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1. Introduction

“Politimetrics” (Gu
(Hilton 1976), “poli
cal Science (QPS),”

rr 1972), “polimetrics,” (Alker 1975), “politometrics”
tical arithmetic” (Petty [1672] 1971), “quantitative Politi-
“governmetrics,” “posopolitics” (Papayanopoulos 1973),

“political science statistics” (Rai and Blydenburgh 1973), “political statistics”
(Rice 1926). These are some of the names that scholars have used to describe

the field we now ca

1 “political methodology.”! The history of political meth-

odology has been quite fragmented until recently, as reflected by this patch-

work of names. The

field has begun to coalesce during the past decade; we are

developing persisterPt organizations, a growing body of scholarly literature,
and an emerging consensus about important problems that need to be solved.

I make one ma
an important role in

n point in this article: If political methodology is to play
the future of political science, scholars will need to find

ways of representing more interesting political contexts in quantitative analy-
ses. This does not mean that scholars should just build more and more compli-

cated statistical mod
political phenomena
approaches is that th
are, thus, much clea
parts of the phenomg
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1. Johnson and Sch
quantitative political meth
methods routinely used
methodology even furthe

els. Instead, we need to represent more of the essence of
in our models. The advantage of formal and quantitative
ey are abstract representations of the political world and
rer. We need methods that enable us to abstract the right
non we are studying and exclude everything superfluous.
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rodt’s 1989 paper gives an excellent sense of the breadth of formal and
ods, a broad focus but still much narrower than the diverse collection of
n the discipline. For this paper, 1 narrow my definition of political
r to include only statistical methods.




Despite the fragmented history of quantitative political analysis, a ver-
sion of|this goal has been voiced frequently by both quantitative researchers
and their critics (see sec. 2). However, while recognizing this shortcoming,
earlier scholars were not in the position to rectify it, lacking the mathematical
and statistical tools and, early on, the data. Since political methodologists
have made great progress in these and other areas in recent years, I argue that
we are now capable of realizing this goal. In section 3, I suggest specific
approaches to this problem. Finally, in section 4, I provide two modemn
examples to illustrate these points.

2. A Brief History of Political Methodology

In this section, I describe five distinct stages in the history of political meth-
odology.? Each stage has contributed, and continues to contribute, to the
evolution of the subfield but has ultimately failed to bring sufficient political
detail into quantitative analyses. For the purpose of delineating these five
stages, I) have collected data on every article published in the American
Political Science Review (APSR) from 1906 to 1988.3 The APSR was neither
the first political science Jjournal nor the first to publish an article using
quantitative methods, and it does not always contain the highest quality arti-
cles.* Nevertheless, APSR has consistently reflected the broadest cross-
section of] the discipline and has usually been among the most visible political
science journals. Of the 2,529 articles published through 1988, 619, or 24.5
percent, used quantitative data and methods in some way.

At least four phases can be directly discerned from these data. I begin by
briefly describing these four stages and a fifth stage currently in progress. In
these accounts, 1 focus on the ways in which methodologists have attempted

2. Although these stages in the history of political methodology seem to emerge naturally
from the data I describe below, this punctuation of historical time is primarily useful for exposi-
tory purposes.

3. Not much of methodological note happened prior to 1906, even though the history of
quantitative analysis in the discipline dates at least to the origins of American political science a
century ago: ['The Establishment of the Columbia School not only marked the beginnings of
political science in the U.S., but also the beginnings of statistics as an academic course, for it was
at that same time and place—Columbia University in 1880——that thie first course in statistics was
offered in an |American university. The course instructor was Richmond Mayo-Smith (1854—
1901) who, despite the lack of disciplinary boundaries at the time, can quite properly be called a
political scientist” (Gow 1985, 2). In fact, the history of quantitative analysis of political data
dates back at least two centuries earlier, right to the beginnings of the history of statistics (see
Stigler 1986; Petty, 1672).

4. Although quantitative articles on politics were published in other disciplines, the first
quantitative article on politics published in a political science journal was Ogburn and Goltra
1919.
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Fig. 1. The growth of quantitative political science

to incorporate more

olitical context in their analyses at each juncture, and the

limitations, imposed by both data and methods, to doing so effectively.
As figure 1 illustrates, political scientists first began using quantitative

analysis consistently

during the 1920s. This marks the first essential stage in

the development of methodology. Clearly, one cannot make use of quantita-
tive methods without data to analyze, nor model politics without systematic
empirical evidence. Moreover, even before this time, scholars began to argue

that hypotheses abou
example, A. Lawren

The main labora
a library, but ¢

t political phenomena could and should be verified. For
ce Lowell wrote:

tory for the actual working of political institutions is not
he outside world of political life. It is there that the

phenomena must be sought. . . . Too often statements are repeated in

book after book

without any serious attempt at verification. (1910, 7-8)

For the most part, the first quantitative political scientists relied on direct
empirical observation, as distinct from data collection. However, this proved
an inadequate means of organizing and understanding the “outside world of

political life.” This s

phere was simply too immense to study effectively with

direct observation. Thus, methodologists turned to systematic data collection,

a trend that gained ¢

onsiderable momentum during the 1920s. Charles Mer-

riam wrote, “Statistics increase the length and breadth of the observer’s range,
giving him myriad eyes and making it possible to explore areas hitherto only
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