
A Journal of Political Philosophy

Volume 8/2, 3 May, 1980

page In Honor and Memory ofMartin Diamond

The Writings ofMartin Diamond:A Bibliography

The Least Imperfect Government: On Martin

Diamond's "Ethics and
Politics"

Comment: The Politics ofMartin Diamond's Science

An Excerpt from "Lincoln's
Greatness"

Martin Diamond on "Lincoln's
Greatness"

1 William Schambra

5 Marvin Meyers

16 Thomas J. Scorza

22 Martin Diamond

26 William Schambra

29 Robert Sacks

102 Judith Best

114 Charles M. Sherover

123 Edith Hartnett

141 Laurence Lampert

156 Nathan Rotenstreich

174 Glenn N. Schram

188 Glen E. Thurow

204 Joseph J. Carpino

223 Will Morrissey

8

The Lion and the Ass: A Commentary on the

Book ofGenesis (Chapters 1-10)

What Is Law: TheMinos Reconsidered

Rousseau's Civil Religion

Sartre and the Decadents

Zarathustra's Dancing Song

Aspects of Identity and Alienation

Progressivism and Political Science: The Case

of Charles E. Merriam

Discussion: The Defense of Liberty,

Anastaplo's The Constitutionalist

Frederick D. Wilhelmsen's Christianity and Political

Philosophy

Thomas J. Scorza's In the Time Before Steamships:

Billy Budd, The Limits ofPolitics andModernity

QUEENS COLLEGE PRESS



INTERPRETATION

A Journal of Political Philosophy

Volume 8 Issue 2, 3

EDITOR-IN-CHIEF

Hilail Gildin

EDITORS

Seth G. Benardete - Hilail Gildin - Robert Horwitz - Howard B.White (1912-1974)

CONSULTING EDITORS

John Hallowell Wilhelm Hennis Erich Hula Arnaldo Momigliano Michael

Oakeshott - Ellis Sandoz - Leo Strauss (1899-1973)
- Kenneth W. Thompson

ASSOCIATE EDITORS

Larry Arnhart - Patrick Coby Christopher A. Colmo Maureen Feder - Joseph

E. Goldberg - Pamela Jensen - WillMorrissey - Thomas West

ART EDITOR

Perry Hale

ASSISTANT EDITOR

Marianne C. Grey

EDITOR, QUEENS COLLEGE PRESS

Lee Cogan

ASSISTANT EDITOR, QUEENS COLLEGE PRESS

Dyanne Klein

Authors submitting manuscripts for publication in INTERPRETATION are

requested to follow the MLA Style Sheet and to send ribbon copies of their

work. All manuscripts and editorial correspondence should be addressed to the

Editor-in-Chief; INTERPRETATION, Building G 101, Queens College, Flushing,

N.Y. 11367, U.S.A.

Copyright 1980 - Interpretation

QUEENS COLLEGE PRESS, FLUSHING, N.Y. 11367



174

PROGRESSIVISM AND POLITICAL SCIENCE:

THE CASE OF CHARLES E. MERRIAM

Glenn N. Schram

Marquette University

I

An analysis of the state of political science in the United States and

the route by which it was attained must include a discussion of the thought

of Charles E. Merriam, for Merriam and his students helped significantly

in the creation of the intellectual climate in which the behavioral revolution

found
success.1 To some extent Merriam's views merely reflected the views

of his time, but they also had a formative effect on behavioralism. Other

factors contributed to the success of the behavioral revolution dissatisfac

tion with what many felt to be the aridity of the historical, legal, and insti

tutional analysis which formerly had predominated in the profession; the

example of more scientifically oriented social sciences; developments in sta

tistics and mathematics which invited application by political scientists; and

the availability in logical empiricism of what Merriam himself lacked, a

sophisticated philosophy of science. But behavioralism needed an ethos in

order to succeed to the extent it did, and Merriam provided an influential

formulation of this ethos. One or two others made some of the same points

at the same time; but nobody else made so extensive a charge to the pro

fession, in quite the same tone, as he. Today many behavioral political sci

entists lack the Merriam ethos. Moreover, a case can be made that both

students and society suffer from the profession's failure to raise questions

lying outside the sphere of behavioralism. But before the political-science

community can raise other questions, it needs an understanding of how it

arrived where it is, and in such an understanding Merriam's thought must

be emphasized.

Until recently many political scientists shared Merriam's optimism

about science and about democracy. They often failed to question the belief

in the utility of science. But Merriam questioned and defended it. Today,

when there is a growing awareness that some social problems can neither

be understood nor dealt with by science, and that science may in some re

spects be counterproductive to the solution of these problems, Merriam's

defense of science needs to be examined. Merriam believed that the utility

of science lay partially in its benefits to democracy; for this reason, but also

because similar assumptions underlay his faith in both science and democ

racy, his defense of democracy should also be studied. His assumptions

were marked by an optimism that was related to his political progressivism;
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indeed, his views on science and democracy can be called
"progressive."

To understand Merriam's views we must first understand the nature of

progressivism.

77

Eric Voegelin has argued that progressivism is a gnostic ideology, and

a word of explanation about gnosticism is in order. The term comes from

the Greek gnosis, which means knowledge, and was originally applied by
historians and philosophers of religion to an intellectual movement of late

antiquity which infiltrated early Christianity, where it came to be consid

ered heresy. Gnosticism denied the eschatology of orthodox Christianity,

which sees the fulfillment of human existence in the resurrection of the dead

and eternal life; instead, in its more radical forms it saw fulfillment in the

release from the evils of the world, through mystical knowledge, of a divine

element inherent in man, permitting it to attain a union with the divine

being whence it was supposed originally to have come. Gnosticism saw the

Christian eschaton as
"immanentized"

: the benefit of salvation was to be

attained in the present world; and it was to be attained as a result of human

knowledge, not of God's free gift to the
faithful.2

In the middle ages two developments occurred, both involving the re

direction of the eschatological hope of orthodox Christianity toward the

present world. The first was Joachim of
Flores'

historicist categorization of

world history into three realms a pre-Christian realm of the Father, a

present realm of the Son, and a soon-to-be-attained realm of the Holy

Spirit, in which monkish contemplation and praise would replace priestly

learning and
discipline.3 Though Voegelin describes the Joachimite heresy

as gnostic, Hans Urs von Balthasar describes it as chiliastic. Von Balthasar,

on whom (along with Karl Lowith4) Voegelin may have relied for assis

tance in understanding the significance of Joachim's thought, distinguishes

Joachimite heresy from a medieval heresy which did not entail a philosophy

of history, and which thought of human deliverance in ancient-gnostic

fashion.5

This, von Balthasar terms gnostic. But in both instances formulae

for immanent fulfillment were announced, and Voegelin seems to have been

justified in describing the Joachimite heresy and subsequent historicist,

immanentist movements as gnostic. In their modern, political form now

usually secular as well these movements foresee and aim at the creation

of a condition of moral perfection on earth.

Voegelin says that in trying to bring about moral perfection the move

ments seek to recreate human nature; the participants in them are thus en

gaged in sinful rebellion. Their sin is rooted in the anxiety which comes
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from uncertainty about the impending course of history. Similarly, Reinhold

Niebuhr, while not using the term gnostic to designate morally perfectionist

political movements, sees them as both denying human sinfulness and com

mitting the sin of pride through the attempt to do what human beings

cannot do to remake man.

There can be little doubt that progressivism was a gnostic movement

in Voegelin's sense of the term. The fact becomes clear on a reading of

Voegelin's list of six characteristics of the gnostic attitude :

1. It must first be pointed out that the gnostic is dissatisfied with his situ

ation. This, in itself, is not especially surprising. We all have cause to be not

completely satisfied with one aspect or another of the situation in which we

find ourselves.

2. Not quite so understandable is the second aspect of the gnostic atti

tude: the belief that the drawbacks of the situation can be attributed to the

fact that the world is intrinsically poorly organized. For it is likewise possible

to assume that the order of being as it is given to us men (wherever its origin

is to be sought) is good and that it is we human being who are inadequate.

But gnostics are not inclined to discover that human beings in general and they

themselves in particular are inadequate. If in a given situation something is not

as it should be, then the fault is to be found in the wickedness of the world.

3. The third characteristic is the belief that salvation from the evil of

the world is possible.

4. From this follows the belief that the order of being will have to be

changed in an historical process. From a wretched world a good one must

evolve historically. This assumption is not altogether self-evident, because the

Christian solution might also be considered namely, that the world through

out history will remain as it is and that man's salvational fulfillment is brought

about through grace in death.

5. With this fifth point we come to the gnostic trait in the narrower sense

the belief that a change in the order of being lies in the realm of human

action, that this salvational act is possible through man's own effort.

6. If it is possible, however, so to work a structural change in the given

order of being that we can be satisfied with it as a perfect one, then it becomes

the task of the gnostic to seek out the prescription for such a change. Knowl

edge gnosis of the method of altering being is the central concern of the

gnostic. As the sixth feature of the gnostic attitude, therefore, we recognize

the construction of a formula for self and world salvation, as well as the gnos

tic's readiness to come forward as a prophet who will proclaim his knowledge

about the salvation of mankind.0

As for progressivism as manifested in America, it had two major po

litical aims: to remove political power from the wealthy and powerful and

place it in the hands of the people, and to eliminate dishonesty, favoritism,
and inefficiency in government. Politics was to be popularized and purified.
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More broadly speaking, Richard Hofstadter has described American pro

gressivism as:

a rather widespread . . effort of the greater part of society [after 1900] to

achieve some not very clearly specified self-reformation. Its general theme was

the effort to restore a type of economic individualism and political democracy
that was widely believed to have existed earlier in America and to have

been destroyed by the great corporation and the corrupt political machine

and with that restoration to bring back a kind of morality and civic purity

that was also believed to have been
lost."

It has been denied that American progressivism sought a state of perfec

tion, on the grounds that it focused on specific practical reforms. But ac

cording to Voegelin there is a type of gnosticism in which the emphasis lies

on movement toward a goal rather than on the precise nature of the state

of perfection to be attained.8 One writer who denied the perfectionist char

acter of progressivism said nonetheless that it wanted government to do

everything it could "to make our country better, nobler, purer, and life

more worth
living."0

It remains to inquire into the factors that gave rise to progressivism

in America. Immanentist political ideologies of the secular kind had, of

course, been a fact of Western life since the Enlightenment. In America,

progressivism was strongest in the Middle West, and especially in those

parts of it where the rather easy standards of 1 8th-century Anglo-American

political morality had not taken firm cultural root, and where severe exploi

tation of natural resources by the wealthy and powerful had created a

strong impetus toward reform. But progressivism was not a uniquely

Middle Western phenomenon; and it occurred in both state and national

politics. That it occurred throughout the land was due to the fact that it

had roots in notions of historical destiny and moral perfection which had

long been part of American culture. Early New England Calvinists, drawing
on Old Testament symbolism, conceived of themselves as God's chosen

people, whose success in earthly enterprises depended on their keeping their

covenant with Him; and a Jeffersonian poet drew on the New Testament in

conceiving of America as "a new Jerusalem sent down from
heaven."

In the

19th century this latter, or
"millennialist,"

strain of thought on the national

destiny gained the ascendancy in American
culture.10 Progressive moral

perfectionism also derived from the fact that, as late as the 1920s and

1930s, the culturally formative Protestant denominations were all Calvinist

in origin; and Calvinism, for all that it once shared the Lutheran stress on

sin and the Lutheran conception of grace, had also emphasized a striving

toward moral perfection. Calvin himself strongly encouraged the pursuit of

godliness, a theme underscored in the New England Puritanism which ulti-
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mately infused in varying degrees all American
Protestantism.11

777

Before proceeding to a discussion of Merriam's views on science and

democracy, we should notice two facts about his life and thought. First, he

was the son of Presbyterian parents, but was unable to accept their ortho

doxy; he retained, however, much of the Presbyterian moral fervor, and as

a Middle Westerner of small-town, Calvinist background, found progres

sivism an attractive political ideology. Second, there appear to have been

no basic changes in his thought during the period in which the views to be

considered here found expression. To be sure, he was disillusioned by the

partial failure of early efforts by himself and others at municipal reform in

America: in Chicago machine politics continued to exist, taking over the

administrative agencies created by the reformers, and leading Merriam to

see education in good citizenship as a key to political
progress.12 But by the

early 1920s a view of political science which he apparently held for the rest

of his life emerged in his thought; and he always believed in the desirability
and viability of democracy, finally giving systematic expression to his views

in the later 1930s, when democracy experienced a major challenge from

dictatorship. Thus two books to be analyzed here can be considered repre

sentative of his mature thought New Aspects of Politics (
1925),13 his sys

tematic plea for what would today be called a behavioral, though value-

oriented, political science; and The New Democracy and the New

Despotism (1939),14
his systematic defense of democracy. Though the

focus will be on these two works, others will also be cited when they are

relevant.

New Aspects of Politics is a plea for ( 1 ) greater care and organization

in the collection of political data and (2) the incorporation of the methods

and insights of the other social sciences, psychology, biology (especially
eugenics), statistics, and engineering in analyzing the data and applying
the findings. The result would be a "new

politics"

by which Merriam meant

a new political science, one both scientifically oriented and concerned to

apply its findings to the solution of practical problems. In his language:

[PJolitics would be new in that it utilized the new developments in modern

science, social and physicalof psychology, of statistics, of biology, of eth

nology, of geography, of engineering, and of other types of studies that may
throw light upon the inner problems of political co-operation and control. The

new politics would be a synthesis of significant factors in modern mental life.
applied to the problems of government, released from traditional or authoritar-
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ian conditions or precedents for the purpose of scientific experiment and the

destination of the inner secrets of the political process.1"'

Merriam was duly appreciative of the governmental-research bureaus al

ready established in an earlier phase of progressive reform. Now he argued

for the mobilization of the resources of universities, government, and such

endowments as might be drawn on, for a more basic and systematic analysis

of poltical behaviour than had thitherto been attempted. His argument was

in basically three parts, reflecting (1) a desire to produce better citizens

through education, (2) a wish to provide governmental officials with data

and advice in their attempt to deal with the problems of modern society,

and (3) a belief in the ineluctable advance of science. Each part of the

argument will be dealt with in turn.

In a paper published as early as 1921, Merriam wrote:

We have studied the urban problem in terms of
'"good"

and
"bad"

govern

ment, of boss rule and reform, of innumerable mechanisms and contrivances

ingeniously devised, but is it not possible to go more deeply into the basis of

the city, scrutinize more accurately the social and political process of which the

political is an integral part? Are the forces producing municipal misrule in

herently recalcitrant and insuperably unruly, or do we not fully understand

the political reactions in the given environment, and how they may best be

educated and constructively adapted to new modes of life under the forms of

the cooperative enterprise of
democracy?10

It was unclear whether Merriam believed that educational reform should

simply focus on citizens in general or should look toward training prospec

tive leaders as
well,17 but it was clear that better education was in order,

and that political science could help define its content. In 1922 he elabo

rated on the contribution which the profession could make to civic educa

tion when he suggested that it inquire into the processes whereby political

attitudes are acquired and can be modified; he also proposed an inquiry
into the ways of reducing

nonvoting.18 He was himself the coauthor of a

study published in 1924 on the origins and extent of nonvoting in Chicago;

despite its underlying value commitment to getting out the vote the

study tried to be scientifically objective and to offer practical advice on

those who would either increase or decrease voter
turnout.19 Again in New

Aspects of Politics Merriam argued the utility of political science to civic

education;-0

but he also said that the profession should "use the mecha

nisms of [both] education and eugenics for political and social organization

and
control,"-1

and that "with a genuine knowledge of political and social

psychology, it will be possible to create customs in much shorter time than

formerly."-2
Here, while still dealing with education, Merriam entered the
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area of public policy, fusing two reasons for the "new
politics"

service to

education and advice to the government and creating an unpleasant

specter which in his most realistic assessments of the human condition he

tended to discount in the light of the possible advantages and inevitable

advance of
science.23

"It is not important or desirable that the political scientists should

govern the
world,"

Merriam said, "but it is fundamental that they be heard

before decisions are made on broad issues, and that the scientific spirit be

found in the governors and the governed as
well."

The result would be the

raising of "the level upon which political judgments are formed."24 In this

language Merriam spoke, in New Aspects of Politics, of the role of the pro

fession as adviser to government. His argument in terms of the inescapable

advance of science was less clear. He said that, because science was ad

vancing in other areas, the science of political behavior ought to proceed

as
well.25 But it was unclear why it should proceed, unless the reason be to

use the findings of political science to keep government from falling into

the hands of those who would use other scientific knowledge for less than

benign purposes. How else is one to interpret a passage like this:

The jungle will seize and use the laboratory, as in the last great war, when

the propagandist conscripted the physicist; or the laboratory will master the

jungle of human nature and turn its vast, teeming fertility to the higher uses

of
mankind.20

On the other hand, one gets the impression at times that Merriam believed

the development of a science of political behavior to be as inevitable as

other scientific advances, and that, for him, this fact was sufficient reason

why the American political scientists to whom he proffered advice should

take part in the process.27

Some of what Merriam has been quoted as saying may strike the

reader as pragmatic common sense, some as naive. The gnostic nature of

his plea for a scientific political science becomes clear, however, when we

analyze his underlying assumptions, his beliefs about the final results of the

"new
politics."

These assumptions are clearly conveyed by a passage from

New A spects of Politics :

If we knew more about the scientific adjustment of the political relations of

mankind, men might live a happier and richer life than when chance and

ignorance determined their lot. May not justice and liberty and law have a basis

in reason as well as in force, superstition, or formula? Wrong, injustice, tyranny
have flourished most rankly when and where the light could not penetrate, in

the darker shades of deception, illusion, ignorance, and sham. The dreams of
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men that they might be free, that they might be recognized as parts of the great

political process, the common hopes of security, fairness, justice, recognition

will not be less fully realized when truth is known than when its face is veiled.

To mitigate the horrors of war, to avoid the destructiveness of revolution, to

minimize the losses from costly group conflicts, to utilize the vast reserve of

human co-operation and social constructiveness this is not a task of soulless

regimentation, but of inspiring release of human faculties, of elevation of

mankind to higher levels of attainment and of well-being.28

In Civic Education in the United States, published in 1934, the vision be

came more resplendent. Merriam wrote that, if "the devices of social inven
tion"

keep pace with man's control of nature, "the new world may be a

fairyland of human
achievement."

Hunger, disease, toil, and fear may dis

appear, "the book of leisure may be opened, and treasures of human appre

ciation and enjoyment may be made available to the mass of
mankind."

Moreover, applied social science will conquer the
"jungles"

of "the inner

life of the personality, so long filled with vile broods of haunting fears and

doubts and
dreads,"

and "open them to the sunlight of
happiness."

In short,

"science will bring life and light and healing on its wings."29 Merriam used

much of the same language in The New Democracy and the New Des

potism, where he also wrote: "the continuance of our ancient burdens can

be avoided if the faculty of social and political contrivance is utilized as it

might be by a generation prepared for entering into the
kingdom."30

In Systematic Politics, published in 1945, Merriam described the "pet
theme"

of Civic Education in the United States in this way:

Wide ranges of trouble may be avoided with sounder systems of early training,

preventing the growth of the large numbers of twisted and unhappy souls from

whom are recruited the armies of crime, low and high, and of disorder and

demagoguery, chicanery and chauvinism, low-level susceptibility to appeals of

folly and
hate.31

In the same volume Merriam said that "force, fraud, spoils, and corruption

are passing phases of the growth of social and political organization and

cannot live in the new
day."32

Similarly, "the prevention of war and unem

ployment, the greatest scourges of our time, is well within the known tech

niques of expert intelligence. . . The belief in the conscious control of

human evolution "opened the way to a new heaven and a new
earth."34

On the possibility of changing human nature, Merriam appeared on

the surface to be inconsistent. While asserting that "human nature may not

change or may change only
slowly,"35 he nonetheless suggested that the

forces of human nature could be harnessed in such a way as, in effect, to

create new men. This latter suggestion is clearly made in Civic Education



182 Interpretation

in the United States. After raising the question whether human nature is

changeable, Merriam answered:

Our educational system and our research activities are the vast symbol of

[the] emerging power of man over nature, both human and non-human; of

conscious creation of an environment instead of passive acceptance and adap

tation; of the day when slaves become masters of their own destiny.30

Moreover, in The New Democracy and the New Despotism Merriam ap

peared to assume a trend toward "the perfectibility of
mankind."37 In any

event, so radical an eradication of evil as he continually counseled and

foretold would be tantamount to the changing of human nature. At least

it would be so from the standpoint of those who recognize the reality and

persistence, either of sin itself, or of its empirical manifestations.

The foregoing is not intended to deny that there are elements of real

ism in Merriam's work. At times, especially during the 1930s, Merriam

demonstrated an acute awareness of the dangers produced by modernity.

But the answer was always more modernity more science and more con

trol and the hope that it would be put to benign
uses.3*

He insisted that

his faith in science had to be instilled in the
masses.39

Perhaps, indeed, "the

power system of science, of politics, of
economics"

may be infused with

religious impulses and religious symbolism, with the result that "a new syn

thesis of
authority"

emerges and rises "to greater heights than ever before

in the story of the
race."40

Some of the gnostic assumptions on whichMerriam based his argument

for a new political science can also be found in his defense of democracy
in The New Democracy and the New Despotism. This defense is in terms

of five explicit "assumptions of
democracy"

whose status is somewhat un

clear. It is probable, however, (1) that Merriam himself believed the as

sumptions; (2) that he believed that the goals contained in them were more

easily realizable and more likely to be pursued in democracies, at least in

stable democracies, than in other types of political system; and (3) that he

believed the
"validation"

of the assumptions possible, both through philo

sophical and scientific analysis and through progress in attainment of the

goals.41

For the most part the concern here will not be with the epistemo-

logical problems raised by Merriam's analysis. The procedure will be to list

the five assumptions, to point out the overlap with the assumptions under

lying Merriam's plea for a behavioral political science, and to make several

other observations about his defense of democracy.

First, democracy assumes "the essential dignity of all men and the

importance of protecting and cultivating personality primarily on a fraternal

rather than on a differential basis."42 The second assumption of democracy
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is "that there is a constant trend in human affairs toward the perfectibility

of
mankind."43

Democracy assumes, further, that economic gains "should

be diffused through the mass by whom they were created as rapidly as

possible";44

that regularized popular control over basic matters of public

policy is desirable;45 and that "conscious social change, accomplished nor

mally by consent rather than
violence,"

is possible.46

In elaborating on these assumptions, Merriam made some of the points

examined in the same or slightly different form in the discussion of the

assumptions underlying his plea for a scientific political science. Phrases

already quoted will not be repeated here. It will suffice to note two more

sets of assertions. Democracy aims at "the leveling up of the standards of

human living to a point far beyond any thus far attained even by the aristo

crats
themselves,"

at "an era of
plenty,"

and at "fulfillment on the widest

possible scale of human aspirations and
potentialities";47

the adoption of

humane, preventive, and therapeutic measures to deal with crime means

that, in the last hundred years or so, "enormous progress has been made

in the intelligent application of social policy to individual deviation from
it,"

although "there is still a long way to go in this direction before the goal

is
reached."4*

Several other observations ought to be made about Merriam's defense

of democracy, on which, it will be recalled, his defense of science rests in

part. The evocation of human dignity in the first assumption has appeal,

though it would be more attractive if Merriam had sought to explain the

source of human dignity something he could not do without recourse to

theology, an area which he refused to enter except for its historical interest.

Nonetheless, in discussing the assumption of human dignity he made what

was perhaps the strongest point in his case for democracy. He said what

other contemporary thinkers have also said: that the alternative to democ

racy is rule by an elite, that difficulties arise in establishing criteria for an

elite that is to remain an elite in any sense other than that of sheer posses

sion of power, and that elites are perfectly capable of putting self-interest

above the general interest, especially when they are not subjected to the

kinds of restraints put on rulers in
democracies.41'

Growing out of his valid criticism of elite rule was a weakness in

Merriam's thought which is germane to the conclusion of this study. Mer

riam failed to deal adequately with the question of where
democracies"

were

to get their leaders. He said, to be sure, that "truly great natures are likely
to find a response in the mass of mankind.""'0 This statement contains much

truth as far as it goes. But it will not do to assume that "great
natures"

will

emerge regardless of the social and spiritual conditions under which men are

educated. Merriam did not completely miss the point, for he knew that

Plato had addressed himself to it, although not within a theory of democ-
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racy. But Merriam dismissed Plato's analysis with the comment that it "is

disregarded almost as if it did not
exist."51

IV

One can argue that the last generation produced major contributions

to Western political theory. The contributions were great for the same

reason the theology of the last generation was great: the authors had to

come to terms with the immense spiritual and political disorder of the 20th

century. In so doing they produced theories which do not suffer from the

illusions about human perfectibility and historical progress which charac

terize much modern political thought. No culture can continually sustain

contributions of this magnitude. But a culture can recognize contributions

for what they are and learn from them.

The point is germane in the light of the lessons of the foregoing study.

If Merriam's social and political theory tended to be unrealistic, theories

were produced at about the same time which do not suffer from this de

ficiency. If Merriam's thought was gnostic, a literature on gnosticism is

available to prevent others from making the same mistakes. If Merriam's

expectations of behavioralism proved to be wishful thinking, the profession

might consider new areas of emphasis in teaching and research. If it is

agreed, in the light of what we read daily, that training for citizenship and

leadership ought to be a professional concern, but that Merriam's views on

civic education are unsatisfactory, we might consider the alternative of uni

versity instruction in Voegelin's and Leo
Strauss'

diagnoses of modern

problems, in classical and medieval political philosophy, and in the great

works, both Thomist and Protestant, of contemporary Christian democratic

theory. Strauss said of behavioral political science that its lack of knowledge

that Rome is burning and that it is fiddling kept it from being
Neronian.52

Today the illusions on which it is based are so transparent, the smoke and

flames so manifest, as to detract measurably from the validity of that

excuse.
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