Colloquium: The Future of Political Science April 17, 2014 University of Texas at San Antonio
Welcome to everyone in the audience.  I think we’re all going to be part of a very interesting conversation this evening.  I’m Steve Amberg; I’ll be the moderator of the discussion. The subject of our colloquium is The Future of Political Science.  
Our format is this: there will be two rounds of panel commentary in which each panelist will respond to questions that were given to them in advance.  [The questions are on a sheet that is being passed out.]  After the panelists have responded to both sets of questions, I’ll invite everyone in the audience to join the discussion with comments and questions. 

Our subject is a broad one, yet our discussion has a more precise, double context.  First, the Department of Political Science and Geography is launching a new undergraduate degree program in Global Affairs this month.  This occasion is an opportune moment to re-present political science to the University community.  The second context for our colloquium is that the American Political Science profession has undergone a transformation in the last twenty years.  We’d like to explore what this development means for the work we do here as political scientists.  
The nature of this transformation is to open up political science in response to changes in the world that could not be comprehended according to standard methods and theories.  
When I started graduate school in the late 1970’s at M.I.T., the overwhelmingly dominant mode of political science research was positivist and mostly behavioralist and quantitative. High modernism and its confident, rationalist grasp of the world was empowered.  But the world was recalcitrant and changing: 
· the Vietnamese hadn’t accepted the correct rational conclusion from the fact that they were mightily outgunned by the U.S. military. 
· American citizens hadn’t accepted the rational choice of voting between the Rs and the Ds and instead took to the streets by the millions to protest racial domination, war, sexism, and the threat of nuclear annihilation.  By standard definition, these people were acting irrationally.  
· The mastery of the economy – so evident from the 1940’s to the 1970’s – ended with Nixon destroying Bretton Woods and with Carter’s stagflation. 
· The Soviet Empire collapsed to the surprise of the experts.  
 I became an Americanist – which itself is the name of a profession that recognizes that the study of the United States is the study of an area of the world, just like the Europeanists study Europe and Latin Americanists study Latin America.  The U.S. no longer could be considered “exceptional” and unique, immune from the problems and dynamics that beset other countries.  We too had our class conflicts and social cleavages, movements to increase public authority and develop state capacity as well as to attack the state, and struggles to manage legitimacy. The theories that Americans had used to understand political developments in other areas were turned on the U.S. itself.  And we found new concepts and theories:  they included historical institutionalism, the “new institutionalism” in organization studies, the cognitive turn, deep structure, pragmatist conceptions of routine and innovation, case studies and process tracing, and constructivism.  And we borrowed from other social sciences that were more immune to the parochialism of American Politics, including anthropology and comparative politics, but also Marxism and management studies.   
In the late 1990’s, a movement was organized in the American Political Science Association that borrowed the name that Gorbachev used for his attempted reform of the Soviet Union, perestroika, to break open the methodological orthodoxy of the profession.  This movement has been remarkably successful:  a new crop of leaders was elected to lead the APSA and new journals were launched that publish the new research and make research more relevant to public debates.  Because… what is going on in the world is still the focus:  how can we explain the complexity of the emerging global economy and the post-Cold War world?  
We’d like to begin to explore what these developments mean to the work we do here as political scientists at UTSA. On our panel we have specialist from several subfields.  We have Boyka Stefanova in comparative politics, who also studies international organization.  We have Matthew Brogdon in Public Law and Courts, whose field used to be almost entirely focused on the U.S.  We have Bryan Gervais in American Politics, who focuses on mass political behavior and political participation.  We have Matthias Hofferberth in international relations, whose work takes advantage of the broader scope for research that has become common. 

So, let’s begin the conversation.  The first round of questions for the panelists focuses on the present state of the discipline as well as relation to the outside world.  The second round will focus on the future and global affairs.  The first round questions are: 
· “What is political science? 
· What is the task of political scientists? 
· Is Political Science useful? 
· Does society have a stake in political science?  
· Is the current organization of the discipline into sub-fields helpful for research? 

· Are there opportunities for research across fields?

· Does political science research share a common theme, methodology, or theory?  

· What is the value-added of political science research?”

….
Thank you all for staying within our time-frame!  Those were very diverse observations!  

Let’s go on to the second round of questions, which focus on the future of political science and global affairs. The questions are: 

· How is your field influenced by globalization?

· What is global to your field? 

· What are global affairs to you?

· What will political science look like in the future?  

· What are the challenges ahead?

Concluding remarks.
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