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Introduction 

The process of development of new science of Politics, which has now come to be known as 

modern Political Science, began with the coming of Behavioural revolution. The deep 

dissatisfaction with the nature, scope, methods and conclusions of the traditional Political 

Science led to the emergence of a revolution-the Behavoural revolution in Politics. This 

revolution led to the emergence of Behavoural Approach in Politics. Thus, development 

however could remain popular for only one decade. Under the weight of its own weakness as 

wee as due to several new developments it got replaced by a revolution from within-The 

Post-Behaviouralism. As such a study of modern Political Analysis must begin by a review 

of these two developments- Behaviouralism and Post Behaviouralism. 

 

Behaviourism: Reason of Growth 
The deep dissatisfaction with the nature and methods of investigation of traditional political 

science turned into a revolution after the end of Second World War. This revolution came to 

be characterised as the Behavioural Revolution or Behavioural Approach or Behaviouralism, 

and within it broad ambit involved all such approaches, protests and reactions which were 

developed by many political scientists as alternative methods or investigation necessary for 

making political science a real science of political behaviour in place of its traditional nature 

as a philosophy of state and government. The legal and institutional approaches were rejected 

as parochial, formal configurative, static and inadequate for the study of politics. The 

political scientists now came forward to advocate the need for building a behavioural science 

of politics capable of explaining all the processes of politics and all aspects of human 

political behaviour. 

 

The Challenge of Behaviourlaist Approach 
Since 1949 the behavioural approach has posed the most serious challenge to traditional 

approach. Political behaviouralism represents one of the most challenging developments in 

contemporary political science. Though the roots of political behaviouralism stretch back to 

the beginning of the century in the work of such European scholars as Max Weber and 

Graham Wallas, its phenomenal post 1945, development has been primarily the work of 

Americans. AS Evron, M Kirkpatrick has observed, “The challenge to traditional political 

science of behavioural approach deserves to be ranked as the most single development in 

political science”.  

 



 

Similar views have been expressed by Somit and Tanenhaus:  

“Among the changes that have affected political science in this quarter of century, perhaps 

the most prominent has been the behavioural movement. In fact, few political scientists 

would deny that behaviourism has been the single most important issue facing the 

discipline.”  

 

Behaviouralism Vs Institutionalism or Behaviouralism Vs Anti- Behaviouralism has been, 

since early 1950s, a hot subject of debate in the discipline. Although he initial fireworks of 

the behaviouralism have passed away in favour of Post-Behaviouralism. Its impact on 

political science has been deep and big. Contemporary political theory owes a large debt to 

Behavioural Revolution. 

 

Reason for the Coming of Behavioural Revolution 

The Centre of the origin, development and subsequent decline of Behaviouralism has been 

American universities. It had its antecedents at the University of Chicago in the 1920s with 

Charles Marriams and his students. However, it has phenomenal growth and its vitality came 

only in early fifties after the Second World War and in other American Universities.  

 

Several factors contribute d to its origin and development. The late development of political 

science as an autonomous academic discipline  in American Universities, the dissatisfaction 

with the nature of traditional political theory, the existence of several other factors and forced 

together made possible the emergence of Behavioural revolution. In fact a number of forces 

contributed to  the development of Behaviourism, As S.L Wasby observed., “Stimuli which 

affected its development were:  the arrival of sociological oriented European scholars during 

the 1930s; World War II, in which a number of American political scientists were involved in 

large scale government research projects; support from the Social Sciences research 

Council (SSRC) and the Carnegic, Rockefeller\, and Ford Foundations; and the growth of 

the survey method permitting study of voting behaviour and public opinion. In ways not 

previously possible.”  

 

In fact as Barnard Crick has observed, “the rapid flowering of the behaviourism approach in 

the United States depended on the existence of some key attitudes and pre-dispositions 

generated in American culture-pragmatism, fact mindedness, confidence in science and the 

like.” 

 

Robert Dahl, while analysing the factors which favoured the rapid development of 

Behaviourism in USA holds that there were at least “five specific inter-related, quite 

powerful stimuli.” These were; 

 

1. Work or Social Scientists particularly the Ideas and   Efforts of Charles Merriam 

The first factor, according to Dahl, was the pioneering work of the social scientist 

Charles Merriam. Under the leadership of Merriam, the University of Chicago, the 

Department f Political Science was the centre of behavioural approach. According to 

Dahl, a number of political scientists who subsequently were regarded widely as larder 

of political scientist who subsequently were regarded widely as leader in introducing 

that the approach into American political science were faculty members of graduate 



students there; for example: Herold Lasswell was a faculty member and VO Key, David 

Truman, Herbert Simon and Gabriel Almond all were d\graduate students in Merriam‟s 

department before the Second World War. However, the new mood of scientific 

empiricism was strong. Catlin at Conwell University was busy in expounding similar 

views which found expression in his book “Science and Methods of Politics” 

published in 1927. 

 

2. Migration or Several European Sociologists and Psychologists to the USA 

The second factor, according to Dahl was the arrival in the United State in the 1930s 

of a considerable number of European scholars, particularly German refugees who 

brought with them the sociological approach to politics which strongly reflected the 

specific influence of Max Weber and the genera influence of the European sociology. 

American political science had always been very strongly influenced by the 

Europeans. Dahl is right when he says, “Not only American often interpreted their 

own political institutions most clearly with the aid of Sympathetic foreigners like 

Tocqueville, Bryce and Brogan, but also American scholars have owned specific 

debts to European scholarship.” The first American university Chair in political 

science (actually in History and political Science established in 1848, at Columbia) 

was occupied by the liberal German refugee Francis Lieber. In the second behalf of 

the 19th century many of the leading academic advocates of a “Science of Politics” 

sought to profit from the methods and teaching in some of the leading European 

universities. 

 

3. Impact of Second World War 

Thirdly, the “Second World War”, according to Dahl “ also stimulated the 

development of behavioural approach in the United States for a great many American 

political scientists temporarily vacated their ivory towers and came to grips with day-

to-day political and administrative realities in Washington and elsewhere: a whole 

generation of American political scientists later drew on these experiences. The 

confrontation of theory and reality provoked in most of the men who performed their 

stint in Washington or elsewhere, a strong sense of the inadequacies of the 

conventional approaches of political science for describing reality much less for 

predicting in any situation what was likely to happen.” 

 

4. The work done by Social Science Research Council (SSRC): 
Fourthly, Dahl says, “Possibly an even bigger impetus-not unrelated to the effects of 

war-was provided by the Social Sciences Research Council, which as had an 

enormous impact on American Social Science. A leading spirit in the Council for two 

decades has been a distinguished political scientist E. Pendelton Herring. His own 

work, before he assumed the presidency of the Council in 1948, reflected a concern 

for realism, for breaking the bounds of research confirmed entirely to library and for 

the individual and group influences on politics and administration.” 

 

 

5. American Philanthropic Foundation 

Last but not the least important is, the influence of American institutions-the great 

philanthropic foundation, especially Carnegie, Rockefeller, and more recently Ford-



which, because of their enormous financial contributions to scholarly research, and the 

inevitable selection among competiting proposals that these exert considerable effect 

on the scholarly community. Without the financial support of behavioural approach 

could not have been very popular, as Dahl has said,  

 

“If the foundations had been hostile to the behavioural approach, there can be 

doubt that it would have had very rough sledding, indeed for characteristically, 

behavioural research is enormously expensive.” 

 

All these factors, coupled with many others, of course, came to function in the decade of 

1954s, Dahl writes that, “The behavioural approach grew from the under popular views of 

minor sects into a major influence. Many of the radicals of 1930s, professionally speaking, 

had, within two decades become established leaders in American Political Science. Today 

many American department of political science offer undergraduate or graduate course in 

political behaviour. Indeed, in at last one institution (the University of Michigan) political 

behaviour is not only a course but a field of graduate study paralleled with such 

conventional fields as political theory, public administration and the like, and recently 

buttressed with some fat fellowship.” 

 

Besides these stimuli which provided the impetus to the development of behavioural 

approach, Waldo, as quoted by Dr. S.P Verma, has listed several negative and positive 

reasons which made this approach so popular that it came to be characterised as a revolution 

in political science.” Negatively, behaviouralism set itself against „mere‟ description, raw 

(barefoot) empiricism; „sample‟ factualism, against metaphysical, abstract speculation, and 

deduction from „first principles‟, against „ground‟ interpretation of history, the contemporary 

world, and future evolution, against legalistic methods of thought and „institutional‟ modes 

of analysis; against entangling political science with moral or ethical matters... Positively, it 

favoured studying successful science t learn and know how o apply proper scientific modes 

of thought and methods of research, focussing attention on actual on observable behaviour 

i.e., on what actors in facts do of political  significance, seeking carefully appraising, and 

testing empirical theory, i.e., theory about behavioural world, fully and scrumptiously 

gathering data, but doing so with theoretical guidance and for theoretical purposes, ;learning 

and applying mathematics and especially as much statistical qualitative methodology as the 

phenomenon or data permit; working hard towards the attainment of „higher level‟ 

generalizations i.e., those which explain more phenomena with greater clarity, simplicity and 

economy, in general, striving towards the goals of explanation, prediction and control. 
 

 

BEHAVIOURALISM VS BEHAVIOURISM 
 

The answer to the questions „what is Behaviouralism?‟ must follow the understanding that 

Behaviouralism is not Behaviourism. In other words, we must understand the fact as to why 

Behaviouralism is called Behaviouralism and not Behaviourism. 

 

Behaviouralism is not Behaviourism.   
Behaviouralism, as Easton points out, should not be confused with Behaviourism. 

Behaviourism is a concept in psychology which stands associated with the name of J.B. 

Watson. It was adopted to eliminate from scientific research all reference to such subjective 



data as purposes, intentions, desires, or ideas. Only those observations which were obtained 

through the use of sense organs or mechanical equipments were to be admitted as data. 

Observable behaviour generated by external stimuli rather than inferences about the 

subjective state of mind of the person being observed was to constitute the subject- matter of 

research. In other words human behaviour was to be analysed in terms of Stimulus - 

Response (S - R) paradigm. In the intervening years, since behaviourism was enunciated, 

most  psychologists recognised that between external stimulus and observable responses, 

subjective experiences occur that influence the interpretation and effect of the stimulus and 

thereby the nature of the response. David Easton writes, “The original behaviouristic 

paradigm S – R (Stimulus – Response) has yielded to the more intelligible one S-O-R 

(Stimulus-Organism-Response) in which feelings, motivations, and all the other aspects of 

the subjective awareness and reaction of the organism are taken into account as partially 

useful data. This has of course, spelled the doom of behaviourism, as a term.” The study of 

human behaviour through S-O-R paradigm came to be known as Behaviouralism. The type 

of the behaviourist paradigm (S-R) as suggested in psychology has nowhere been used or 

applied in political research. In the context of political science, the study of human political 

behaviour is based on S-O-R paradigm i.e,, subjective awareness and reactions along with  

stimulus and  responses  form part of the study of human political behaviour. Hence to 

describe this kind of research as „political behaviourism‟ is to be guilty of a very loose usage 

of words. Easton says that, “Support for the clear distinction and difference between the term 

is lent by its use in such institutions as the Centre for Advanced study in the Behavioural 

Sciences as Stanford, the section of  the Ford Foundation now liquidated, that was known as 

the Behavioural Science Division, and the institution of  Behavioural Science at the 

University as well as the journal of  Behavioural  Science and the American Behavioural 

Scientist.” The use of the term “Behaviouristic” for   “Behavioural” would, as Easton says, 

be entirely confusing and misleading about the scope and direction of interest of the 

institution or publication involved. 

 

Definition of Behaviouralism   

It is indeed very difficult to precisely define Behaviouralism because it has been used as an 

umbrella by the behavioural political scientists to record their protests, for the rejection of 

traditional political theory/approach, and for advocating the building up of a science of 

human – political behaviour through empirical, mathematical and statistical analysis of data 

leading to scientific generalisations. Even during its hay days, it was differently defined by a 

large number of political scientists, who, despite differences regarding its, nature and scope, 

took pride in describing themselves as behaviouralists. 

 

Evron Kirkpatrick has objectively summarised the situation:  “Between World War II and the 

mid-fifties. The term political behaviouralism represented both an approach and a challenge 

an orientation and a reform movement, a type of research and a rallying cry, a “hurrah” term 

and a “boo” term. Debate about behavioural techniques and methods was often accompanied 

by vituperations. Discussions were more often aimed at vanquishing adversaries than at 

clarifying issues.” Sharp differences among the behaviouralists rendered it very difficult, 

almost impossible to record a precise, universally acceptable conceptualisation 

Behaviouralism. As Waldo has pointed out “Behaviouralism was not and is not a clear and 

firm creed, an agreed upon set of postulates and rules”. It infacts, a loose collection of views 

and ideas with distinct broad similarities with several differences and dissimilarities. 



Behaviouralism has been defined by many as a protest movement and by several others as a 

mood. 

 

Different ways in which behaviouralism has been conceptualised 
 

Behaviouralism as a protest Movement 
It has been held by several political scientists that Behaviouralism came as a protest against 

the formalistic legal-institutionalism of the traditional political science. In the other words of 

Dahl, “Historically speaking behavioural approach was a protest movement within political 

science.....  It was associated with a number of political scientists, mainly  Americans who 

shared “a strong sense of dissatisfaction with the achievements of conventional political 

science” and who believed that“ additional methods  and approaches either existed or could 

be developed that  would help to provide political science with empirical propositions and 

theories of systematic sorts, tested by close, more direct and more rigorously controlled 

observations of political events.” 

 

Behaviouralism as a Mood 

Sometime Behaviouralism was described as a mood. Robert Dahl examined in details such a 

characterisation and observes: “At a minimum, then, those who were sometimes called 

“behaviouralists, shared a mood: a mood of scepticism about the current intellectual 

attainments of political science, a mood of sympathy toward “scientific” mode of 

investigation and analysis, a mood of  optimism about the possibilities of improving the 

study of politics. “Was or is the behavioural approach ever anything more than this mood? 

Are there definite beliefs, assumptions, methods, or topics that can be identified as 

constituting political behaviour or the behavioural approach? Dahl gives three different 

answers to these questions: 

 

(i) “The first answer is an unequivocal „yes‟. Political behaviour is said to refer    to 

study of the individual rather than larger political units. This emphasis is clear in the 

1944-45, SSRC report that fore – shadowed the creation of the political Behaviour 

Committee. This was also how David Easton defined the term in his searching 

analysis and criticism of American Political Science published in 1953. In this sense 

Tingsten . and  Lasswall‟s  studies of voting behaviour are prime examples of 

behavioural approach”. 

 

(ii) “The second answer is an unequivocal „no‟.” Vernon Von Dyke remarks, “Though  

stipulative definitions of political behaviour are sometimes advanced, a when a, 

course or book is given the title, none of them has gained general currency.”Alfred 

de Grazia speaks with authority for this Dahl says, “Grazia denied the term referred 

to a subject matter, an inter-disciplinary focus, quantification, any specific efforts at 

new methods, behaviourist psychology, “realism” as opposed to „idealism‟, 

empiricism in contrast to deductive system or voting behaviour or, in fact, to 

anything more than political science as something that some people might like it to 

be. He proposed that the term be dropped”. 

 



(iii) The third view is no more than an elaboration of the mood mentioned above. 

Dahl says that in this view the behavioural approach is an attempt to improve our 

understanding of politics by seeking to explain the empirical aspect of political life 

by means of methods, theories and criteria of proof that are acceptable according to 

the canons, conventions, and assumptions of modern political science. In this sense,  

a behavioural approach is distinguished predominantly by the nature of the purpose it 

is designed to serve, the purpose is scientific. 

 

Behaviouralism is more than a mood. It is also not merely a protest movement. It stands for 

the study of political behaviour instead of formal political institutions. It advocates empirical 

analysis instead of abstract and philosophical theorising. It stands for interdisciplinary forces 

and for making political science a correct science of political behaviour of human beings in 

society. 

 

Explaining the main theme of behavioural approach, Almond and Powell have observed, 

“Whit it means, very simply, is the study of the actual behaviour of the incumbents or 

political roles, rather than of the content of legal rules or ideological patterns”. Describing 

Behaviouralism as a movement for bringing political studies into closer affiliation with 

theories, methods, findings, and outlook in modern psychology, sociology, anthropology and 

economics, Robert Dahl defines it as, “an attempt to make empirical component of political 

science more scientific. It aims at stating all the phenomena of government in terms of 

observed and observable behaviour of men........” Dahl then proceeds on to enumerate the 

basic assumption of features drawn from the views and writings of a large number of 

behaviouralists. In fact, the only and best possible way of comprehending the meaning of 

Behaviouralism is to know the characteristics and assumptions of Behavioural Revolution or 

Behavioural Movement or Behavioural Approach or Behavioural Mood or Behaviouralism 

or the Behavioural Challenge to traditional political theory. 

 

 

CHARACTERISTICS OF BEHAVIOURALISM 

     

In order to know the characteristics of Behaviouralism we have again to study the views of 

several eminent scholars- David Truman, Heinz Eulau, Samuel J.Eldersveld and Morris 

Janowitz, and David Easton. 

 

David Trumann‟s View 
David Truman defines political Behaviouralism as the science of political behaviour. “Where 

political behaviours means all “those actions and interactions of men and groups which are 

involved in the process of governing...... At the maximum this conceptions brings under the 

rubric of political behaviour any human activity which can be said to be a part of 

governing.”  

 

He specifies that Behaviouralism stands for two features:  

(i) research must be systematic, and  

(ii) it must place primary emphasis upon empirical methods.  

 



By the first i.e, systematic research, Truman means, “A precise statement of hypothesis, and 

a rigorous ordering of evidence” and by the school i.e, empirical methods, he means 

research and theory building through data analysis and empirical testing. The ultimate goal of 

the student of political behaviour is “the development of the science of political process.” He 

favoured a controlled use of inter-disciplinary focus. He even admitted the usefulness of 

historical knowledge. It can be “an essential supplement to contemporary observation of 

political behaviour.” 

 

Robert Dahl whole heartedly accepts the views of David Truman and believes that if   these 

characteristics of behavioural political science had been properly understood and accepted by 

all the behaviouralists and their critics “much of the irrelevant, fruitless and ill-informed 

debates over the behavioural approach over the past decade need never have occurred, or at 

any rate might have been conducted on a rather higher level of intellectual sophistication”. 

 

Views of  Heinz Eulan,  Elderseld and  Janowitz.  

In an introduction to their Book Political Behaviouralism:  A Reader in Theory and 

Research, Heinz Eulan, Elderseld  and Janowitz specify the following four characteristics of 

the political behaviour approach: 

1. It specifies as the unit or object of both theoretical and empirical analysis, the 

behaviour of persons and social groups rather than events, structures, institutions, or 

ideologies. 

2. It seeks to place theory and research in frame of reference common to that of social 

psychology, sociology and cultural anthropology. In other words, it favours inter-

disciplinary focus. 

3. It stresses the mutual inter-dependence of theory and research. Theoretical questions 

need to be stated in operational terms for purpose of empirical research. And, in turn, 

empirical findings should have a bearing on the development of political theory. It is 

self-consciously theory oriented. 

4. It tries to develop rigorous designs and to apply precise methods of analysis to the 

political behaviour problems. It stands for scientific procedure of research.  

 

Thus,“political behaviour approach seeks to understand political action and, whenever and 

wherever possible, it employs quantitative and statistical methods.” 

 

View of David Easton 
David Easton has identified the following eight major assumptions or characteristics of 

Behavioursalism: 

 

Regularities There are discoverable uniformities in political bahaviour. These can be 

expressed in generalizations or theories with behavior. These can be expressed in 

generalizations or theories with explanatory and predictive values. 

 

Verification The validity of such generalizations must be testable, in principal by reference 

to relevant behavior. 

 



Quantification Precision in the recording of data and the statement of findings requires 

measurement and quantification, not for their own sake, but only where possible, relevant 

and meaningful in the light of other objectives. 

 

Value “Ethical evaluation and empirical explanation involve two different kinds of 

proposition that for the sake of clarity should be kept analytically distinct. However, a 

student of political behavior is not prohibited from asserting propositions of either kind 

separately or in combination as long as he does not mistake one or the other.”  

 

Techniques “Means for acquiring and interpreting data cannot be taken for granted. They are 

problematic and need to be examined self-consciously, refined and validated so that rigorous 

means can be found for observing, recording and analyzing behavior.” 

 

Systematization Research ought to be systematic, that is to say, theory and research are to be 

seen as closely inter-twined part f a coherent and orderly body of knowledge. 

 

Pure Science The application of knowledge is as much a part of the scientific enterprise as 

theoretical understanding. But the understanding and explanation of political behavior 

logically precede and provide the basis for efforts to utilize political knowledge in the 

solution of urgent practical problems of society. 

 
Integration Because the social sciences deal with the whole human situation, the political 

research can ignore the findings of the other disciplines only at the peril of weakening the 

validity and undermining the generality of its own results. Recognition of this inter-

relationship will help to bring political science back to its status of earlier centuries and 

return into the main fold of the social sciences. 

 

These eight assumptions definitely form the common core of the views of almost all the 

behaviouralists. However, at the same time it reflects the inherent weakness of 

behaviouralism. As Easton has himself observed that: It is “less a tightly structured dogma 

than a congeries of related values and objectives.”  

 

On the basis of the above description of the characteristics and assumptions of 

Behaviouralism, we conclude: Behaviouralism seeks to study politics as an aspects of human 

behaviour in a framework of reference common to other social sciences and prescribes the 

use of empirical research, mathematical-statistical-quantification techniques of data 

collection and analysis with the purpose of building a scientific theory political behavior. 

 

 

LIMITATIONS OF BEHAVIOURALISM 

 

Behaviouralism has been subjected to serve criticism particularly by the supporters of the 

traditional approach to politics. In fact the differences and divisions among the 

behaviouralists and the concerted opposition that they had from the traditionalists have made 

behaviouralism face a severe criticism. Even during its hay days there was lack of definition. 

As Evron Kirkpatrick has observed: “It was general ambiguous enough that its proponents 

and representatives disagreed about its definition, specific enough to inspire articulate 



opposition from some proponents of traditional political science”. Behaviouralism served as, 

“a sort of umbrella capacious enough to provide temporary shelter for a heterogeneous group 

united only by dissatisfaction with traditional political science and comprised of persons who 

would probably move out in quite different directions once the storm of protest against 

innovation was passed. 

 

 The criticism of behaviouralism has been directed against its major assumptions as 

well as against its general approach towards politics. The main points of criticism have been: 

1. That human behaviour as the object of study is bound to be problematic and even 

fruitless. 

2. That all aspects or human behaviour cannot be observed and stated in empirical 

generalizations. 

3. That behaviouralism makes political science dependent upon other social sciences, 

particularly Psychology, Sociology and Anthropology. 

4. That behavioural advocacy or study of facts to the exclusion of values its neither 

possible nor desirable, nor even can it be useful. 

5. That the differences among the behaviouralists have tended to reduce it to a congeries 

of several views both related and unrelated from one another. 

6. That scientific method, particularly as used in natural sciences cannot be applied to 

social sciences, particularly political science. 

7. That behaviouralists were obsessed with methods and techniques and that they failed 

to concentrate upon the substance of politics. 

8. That behaviouralism reflected a bias in favour for liberal democratic system since 

empirical research can br really possible only in such system. 

9. That behaviouralists in their passion for „Scientism‟ have created a ridiculous 

complicated gargon. 

10. That the „value-neutralism‟ preached and practiced but the behaviouralists was 

destined to make it a less-relevant if not non-relevant theory of human political 

behavior. 

11. That the behaviouralists failed to make real headway towards the professed objective 

of theory-building. They remained lost in trivial research and failed to come to grips 

with the brute realities of politics. 

 

It has been along these lines that Behaviouralism stands subjected to severe criticism, 

particularly by the proponents of „traditional‟ political science. Scholars like Leo Strauss 

Vordelin and many others have strongly criticized behaviouralist‟s empiricism and value-

neutralism. Several political scientists have analysed the major limitation of the behavioural 

approach. We quote here the view of Albert Somit, Tanenhaus, Christian Eay, Sibley and 

Wasby.  

 

(A) Albert Somit and Joseph Tanenhaus have pointed out the following Limitations of 

the Behavioural approach: 

Political Science is not, nor is it ever likely to become a science in any realistic sense of the 

term. It can‟t become a science for a number of reasons. The phenomena with which political 

scientists deal do not lend themselves to rigorous study. Human behavior cannot be treated, 

whether individual or social, with the dispassion needed for scientific knowledge. Neither 

political science nor any other social science is commendable to experimental inquiry. We 



cannot employ the test tubes and laboratories, which are the only paraphernalia of physical 

sciences. „Laws‟ of political behavior cannot be stated for a sentient creature such as man, 

because he is free to modify his actions in keeping with or in violation of such laws once 

theory are made known. 

 

Second, the overt behavior tells only part of the story. Different individuals may perform the 

same at for quite different reasons, to understand what they do, one must go beyond, or 

behind observable behavior. Moreover, individuals and groups act within an institutional or a 

social setting, and knowledge of that setting is essential to any meaningful explanation of 

their behavior. The anti behaviouralists hold that the larger part of political life lies beneath 

the surface of human action and cannot be directly apprehended. 

 
 Whatever he theoretical merits of quantification, for most practical purposes, it is now and 

will continue to be an unattainable goal. Quantification requires precise concepts and reliable 

metrics --- and political science possesses neither. Significant questions normally cannot be 

quantified, questions which can, are usually trivial in nature. 

 
 There are many areas where an inter-disciplinary approach may be useful but care must be 

taken to preserve the identity and integrity of political science. All too often, anti-

behaviouralists feel, there has been an indiscriminate borrowing of concepts and techniques 

which are simply inappropriate for political inquiry. 

 

Significant political issues invariably involve moral and ethical issues. Political Science has 

historically been, and must continue to be, concerned with the questions of right and wrong, 

even if these cannot be scientifically resolved. Were the discipline to turn its back on such 

matters, it would have little justification for continued existence. Going considerably beyond 

this, one wing of anti-behaviouralism claims that values cannot be demonstrated true or false 

and that political scientists are necessarily condemned to an eternal philosophical relativism. 

 

 Self-consciousness about methodology can be and has been, carried too far. Overly critical 

and unrealistic standards impede rather than evidence the pursuit of knowledge. This same 

obsession has led many behaviouralists to exalt technique at the cost of its content. Technical 

rather than substantive considerations have been permitted to set the area of Inquiry. In any 

case many of these technical innovations are too sophisticated and refined for the raw 

material with which political scientists must work. As for scientific objectivity, there is 

almost universal skepticism among the anti-behaviouralists that it is attainable and 

considerable doubt that it is inherently desirable. 

 

(B) Christian Bay has referred to the following Limitations of Behaviouralism: 
(i) Behaviouralists avoid the “substance” of politics for the techniques. Bay claims that 

in the attempt to achieve a science, the   tendency of the behaviouralists is to avoid 

politics. He argues that most current political behavioural works fails to articulate its 

very real value biases, he says that behaviouralists think that American liberal 

democracy is the best form of government and their main task is to support 

democracy through the behavioral tools, he says that a basic dilemma confronts these 

behaviouralists: how simultaneously to achieve value neutrality and to support 

democracy. 



 

(ii) He further argues that behaviouralists often assume that stability is the most important 

social goal. Pluralistic democracy in some countries, particularly in, America, is a 

“protective shield" for the interests of the middle and upper classes. Thus, current 

“preoccupations with pseudo carries conservative and anti-political implications.”  

Bay suggests distinction between politics and pseudo-politics and designates 

behaviouralism as “pseudo-politics. “He says, “I would define as “political” all 

activity aimed at improving protecting conditions for the satisfaction of human needs 

and demands in a given society or community according to some universalistic 

scheme of priorities. Pseudo- political refers to activity that resembles political 

activity but is exclusively concerned with either the alleviation if personal neurosis or 

with promoting private or private interest group advantage, deterred by no articulate 

or dis-interested conception of what would be just or fair to other groups.” The 

concern of the behaviouralists is with pseudo-politics.   

 

(iii) Behaviouralists evade and avoid “substantiative political responsibility.” 

Christian Bay comments, “The lack of political responsibility in most of political 

behavior literature relates to the substantive level which involves articulate attention 

to questions of fundamental commitment in social and political research literature. 

Problems of human welfare (including justice, liberty, security and so on), the objects 

of political research and politics, can be adequately studied, and dealt with, only if 

their “ought-side” is investigated as carefully as their “is-side.” Ought-side inquiry 

must be analysed carefully so that we may learn what aspects of wants are most 

salient and could be frustrated only at the cost of resentment. Alienations or 

upheaval.” Since behaviouralists are not concerned with all this, Bay calls them 

traitors who have deliberately indulged in “intellectual treason.”  

 

(C) Mulford Q. Sibley has chosen to specially criticize the value Neutralism of 

Behavioralists. He rejects it and Argues that: 

The very selection of subjects for investigations is shaped by values which are not derivable 

from investigation: (2) in the end the concepts and values which do determine what and how 

one studies are related to one‟s  judgement of the goals, which one identifies with political 

life and to  one‟s general “life-experience ;  (3) once the investigation is launched, there are 

definite limits to what one can expect  from behavioural studies; (4)  behaviourally oriented 

study will remove one from the stuff of everyday politics and cannot be related to that stuff 

except by means which would usually be regarded as non-behavioural;. and (5 ) if 

clarification on thought policy-making is one objective role, is restricted in which it can be 

expected to do.”   

 

Sibley says that, “Values are prior to any investigation, whether in politics or in any other 

area. The political investigator, no less than other must have same notion of his own order of 

priorities before he proceeds to use behavioural or any other approach. He presumably holds; 

that “political” sphere is more important for him to investigate than any other area. Whatever 

the reasons for his judgment, imputations of value are always present”. Sibley, further 

comments “How:, one account for our experiences? It would seem clear that value 

statements in the ultimate or primary sense cannot be validated or verified by what are 



ordinarily thought of as empirical and behavioural methods. Behaviouralism will inevitably 

be used within a framework of value judgments which cannot be supported through 

behavioural techniques alone. The behavioural investigator is confined an unbehaviourally 

derived set for primary value judgment just as he is restricted by a whole frame-work of 

ultimate assumptions about the nature of the things he is investigating.”  

 

All this has been summed up nicely by Arnold Brecht in his book „Political Theory‟. He 

gives two propositions: 

(i) The question whether something is “valuable” can be answered scientifically in 

relation to: Some goal or purpose for the pursuit of which it is o is not useful 

(valuable), or to The ideas held by some person or group of persons regarding what is 

or is not valuable, and that consequently. 

(ii) It is impossible to establish scientifically what goals or purposes are valuable, 

irrespective of: The value they have in the pursuit of their goals or purposes,  or Of 

someone‟s ideas about ulterior or ultimate goals or purposes. 

 

To prove that the study of politics cannot be „value-free Sibley says that it is impossible to 

study the behaviour (value-biases) of the behaviouralists himself.‟ It would seem that, 

although the observer can provide scientific accounts of those he observes, he cannot explain 

the behavioural methods as usually understood his own behavior as an observer. He might, 

indeed, provide an interesting hypothesis to explain his conduct which he uses to study the 

behavior of groups. 

  

(D) S.L Wasby Points out he Following three Limitations: 

 “Because of the heavy emphasis by behaviouralists on methods, the criticism that they are 

more interested in techniques than the result they obtain, he does strike home with certain 

accuracy. Some, although clearly not all behaviouralists, appear to have chosen topics for 

the study solely or largely on the basis of the applicability of available techniques rather 

than for their theoretical importance. The drawback of habit is this that there is a delay in 

the development of new techniques needed to examine some theoretically important 

questions. Valid data will not be obtained without proper instruments, and instruments do 

not just happen but must be developed through testing.” Wasby further adds that “the 

emphasis on techniques in behavioural approach also means that behaviouralists need to be 

committed to constant retooling so that they may be equipped to use the most recently 

developed effective techniques, a commitment which involves much hard work because of the 

lag o even graduate curricula behind the current needs.” 

 

Also, as Wasby points out that, “It has been recognized that behaviouralists at times 

concentrated so heavily on aspects of political phenomena previously neglected that they 

went from the institutionalist’s failure to consider behavior to no consideration of institution. 

Studies of voting behavior at  times lacked examination of factors such as registration 

requirements and ballot forms; which might affect respectively the rate of turn out, or 

direction of the vote.. the fact that almost all early studies of voting behavior took place in 

the United States or within single communities or states made it easy for researches to forget 

the possible effects of institutional environment on electoral activity.” 

 



Thirdly, Wasby says that, “the behaviouralists have been criticized for concentrating on 

description of static situations. They undoubtedly felt justified in limiting their initial efforts 

to the study of “normal” and static situations to remedy the deficiencies they perceived in the 

picture of politics and government left by the institutionalists. But then they over-emphasized 

the study of the static situations and thus, neglected the study of political change and 

revolutionary situations involving the phenomena of conflict and violence.” 

 

Despite these limitations and points of criticism, it cannot be denied that Behaviouralism has 

played heuristic role in the development of the discipline. It successfully focused attention 

upon the limitations of the traditional approach. The behaviouralists can legitimately claim 

credit for inducing, popularizing and improving the scientific method of social science 

research and the use of statistical and mathematical techniques in discipline. However, in the 

process, they became overwhelmed by concern for techniques, methodological 

sophistications and technical proficiency in research. As such what is needed is to be 

cautions of and refrain from the „extremism‟ of the behaviouralism in favour of „technique‟ 

and „method‟ as well as for  „behavioural studies‟ to the near exclusion of the study of 

government and institutions. As Joseph la Palombara has observed, “The behavioural 

approach is objectionable per se but only when and in so far as it leads the political scientists 

to far away from the processes of government and their consequents. The best way to guard 

against this danger is to stress upon political analysis.” In fact Post Behaviouralism gas 

successfully secured several well-needed reforms in Behaviouralism and today, as Wasby 

points out, “The behavioural approach to the study of politics has now become fully 

established, and many of those initially hostile have come to use behavioural concepts and 

techniques, regularly.” The traditionalists have come to recognize the merits of the 

behaviouralists and the behaviouralists turned pose-behaviouralists have come forward to 

adopt a better and more objective of some of the main ideas of the traditionalists.      

 

 

POST BEHAVIOURALISM 
 

Behaviouralism came as a revolution and like every revolution could hold real ground only 

for a short-span of time. Within twenty years, right from mix sixties, there appeared several 

cracks among the behaviouralists and many of them started advocating the need for 

“reforms”. While almost none of them advocated a rejection of Behaviouralism, all of them 

came forward to accept and advocate the need to get away from “Orthodoxism” and to be 

futuristic. For this, they accepted the need to take into account the experiences of the 

behavioural research as well as the limitations of Behaviouralism. Such political scienticism 

who accepted Behaviouralism but at the same time wanted to reform it, came to be known as 

Post Behaviouralists and their  views as Post-Behaviouralism.                                                                                                                                                                                                                

 

The Coming of Post-Behaviouralism 

In his presidential address at the sixty-fifth meeting of the American Political Science 

Association held at New York in September 1969, David Easton, himself one of the leading 

advocates of Behavioralism, made a powerful attack on the behaviouralists position and 

advocated the need to restate, readjust and reform behaviouralism in the light of post-

experience and the need of the society. Like many other Behaviouralists, David Easton 

admitted that too much time had been lost on trivial and quite often irrelevant research under 



the banner of Behaviouralism/ as Dr. S.P Verma has opined, “that while the Behaviouralism 

were busy in sorting out controversies developing techniques and building up of various 

paradigms, models and theories, society was facing more and more social, economic and 

cultural crises which were ignored by the Behaviouralists. In the American Society, there 

were signs of increasing stress, strain and conflict resulting from several factors viz. Civil 

Rights Movement and the Negro-White riots, internal cleavages in the United States in which 

civil war and authoritarian rule had become frightening possibilities; the American 

involvement in the undeclared war in Vietnam, the youth unrest in America, particularly on 

the issue of Vietnam war; the fear of nuclear war and several other factors. These were such 

conditions which political scientists, neither the traditionalists nor the behaviouralists had 

predicted. Behaviouralists in their near obsession with techniques and value-neutralism failed 

to take note of these problems and maladies. Some of the behaviouralists, like David Easton, 

realizing this weakness came out of to raise the questions; “Must we be committed eternally 

to an unchanging image of the discipline, behavioural or otherwise? Is it not incumbent on us 

to reconsider old images and modify them to the extent necessary?” 

 

While pondering over this question and similar other problems several behaviouralists 

accepted the need for making Behaviouralism fully relevant and action-oriented. The deep 

discontent with the direction of behavioural research in politics further impelled them to 

accept and advocate the need for reform within Behaviouralism. Behaviouralists who came 

to be designated and they accepted the designation, “Post Behaviouralists.”  

 

 

What is Post Behaviouralism? 

 

Post Behaviouralism is not a Revival of Traditionalism. 
In order to understand the meaning and nature of Post-Behaviouralism, we must, at the very 

outset, understand that it is not reversion back to traditionalism. Post Behaviouralists were 

Behaviouralists, they accepted the merits of the behavioural political approach over the 

traditional approach, nevertheless they accepted the need t reform behaviouralism with a 

view to eliminate some of its defects and to update it. “Post behaviouralism should not be 

confused with traditionalism. The difference between the two approaches lies in the fact that 

whereas traditionalism denied the validity of behavioural approach and reiterated its faith in 

the classical traditions of political science, the post-behaviouralists accepted the 

achievements of the behavioural era but sought to push political science further and towards 

new horizons.” 

 

Relevance and Acton as the Two Hallmarks of Post- Behaviouralism 

Two main pillars of Post-Behaviouralism have been “Relevance” and “Action.” That the 

research and theory building must be relevant to actual social conditions and the brute 

realities of politics, and those political scientists have a practical role to play in society. 

Knowledge of politics has to be put to use for helping the society to preserve and protect 

human science --- a sense of commitment and action must characterize entire research in 

political science. We can say Post-Behaviouralism is not a reversion to traditionalism, on the 

other hand it is a reform movement, a future oriented intellectual tendency among the 

behaviouralists. 
 



Features or Characteristics of Post-Behaviouralism 

David Easton, who had earlier drawn up a list of eight characteristic features of 

behaviouralism and called them the “intellectual foundation stones” of the movement, now 

came out with seven major characteristics of Post- behaviouralism. He described them as the 

“Credo of Relevance” or “a distillation of the maximal image.” These are given below : 

 

Due and Primary Importance to Substance of Study alongwith the Techniques 
Substance must precede technique – if one must be sacrificed for the other – and this need 

not always be so; it is more  important to be relevant and meaningful for contemporary 

urgent problems than to be sophisticated in the tools of investigation, For the aphorism of 

science is that it is better to be “vague than non-relevantly precise:. In Political Science 

substance must come before techniques. 

 

Emphasis upon Change 

Political Science should place its main emphasis upon social change and not on social 

conservatism as behaviouralists seem to be doing. “Behavioural science conceals an ideology 

of empirical conservatism. To confine oneself exclusively to the description and analysis of 

facts is to hamper the understanding of these facts in their broadest context. As a result, 

empirical political science must lend its support to the maintenance of very factual conditions 

it explores. It unwillingly purveys an ideology of social conservatism tempered by modest 

incremental change.” 

 

Study of all Facts/Realities of Politics 

Behavioural research has been guilty of ignoring the study of the brute realities of politics. 

The needs, however, is that the political scientists should always concern themselves with the 

realities of political life, including the social stress, social strains, social conflict and crises. 

“Behavioural inquiry is abstractions and analysis and this serves to conceal the brute realities 

of politics. The task of Post-behaviouralism is to break the barriers of silence that 

behavioural language has necessarily created and to help political, science reach out to the 

real needs of mankind n a time of crisis.” 

 

Protection of Human Value as the Major Role or Intellectuals 

“Members of a learned discipline bear the responsibilities of all intellectuals. The 

intellectual‟s historical role has been and must be to protect the human values of civilization. 

This is their unique task and obligation. Without this, they become mere technicians, 

mechanics for tinkering with society. They thereby abandon the special privileges they have 

come to claim for themselves in the academic sphere, such as freedom of inquiry and a 

quasi-extra-territorial protection from the onslaughts of society.” 

 

Values cannot be totally eliminated from Political Science 

 Post-Behaviouralists advocate a rejection of complete value neutralism, as advocated by the 

behaviouralists. The total emphasis on scientism and empiricism was an unhappy and 

unworkable stand “Research about and constructive development of values are 

inextinguishable parts of the study of politics. Science cannot be, and never has been 

evaluatively neutral despite protestations to the contrary. Hence to understand the limits of 

our knowledge, we need to be aware of the value premises on which it stands and the 

alternatives for which this knowledge could be used.” 



 

Political Science is to be developed as an Action Science and Contemplative Science 

 “To Know is to bear the responsibility for acting and to act is to engage in re-shaping 

society. The intellectual as scientist, bears the social obligation to put his knowledge to work. 

Contemplative science was a product of the nineteenth century when a broader moral 

agreement was shared. Action Science of necessity reflects the contemporary conflicts in 

society over ideals and this must permeate and colour the whole research enterprise. 

 

An Active and Essential Role or the Professional associations and Universities in Actual 

Process of Politics  

“If the individual has the obligation to implement his knowledge, those organizations 

composed or intellectuals - the professional associations and the universities themselves 

cannot stand apart from the struggles of the day. Politicalisation of the profession is 

inescapable as well as desirable.” Summing up the characteristics of Post-behaviouralism, 

David Easton observed : “No one Post-behaviouralists could share all these views. I have 

presented only a distillation of the maximal image. It represents perhaps a Weberjan ideal 

type of the challenge of features of the Post-behavioural revolution as it appears to be taking 

shape today.” 

 

Post-behaviouralism as such advocates the need to make Political Science Research 

„Substance‟ oriented, relevant to social phenomena and action oriented. To quote David 

Easton again, “It (Post behaviouralism) pleads for a more relevant research. It pleads for an 

orientation to the work that will encourage political scientists even in political life according 

to human criteria.” Post-Behaviouralism rejects the thoroughgoing empiricism, value-

neutralism and technique obsession of the Behaviouralists. It attacks the craze or obsession 

for a scientific research and seeks to offer an integrated view, combining in a subtle way 

behavioural advocacy of empiricism with normativism of the traditionalists. 

 

Critical Evaluation 
Post-behaviouralism involves a bold attempt to reform some of the weakness of 

Behaviouralism by advocating primacy of substance over technique socially relevant 

research over pure science, political action over academic neutrality and social change over 

social conservatism. Post-behaviouralism definitely tries to come out of orthodox scientism 

of the Behaviouralists support for value studies with behaviouralists advocacy of 

thoroughgoing empiricism. As Dr. Shriram Maheswari has observed, “As a result of Post-

Science, The methods of science have come to stay in Politics, but they are tempered with an 

appreciation of their limitations, and what is more, theory are to be combined with a 

sensitivity towards political values and an application of political knowledge.” 

 

Post-behaviouralism cannot be regarded as a reversion to traditionalism, though such a 

charge is preferred against it but strict some reforms. The Post-behaviouralists do not deny 

the importance of technical proficiency but they do not agree that scientists in the society. 

Values cannot and should be kept out of scientific research. Since it was the responsibility of 

the social scientists to analyse social problems with a view to find solutions, it was an 

imperative necessity that they should keep in mind and help the society to reserve the human 

values of civilization. 

 


