working and the equdion not working was whether the policy domain
was publicly visible and important. Tha laboratory is the onein which | have been
working for the past two decades -- the laboratory provided by electionsto the
European Parliament. In the counties tha are members of the EU we have good
measures of public opinion regarding European unification going back to the early
1970s atime when thevisibility of such policies was very low. And we have
measures of European policy outputs for that early period tha continueto be
available as European unification emerged from relative obscurity to become oneof
themog visible of policy areas in these countries. In this laboratory we could test
wha had so far only be assumed in the US context: tha changesin thevisibility of

apolicy areawould show up in the extent to which the public notices and reacts to



policy outputs.

Before | tell you aboutthe results of this test let me digress to emphasize the fact
tha thisis a story abouthow we putthe 'science’ into political science. | will putup
adlideyou saw earlier, to remind you of wha we were talking about [slide 19]. The

story started with a puzzle: why does public opinion seem to respondto

¥ Generd principles rather than anecdotes
¥ Replacing names with measurements

¥ Eliminating or measuring contaminants
¥ Experiments or quasi -experiments
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presidential incumbency? We answer tha puzzle by introdudang a new princdple:
thermogatic responsveness of public opinionto policy outputs. Introdudng a

measure of policy outputs into our explanation of changes in public opinion turned



a contaminant into a measure and removed the discrepancy we first observed, but
only in some policy areas. Now we needed to discover wha it is that distinguishes
those policy areas. An elaboration of the origind theory suggests tha wha
distinguishes the policy areasis ther salience, so we have to find a means of
measuring tha. In so doing we replace the propa names of policy areas by a

measure of wha distinguishes them.

In fact we did notdo exactly tha. We replaced oneresearch venue (American
public opinion) by another research venue (European public opinion) where we had
apolicy areatha was known to have increased in salience, and re-tested the
thermogat hypathesis by conduding a quasi-experiment in that new venue | have
no doubttha atest tha involved measuring the salience of different US policy

areas would have worked jus as well, butit would not have involved me.



Relative preference
/or policy (R)
European
unification
Less

717273 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 643

*Mark Franklin and Christopher Wlezien,  OrheResponsvePublic OJournal ofe
side20  Theoretical Politics  (1997)

| will notbore you with atable of coeficients. Ingead | will show you agraph
[slide20]. This graph plots R (therelative preference for, in this case, European
Unification Bthegreen line) agang P*-P (in this case the difference between
preferred and actud unification policies Bthered ling). It shows clearly tha, during
mog of the 1970s while European unification was still lacking in visibility anong
European publics, there is no relationship between thetwo lines on the graph. The
red line (which starts and endsbdow the other), representing theright hand side of
the equdion, moves appaently at randomduring those yearsin relation to the green
line (which starts and endsabovethe other), representing the left hand side of the
equaion. During those years, R does notequd P*-P. Fromabou 1978(theyear
marked with thearrow on the graph) thetwo series start to movein step, however,

jugt as we would expect of apolicy area tha had achieved public visibility.



| mug tell you that we ourselves were staggered by these findings We had
expected to discover ageneaa correspondence between thetwo series starting at
aboutthe end of the 1970s We were not expecting the degree of correspondence
tha this graph shows.

Thefindingis staggeing mainly because no-onewho studies European unification
had ever suppo®d tha European publics pay the slightest attention to thevolume
of unification policies bang enacted by Brussels. We only sugpected tha the
relationship might exist by extrapolation fromthe U.S. findings Indesd, many
scholars would deny that European publics have any way to become aware of the
current level of unification policy. The measure of policy employed to condruct the
P*-P line on the graph was the number of lines of directives and regulations
promulgated by the European Community in each year, avery obscure statistic.
How could the European public possibly know whether the volume was rising or
falling?Onewould be hard put to find an elected member of the European
Parliament who knew the answer to tha question. How then do mere citizensknow
theanswer? Could our finding be a statistical fluke?

It is notreasonable to suppo tha the degree of correspondance seen in the chart
could arise by chance. Thos are nottwo trendstha just hgppen to movetogeher
because both are rising or both are falling. Once they start to movetogeher, thetwo
trendsjig andjag virtudly in unison across the chat. Thoughthere is evidently

more going on than is characterized by the thermodatic relationship (thelines do



not move exactly in step), this relationdhip account for 80% of changein public
demand for unification policies. Moreover, other research has shown tha the
correspondance seen here over the European Union as awhole is echoed in each
individud member country. Thisis a situaion with anadogies in many other
sciences. Theory calls for arelationship to exist tha has not been observed.
Research establishes by indirect meansthat therelationdhip does exist. Observers
then have to scramble to find the object (in this case the mechanism) tha science
has told usis there. The same thing hgppened in the study of our solar system when
astrononers calculated tha there had to be a planet far beyondthe orbit of Uranus
Eventudly someonelooked hard enoughin theright place and foundPluto. | have
no doubt tha those studying the European Union will oneday figure outhow it is
tha European publics become aware of the volume of policy emanating from
Brussels.

Whaever the mechanism may be, European publics are able to correctly identify
changesinthar lives tha are dueto the operationsof the European Union as
distinct from those tha are dueto the opeationsof ther own naiond govenments.
This suggests alevel of public sophisticationtha goes far beyondwha we
previoudy imagined; but oneof thefeatures of contemporary political scienceis

tha we are repeatedly discovering that people are smarter than we ever imagined.

What puts the'science’ into political science? The accumulation of theoretical
ingghts tha give rise to new measures which in tum progressively enable usto
characterize relationships with greater and greater accuracy. Thisis a halmark of
the process of scientific research in al disciplines. My little story shows the same
process at work in onesubfield of political science. The story also shows howwe

can take a set of findingsfrom oneresearch venueand replicate them in another



research venue That toois a hdlmark of scientific research.

| chose this story because it is nestly self-contained, involves relatively few players,
and because, amongthose players, | had asmall role to play at both endsof the
story. | also chosit becauseit illugrates the way in which the scientific study of
politics dependson the accumulation of daa, which linksthe story to thework of
Stein Rokkan in away that is relatively unfamiliar. Many people have read Stein(
papers and books These are cited ubiquitoudy. But Stein®@ work in suppoting and
encouraging the collection of data, and its storagein such away as to make it
publiicly available to scholars, is less well-known. Althoughit was not Stein( data
that | used in thestory | just told, the story itself is a vindication of Stein@faith in
theimportance of daa collection for soda research, and an illudration of therole
played by ingitutionstha he heped to foundin the storing and disseminaing of
such data.

| could tell stories tha do involve Stein@ data that would illustrate the same themes
as are illudrated by thethermogat story, but there was nottime in the space of one
inaugura lecture to do jugtice to more than onestory. Still, | hopel have given you
some of theflavor of what behavioral political scienceisall about at this exciting

time in thetrangtion of my discipline from humanity to social science.

Thank you for your attention and your paience. | would be hgopy to answer any
guestions|slide 21].
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