
The founding fathers of the discipline had to be amateurs, for there was no 
institution to train them and confer a credential as a political scientist. Aristotle 
was a good enough political scientist to inspire Marty Lipset, but he did not have 
a PhD. Nor could he be a member of the Greek Political Science Association, for 
it was only founded some 2,400 years later. Nineteenth-century authors such as 
Tocqueville and Bagehot were likewise amateurs, participant-observers of politics 

today would be considered interdisciplinary points of view because there were 
no institutional pressures to think along the tramlines of a single discipline. The 
term political science was used in the plural to refer to all the social sciences at the 
launch of the Ecole Libre des Sciences Politiques (Sciences Po) in Paris in 1872.

Before the First World War Europe was a continent of cosmopolitan Empires 
rather than nation-states. Reading and travel made scholars aware that national 

that reason. Distances between national capitals within Europe were (and remain) 
less than distances between major cities in the United States. While not trained in 
political science, the founder generation was certainly educated by life to regard 
politics as important. The primacy of politics within Europe and the remoteness 
of American institutions meant that Europeans did not have to pay attention to 
political thinking across the Atlantic, nor was there much of it.

Being cosmopolitan was the mark of an educated person. Early American 
PhDs studied in Germany, not America. Talcott Parsons, a Heidelberg PhD, was 

Johns Hopkins University, including Woodrow Wilson, John Dewey and Thorstein 
Veblen ; that work was and followed up by the University of Chicago, founded in 
1896. At that time American institutions, like their European counterparts, required 
a reading knowledge in one and often two foreign languages as a condition of 
securing a PhD.

The attractiveness of America for young European academics grew greatly 
following the Second World War. At that time the leading American social 
science departments combined the innovative ideas nurtured before the war at 
the University of Chicago with traditions of political sociology that were rooted 
in Europe and carried to the United States by refugees. European universities 
such as Oxford and Heidelberg maintained traditional approaches and had neither 
fresh ideas nor large resources. Thus, it was not an accident that the leaders of 
the Committee on Political Sociology, Stein Rokkan and Marty Lipset, met on 
American campuses in the 1950s. However, established professors in European 
political science departments were suspicious of the ‘bin-tos’, that is, young 
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Europeans who had studied in the United States as well as in their native country. 
Traditional English academics rejected, often with contempt, American writings 
using unfamiliar terms; there was no willingness to differentiate between words 
that were needless jargon and those that were fresh concepts (Daalder 1961; cf 
Rose 2013a).

This chapter describes the process by which political science started to become 
a professional discipline in Europe. Unlike histories based on archival material, I 
write about the subject from a personal perspective, and one different from my 
European contemporaries. I had all of my undergraduate education in the United 
States and all of my postgraduate study in England. Moreover, my Hopkins and 
Post-Dispatch training emphasized viewing Europe in a comparative context, 
disciplined reading and collecting evidence. By contrast, the undergraduate 
education of my English contemporaries emphasized writing essays drawing upon 
English history and institutions that were debated in tutorials in which skill in 
defending an argument took precedence over evidence.

Before the Transformation

England had very old universities but they were not universities in the sense of 
having a strong tradition of research, especially in the social sciences. Teaching 
undergraduates was emphasized, and politics departments were usually smaller 
in size than in American liberal arts colleges specializing in the teaching of 
undergraduates. As late as the 1970s the government’s education minister, Sir 
Keith Joseph, an Oxford classicist, insisted on changing the name of the British 
Social Science Research Council, founded in 1965, to that of the Economic & 
Social Research Council on the grounds that the study of society was not a science. 
This revealed his ignorance of the original meaning of the term science — to 
inquire into the cause of things — and the impact that this approach had in late 
nineteenth century German universities, not only in physical sciences but also on 
what Joseph studied at Oxford, classical Greek and Latin.

The capacity of England’s governors to maintain traditional institutions by 

in the political system. This was re-enforced by having avoided dictatorship 
and military defeat, the recent experience of many European neighbours. Those 
political systems tended to be viewed as literally incomparable because they were 
un-British. In the early 1960s the suggestion that the House of Commons establish 
committees to supervise Whitehall ministries was dismissed by a government 
minister with an economy of multi-lingual insult as an innovation à la Americain.

Attempts to promote a British approach to the study of politics have struck 
me as a retrograde attempt to homogenize the way in which approaches to the 
subject have differed and innovators have often been Australians, Canadians, 
Scots and others outside the Anglican tradition, such as Walter Bagehot, who 
pioneered behaviouralism in his 1867 book, The English Constitution. I declined 
to contribute a chapter to the British Academy’s celebration of one hundred 
years of British political science on the grounds that what was British was not 
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necessarily political science and what was political science was often un-British. 

one of the most cited British (sic) authors, with references scattered across seven 
different topical chapters (Hayward et al. 2003: 503).

Two institutions — the London School of Economics and Oxford — were of 
foundational importance for the study of politics in England. They had the most 
undergraduates studying politics as part of a combined degree in social studies and 
history and the most teachers of the subject. Virtually all teachers were recruited 
as amateurs and many remained opposed to the very idea of politics as a subject 

not a political science association because some leading members objected to the 
D. N. 

Chester, vetoed calling the body the British PSA on the characteristically parochial 
grounds that ‘We would always know who we were and any foreigners who didn’t 
know were betraying their own ignorance’. As late as 1963 the PSA refused to 
allow a publisher to display its politics books at the PSA’s annual conference 
(Grant 2010: 36; 22).

The London School of Economics

Shortly before they helped found the Labour Party, leading Fabian socialists 
such as Beatrice and Sidney Webb founded the London School of Economics 
(LSE) in 1895. They sought to promote knowledge that could be used to change 
society, a practice the Webbs had pioneered in studies of poverty supported by the 
substantial family income of Beatrice Webb. Fabians believed that society could be 
improved, and socialism offered the best guiding principles. Staff were recruited, 
such as the future Labour prime minister Clement Attlee, because they shared the 
Webbs’ commitment to political change, not because of their knowledge of any 
academic literature. Attlee had passed his time reading poetry at Oxford and took 
the Oxford equivalent of Franklin D. Roosevelt’s ‘gentleman’s C’ at Harvard. The 
commitment to having a political impact was continued under William Beveridge, 
a pioneer of unemployment insurance policy, as director from 1919 to 1937.

Wallas, wrote an innovative 
book, Human Nature and the Study of Politics, but at the wrong time, 1908, and in 
the wrong place. Had he published it at the University of Chicago, Wallas would 
have been honoured as one of the founders of the behavioural approach to political 

lamented that his work had been ‘inadequately followed up’ (quoted in Grant 2010: 
15). Harold Laski’s long tenure as professor from 1926 to 1950 was a dominant 

theory, spicing what he said with anecdotes, mostly true, about his involvement 

socialism and it was his year to hold the rotating chairmanship of the Labour Party 
when it won the 1945 election. When Laski started making statements about what 
the Labour government should do, Prime Minister Attlee sent him a laconic note 
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saying, ‘A period of silence on your part would be welcome’. Laski’s politics had 
an impact; his extravagant left wing claims pushed into the Conservative Party a 
sceptical student who later became my wife.

Ironically, the best book written during Laski’s tenure was R. O. Bassett’s 

Europe was going fascist or Communist. Bassett was marginalized for saying 
this, since his position was in effect an endorsement of Ramsay Macdonald, 
who switched from being a Labour prime minister to a coalition prime minister 
in the crisis of 1931. When Laski died in 1950, the School’s governors chose a 
conservative as his successor, Michael 
political education in the classic English sense as learning what had been said 
and done in the past. It made him an inspiration for Conservatives who did not 
want to examine the premises of their position. Oakeshott rejected the idea of 
political science expressed in the LSE’s motto, rerum cognoscere causas (to know 
the cause of things).

The LSE Department in which I enrolled to do research in 1953 had no research 
agenda. After hearing a good lunchtime talk by an LSE lecturer I immediately went 

book. Bob McKenzie was kept at arms length because he drew on such alien writers 
as Schumpeter and Michels for his classic study of British political parties (1955). 
When I mentioned at an LSE interview for a post-doctoral fellowship in 1960 that 
I was writing a paper for a conference organised by Stein Rokkan, Professor W. A. 
Robson remarked, ‘The most boring person I ever met’. Fortunately, I did not get 
the job. A few years later, after getting a lectureship at Manchester, I was invited 
to give a seminar at the LSE. When I sent in my request for a train fare from 
Manchester, the department had no budget to reimburse visitors. The LSE lecturer 
who invited me reimbursed my train fare with his personal cheque. Being a poorly 
paid academic with three children to support, I cashed it.

When university expansion came, the LSE contributed many professors and 
staff to new departments. They were not among the pioneers in professionalizing 

Webb professorship of public policy, appointed in 2001, is Ed Page, a Strathclyde 
PhD. The professionalizing of the School had costs. During his time as director 
Ralf Dahrendorf, a broadly educated political sociologist in the best German 
sense, unhappily saw its Economics Department abandon the requirement that 
economists needed to study any economic history in order to produce dynamic 
econometric models.1

1. To see how the LSE has changed, go to www.lse.ac.uk/government/home.aspx.
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Oxford

Oxford has always been an attractive setting for passing time; study was optional. 
In the late nineteenth century this was formalized in the distinction between taking 
a pass degree and an honours degree. For some people, matriculation at Oxford 

family-controlled seat in the House of Commons. What was learned to pass exams 
was a limited fraction of the education that Oxford offered.

When Oxford was under pressure to reform in the late nineteenth century there 
was a battle about what it should become. Mark Pattison wanted Oxford to become 
a centre of research on the German model. Benjamin Jowett wanted it to be a place 
to groom the best and the brightest to win the glittering prizes that London had to 
offer. The subject studied was less important than being good at it. T. B. Macaulay 
had declared that recruitment to the civil service on merit meant that if the test of 
merit was knowledge of the Cherokee language, then the pupils who were best at 
translating Cherokee would make the best civil servants (quoted in Rose 1964: 

serious scholarship that marked the study of the subject in Germany. The maxim 
— the unexamined life is the life not worth living — might have been familiar 
in classical Greek, but it was not deemed relevant to contemporary Oxford. The 

background to make it possible for youths from non-U families (a term referring 
to social class, not education) to use it as a stepping stone to Downing Street, as 
Harold Wilson and Edward Heath did. Sir Alec Douglas-Home had matriculated 
at Oxford and played cricket there.

The study of politics was introduced in 1920 as part of a degree in Philosophy, 
Politics and Economics (PPE). The degree was described as Modern Greats in an 
attempt to give it a bit of the cachet of the study of ‘great’ Greats, that is, the world 
of Greece and Rome. The classicists saw to it that there were two compulsory 
papers of sight unseen translations from French, German or Italian. There was no 
paper on political institutions, let alone comparative institutions. The term modern 
was relative: the two historical papers started in 1760. Each was taught in eight-
week tutorial modules, in which an undergraduate read an essay on a set question 
for debate, and the tutor then commented. Argument, not 
Oxford don was expected to listen to as many as 16 undergraduates reading essays 
aloud each week, any argument that would keep you awake would be welcome. 

institutions of France, the Soviet Union and the United States. I set pupils the 

the eighth week of the term — in order to see how much they might have learned 
meanwhile.

There were two professors in politics at that time, one in political theory 
named after a fourteenth-century Archbishop and prosecutor of heretics, and the 
other named after the late nineteenth-century prime minister William Gladstone 
and normally held by a historian. The marginalization of contemporary political 
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science continued up to the 1980s (www.profrose.eu/writings.php#studying; 
Stepan 2007). The dominant tradition was established by A. V. Dicey’s dogma of 
the sovereignty of parliament, which narrowed the subject to a legalistic debate 
about how to interpret his obiter dicta. When I mentioned Dicey to W. J. M. 

groaned and said, ‘It all went wrong when Dicey was jobbed into a chair there 
in the 1880s’. Mackenzie left Oxford in 1949 to take a chair in Manchester, and 
another pioneer of political science, S. E. Finer, left in 1949 to become professor 
in the innovative University of Keele.

Most of the fellows teaching politics in Oxford were amateurs with no desire 
to become political scientists. In the 1930s an Oxford don noted, ‘The subject is 
taught by a very few specialists and a large number of philosophers and historians 
who approach it with varying degrees of enthusiasm or disgust’. (R. B. McCallum 
quoted in Chester 1986: 48). John Redcliffe-Maud (1981: 21ff) was happy to 

examination results were not good enough to get him a fellowship teaching 
classical history and languages. Some dons spent a decade or two producing a 
single book, typically a work of history. Non-publication did not mean a lack 
of a good mind; there was simply no expectation that an Oxford don would do 
research. Being a don was a status rather than an activity. Even as recently as a 
decade ago the answer to a Princeton professor’s question ‘What are you working 

To enter Oxford you had to be admitted to one of two dozen male colleges. 
I wrote brief letters of inquiry from St. Louis to half a dozen colleges and 
promptly received back letters offering me a place and, as an addendum, asking 
me to complete a one-page admission form. In 1957 I matriculated at Lincoln 

the translation of the Bible into English. The College entrance form asked for 
religion; I put down ‘Protestant’ and was not asked to read a lesson in the College 
chapel. It also asked my father’s rank, profession or status. I put down merchant. 

century Divinity School and a formula was muttered in Latin. This rite, not taking 
a degree, made you ‘U’, that is, accepted as a member of the Oxford community.2

Lincoln was then a typical undergraduate college and I spent three terms living 
in a college house with undergraduates. The effects of rationing were still visible. 
A friend would look at an orange very carefully before peeling it, as during the 
war an orange had been a Christmas treat. When I put potatoes in my soup at lunch 
to make it edible, a fellow student remarked: ‘I haven’t seen anyone eat like that 
since my uncle came back from the Japanese prisoner-of-war camp’. I spent one 
afternoon each weekend walking around a single college, studying its architecture 
and furnishings in detail. Typically they had been agglomerated over 400 or 500 
years. Whenever I walked or bicycled between buildings I educated my eye on 

2. The Oxford of today has changed greatly from what I am describing; see www.politics.ox.ac.uk.
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the townscape built up over 600 years (see Sharp 1952). It was an extraordinary 
education.

My grand tour of Europe was completed in the summer vacation of 1958 by 
Istanbul

and back, with a detour via Athens and Crete. As we drove from the old Habsburg 
Empire to that of the Ottomans we moved back centuries in time. In Yugoslavia we 
saw peasants, as in Biblical times, separating wheat from chaff by throwing it into 
the air. The places where petrol could be bought ranged from an old caravanserai 

the Ottomans in the Selimye mosque of Sinan. At the Venice Biennale the Soviet 
Union’s display of its art was closer to the kitschy covers of the Saturday Evening 
Post than to New York’s Museum of Modern Art.

Following the advice of a few Oxford graduates I had met in America, I initially 
registered to do an undergraduate degree in PPE. After two tutorials I realised that 
this was a mistake and promptly re-registered to do a DPhil. The title emphasized 
the Oxford desire to distance itself from the German and American PhD (Simpson, 
1983). It was only introduced at the end of the First World War to accommodate 
American scholars expecting Oxford to offer something higher than the Master’s 
degree, which could not be earned but could be purchased by anyone who had 
an Oxford undergraduate degree. In 1946 Oxford introduced a BPhil. in politics, 
a two-year degree taught at a higher standard than the undergraduate degree but 
similarly emphasizing essays and argument. It was regarded as superior to the 
alien doctorate (Chester 1986: 164). At dinner dons preferred to wear an MA gown 
rather than that of a doctorate. I have seen Oxford fellows visibly wince when the 
uninitiated addressed them as ‘Doctor’.

I was a second-class citizen because the lack of an Oxford BA meant that I 
was ineligible to buy an MA and could only wear a doctoral gown. When people 
ask me where I was trained, the answer is, ‘I am untrained; I have an Oxford 
DPhil’. It was not awarded for a thesis in political science, a term damned by its 
foreign origins. It was awarded by the Faculty of Social Studies. Ironically, the 
lack of training left me open to read widely across disciplines without any sense 
of trespassing. It explains why I think of myself as a social scientist as well as a 
political scientist.

It was the heyday of linguistic philosophy during my time at Oxford. My 
contemporaries agonized with Wittgenstein and sought freshness with Ayer. This 
was a rigorous discipline in being careful about the use of words. Bob Putnam 
recalled that eight hours of tutorials about linguistic philosophy with Alasdair 

by translating jargon words into clear concepts that could be useful in empirical 
research. While I had no desire to spend all my life pondering imponderables, 
familiarity with this approach has enhanced my literary sensitivity to traps in the 
use of words as concepts and labels for quantitative indicators. However, I decided 
it was sterile to debate the meaning of meaning without simultaneously trying to 
engage with the meaning of what one could experience outside the seminar room.

At that time the only requirement to obtain an Oxford doctorate was to write and 
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defend a thesis. This attracted me as I could write and had a topic to write about: 
the contradiction between principles of socialist foreign policy developed within 
the British Labour Party over two generations in opposition and what the Labour 
government of 
my Pulitzer-trained scepticism about what politicians said compared to what they 
did. Labour’s 1945 election manifesto promised a socialist foreign policy based on 
principles such as left talking to left and reliance on the United Nations. The one 

Dalton, who expected to be Foreign Secretary. He explained to me that while 
he couldn’t outvote the fellow travellers on the party’s manifesto committee, he 
could add a sentence that could be used to justify a Labour government standing 
up to the Soviet Union. Since the Attlee government’s pro-NATO foreign policy 
produced recurring backbench revolts from the party’s left, my thesis had a lot in 
it about domestic party politics.

The standard British working week was then 44 hours, so this was the time that 
I devoted to my thesis each week, and kept a daily count of the hours spent to make 
sure that this was done, as it took months to go through my primary sources. The 
starting points were paging through the Annual Conference Report of the Labour 
Party since 1900, that of the Trades Union Congress since 1894, and The Times
and The Manchester Guardian daily from 1944 to 1952. I have thus been reading 
British daily papers for the past 70 years. I also read all the foreign affairs debates 
in the House of Commons’ Hansard. Since Oxford is a copyright deposit library, 
almost every publication I wanted to consult was there. During the vacations I 
worked in the Library of the Labour Party at Transport House. Photocopying 
was not yet available so I took handwritten notes with an old fashioned ink pen 

government from Clement Attlee to Konni Zilliacus, a fellow travelling rebel, and 
ended up an admirer of the Labour Foreign Secretary, Ernest Bevin.

My DPhil supervisor, Saul Rose of St. Antony’s College, had been Denis 
Healey’s successor as International Secretary of the Labour Party. He was chary 
of ideas and fastidious about the use of words, being literate in four alphabets plus 
Japanese. After a year, I was elected to a Studentship at 

it unusual in Oxford terms. However, the ethos had a lot in common with PPE; for 
example, there was no training of any sort. Quantitative studies took the form of 
the Warden asking, in response to a seminar paper on a legal dispute arising from 
building a wall to segregate middle-class from working-class housing in Oxford, 
‘What was Sir Stafford Cripps’ fee?’ In another seminar two Fellows of All Souls 
debated whether Lenin’s statement that under Communism the urinals would be 
made with gold referred to the metal parts only or to the larger ceramic bowl as 
well. David Butler ran an excellent seminar in which he invited a politician up 
from London to answer questions prepared by a knowledgeable member of the 
College. This avoided the politician giving an empty speech, for the questions 
were pointed and British politicians were still trained to answer criticisms directly 
rather than evade them with the Blairite cry, ‘Trust me’.
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Thanks to being able to type and wanting to earn a doctorate, I completed my 
DPhil in 24 months (Rose 1960).3 It was the summer of 1959 and by coincidence a 
British general election was called that autumn. David Butler invited me to go along 
for the ride when he drove around constituencies to get the feel of the election. As 
preparation I read all the British and American voting studies that had then been 
written. The biggest impact was made by the appendix of Berelson, Lazarsfeld 
and McPhee (1954: 327–47); it listed propositions about voting derived from 
American surveys and in principle applicable to Britain. The 1959 election saw 
campaigning radically altered by the Conservatives introducing modern methods 
of political advertising and Labour introducing modern television techniques. 
As I was already familiar from my work in St. Louis with both advertising and 
television, I volunteered to write a chapter on public relations and ended up as the 

The British General Election 
of 1959 (Butler and Rose 1960).

3. Because my potential London publisher could not get a New York publisher to share the costs, 
the only publication from the thesis was an Op Ed article in the Manchester Guardian (www.
profrose.eu/writings.php#england).

A team of Nuf eld students using slide rules to calculate swing for the BBC 
election night programme, 1959. Richard Dimbleby and David Butler are in 
the background and I am in the centre with a pen in hand
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Interviewing politicians about how they sought votes revealed that they did 
not know any more about what made British voters tick than did David Butler and 
myself. So I went straight to source, two LSE PhDs in sociology who had founded 

Mark Abrams of Research Services Ltd, and 
Henry Durant, who had been given the franchise for the British Gallup Poll. They 
had evidence that could not be found in University libraries. Abrams invited me to 
contribute chapters to a Penguin special, Must Labour Lose? (Abrams and Rose 
1960). My contribution built on a book that David Butler had given me because 
he did not have time to read it himself as he was going to America to observe 
the 1960 American election. The book was The American Voter (Campbell et al.
1960); it showed how carefully designed and analyzed surveys could provide an 
understanding of the behaviour of voters. This approach was different from the 
argument and speculation then prevailing in England; the use of evidence was also 
consistent with my Pulitzer training.

In 1960 Oxford appointed Norman Birnbaum, a leftwing American sociological 
theorist, as a fellow in sociology. In my last term there Birnbaum gave a small 
reading seminar that introduced the curious few to canonical works of sociology. 
When my proud father offered to buy me the red and blue silk gown of an Oxford 
DPhil at a cost of almost four weeks of an ordinary worker’s wage, I asked instead 
for some Free Press books by Max Weber (1947), Robert Merton (1957), and 
a reader by Eulau, Eldersveld and Janowitz (1956). My mother airmailed me a 
copy of Marty Lipset’s newly published Political Man (1960). One lucky day 

Norwegian who had asked about me: it was Stein Rokkan.
In autumn 1960, I had a doctorate, a wife and almost two children, but no job. 

David Butler told me that he did not think I was cut out for an academic career 

LSE turned down my applications for post-doctoral fellowships. Since there were 
lots more universities in America than in England, I wrote 34 letters to American 
political science departments seeking employment. My Oxford doctorate had 
not prepared me for working in an American political science department. When 
asked at a job interview what I thought of Anthony Downs’ An Economic Theory 
of Democracy, published three years earlier, I had to confess ignorance because 
no one in Oxford had talked about the book. This experience prompted me to 
join the American Political Science Association and start reading the APSR from 
cover to cover in an effort to reduce my ignorance. The only institution showing 
any interest was Michigan, but James K. Pollock turned down my application for 
an instructorship there. For too many months I scanned the British press for an 
advertisement of a job teaching politics. None appeared. Although I had succeeded 
in achieving two great youthful goals — I had a doctorate and had written a book 
— I was unemployed and perhaps unemployable in the British academic world.
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Manchester Made Me

One morning in autumn 1960 I picked up my mail and found the offer of a job 
from W. J. M. Mackenzie in the Government Department at Manchester. This was 
a surprise, as I had not applied for a job there nor had one been advertised. I began 
to learn political science as an assistant lecturer in the Department of Government 
at the University of Manchester in 1961. It was Europe’s closest equivalent to 
the social science faculty of the University of Chicago in the 1930s. Manchester 
attracted people who wanted to be professionals rather than amateurs and 
Manchester is a big city as different from Oxford as Chicago is from Princeton. Up 
to the beginning of the 1960s Manchester had a faculty rather than a departmental 
seminar with economists, anthropologists and political scientists scrutinizing 
whatever was presented in terms of both theory and practice (Chapman and Potter 
1974).

The Government Department at Manchester was very stimulating, even though 
it then had less than a dozen members. When I arrived to meet my colleagues, 
Tony Birch challenged me by asking, ‘Are they still doing elections in Oxford? We 

social science books and ideas, and I learned from following their lead. The books 
included Karl Polanyi’s Great Transformation, a study of the Industrial Revolution, 
which began in Lancashire, and Bob Dahl’s Who Governs?, a pioneering empirical 
study of power. I noticed that Dahl looked primarily at ‘nice’ issues rather than 
those that a Pulitzer-trained reporter would have examined, such as the police, race 
relations and who made lots of money from urban redevelopment.

W. 
J. M. Mackenzie, a classical philologist by training, and a big man in every sense 
(www.profrose.eu/people.php
in Whitehall, when the battles about who to bomb were matters of life and death 
for the RAF as well as Germans. Even though Mackenzie had won many glittering 
Oxford prizes, he was a Scot who saw himself as an outsider. He once asked me: 
‘How old were you when you came to England, Richard? I was 19.’

lecture on Britain and the second on America, and at the end remind students 
what they had learned about the variability of electoral systems. Students were 
mostly proud North of Englanders for whom Manchester was their ‘capital’, just 
as Chicago is the big city for many American Midwesterners rather than New 
York. They included the current president of Iceland, Olafur Grimsson; Peter (now 
Lord) Levene, successful in business and in Whitehall; Dennis Kavanagh, who 

David Butler in default of an 
Oxford student suited to that task; and Cabinet ministers, journalists, and Fellows 
of the British Academy.

Manchester students were bright, having won places in selective grammar 
(that is, secondary) schools, and their teachers were well educated and demanding, 
a contrast from what I had experienced in my youth. That system was changed 
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by the abolition of grammar schools and the introduction of comprehensive 
secondary education. When I asked Tony Crosland, who introduced the measure, 
how he would evaluate the success of comprehensive education, he replied that he 
didn’t want any young person to go to go to the sort of public school he went to.

American concepts for application in England. It was an exciting time as disclosures 
about how British politicians actually behaved were beginning to appear in the 

survey data in British 
politics teaching, being given IBM cards by British Gallup and use of a counter-
sorter by medical statisticians. I organised student volunteers to learn about public 
opinion by doing a proper survey. Many expressed surprise and even gratitude for 

different from that in which they were raised.
Shortly after joining the department Allen Potter asked if I would like to 

write a book about England for a new comparative politics series being edited 
by Gabriel Almond. Potter did not want to do so for he was not sympathetic 
to Almond’s approach. Before saying yes, I tried applying Almond’s (1960) 
analytical framework to England. The result was a book outline better than the 
conventional Penguin textbook, so I happily signed a Little, Brown contract for 
Politics in England (Rose 1964). To write the book I had to read widely across 
the social sciences. Because there were very few journal articles or books with 
relevant data, I got some information by going directly to sources rather than to 
the library or a non-existent Internet. I was also asked to contribute a chapter 
on political culture in England to an American Social Science Research Council 
volume on Political Culture and Political Development (Rose 1965a). This led me 

the 1840s’ or ‘it isn’t modern yet’.
Bill Mackenzie’s marginal comments on Politics in England opened up new 

directions. He also warned me of pitfalls, for example: ‘I never thought I would 
meet anyone who could write English, American and German-American; for 

involved such things as extending the discussion of the nuances of class far beyond 
the grasp of American readers (cf. Rose 1964; 1965). By the 1970s this was no 
longer necessary. Gabriel Almond (1997; www.profrose.eu/people.php) added a 
particularly helpful piece of advice: ‘Never use the word culture in the active 
voice’.

Shortly after my arrival in Manchester, Mackenzie mentioned that once 
celibacy was abolished at Oxford in the late nineteenth century, dons without a 
private income had turned to freelance 

right. Tim Raison, an old Etonian Conservative had the entrepreneurial insight 
to found New Society as a weekly that translated research by social scientists 
on a society in transformation into serious and informative articles rather than 
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second issue. In addition to being paid a proper fee, I could later expand this 
contribution into a fully footnoted academic journal article. I wrote short, quirky 
comments on events and translated into English ideas expressed in articles written 
in German-American and appearing in the American Sociological Review. I also 
started making occasional appearances on Granada Television, which had its base 
in Manchester. New Society closed in 1988, as the Thatcher cutbacks in public 
sector jobs dried up the advertising revenue on which the paper depended for 
much of its revenue.

Out of the blue I was invited to become the bylined Election Correspondent 
of The Times in 1964. This brought me into contact with very shrewd lobby 
correspondents who had left school at 14 and were very experienced judges of 
human nature in politics (cf. Tunstall 1970). David Wood of The Times taught 
me how to ‘decode’ the political meaning of hints and allusions in which Cabinet 
ministers spoke in those days. Following retirement, Jimmy Margach went to the 

minutes of Cabinet meetings that showed which of his ministerial sources had 
given him a fair account and which had tried to mislead him. I also learned to 
lunch like a lobby correspondent on something better than Guinness. More than 
once I had lunches summarily ended at 4.30 pm when my host announced he had 

The byline in The Times paid better than the paper itself.4 It gave me visibility 
and by withholding the accolade of being ‘Our Own Correspondent’, it gave the 
paper deniability in case what I wrote was unsuited to its standards. Prominence 
in print led to me being invited to become the on-camera number cruncher for 
the election coverage of Independent Television News in 1970 and 1974 (www.
profrose.eu/about.php). I was then replaced by a computer, but not before I had 
secured replacement of a one-dimensional swingometer by graphics that showed 
the ups and downs of what had become a multi-party system of competition.

Media exposure made it easy for me to expand political contacts and the money 
earned was critical in enabling me to pursue research on party politics in London 
and America. However, I kept to my resolve when leaving the Post-Dispatch to 

book about the press and politics I declined, because the book that the publisher 
wanted could not include the concepts and rigour appropriate to social science 
analysis.

The dramatic transformation of writing about British politics in the decade that 

edited, Studies in British Politics (Rose 1966; 1976). It brought together insightful 

1966, one-quarter of the contributors held British university posts; another quarter 

newspaper job in the American depression: ‘$25 a week and all the bylines you can eat’.
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held American university posts; and half were in the media, Parliament or public 
affairs. By the third edition a decade later, British academics had become the 
majority of authors of studies of British politics worth reprinting, less than one-

Committed Political Sociologists

The founders of European political science were schooled in the hard politics of  
Europe in the 1930s and the Second World War. All the founding fathers were 
caught on either the winning or the losing side, and some were occupiers and 
then occupied. Stein Rokkan left university to spend the war years out of sight in 
Northern Norway. In the Netherlands Hans Daalder stayed home from school the 
last year of the war because he did not want to risk being picked up on the street 
and sent to forced labour in Germany. Instead of enjoying views of Florence from 
his family’s apartment, 
single room reading Hegel as a means of sharpening his formidable intelligence. 
Being a Finn, Erik Allardt was unfortunate enough to be caught up by his 
country’s resistance to Soviet invasion and then experiencing Nazi occupation, an 
experience shared by Baltic peoples and Poles. Rudolf Wildenmann was ‘lucky’; 
he was captured while serving in the Afrika Korps and sent to a prisoner of war 

something he could not afford to do earlier. Karl Deutsch was more fortunate still, 
being able to reach America from his native Prague before war broke out. He spent 
the early part of the war teaching American history to US naval cadets. As Karl 

during the Paris demonstrations of May 1968, unsettled Mattei Dogan more than 
wartime Bucharest. As he explained, ‘After Stalingrad it was easy; we knew who 
would win’.

The war and what went before meant that many people had a lot of catching 
up to do with their reading, and strong incentives to do so. In the summer of 1945 
the Swedish government invited young scholars to come to Uppsala to read books 
that were not available in their country and that had been shipped from America. 
Stein Rokkan told me, ‘We read until midnight’. In Germany the gap was greater. 
A friend who went to Frankfurt in 1954 to study the work of the founders of the 
Frankfurt school of sociology found that his University of Chicago library had a 
better collection of their books than was available there.

In Britain the situation was different: the great expansion of government 
services drafted into Whitehall the few who were teaching public administration, 
such as W. J. M. Mackenzie and Norman Chester; economists who could advise 
on the allocation of resources; and people like Mark Abrams who understood how 
ordinary Britons ate and thought, important subjects when total war required total 
commitment from people under bombardment and subject to tight food rationing. 
The war produced a number of insightful books and articles which were read 
in Manchester but not many other places. The broad effect was to re-enforce 
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Avid students want to read what is new. Whereas classic books about politics 
in England were written before 1914 and in Germany before 1933 or in exile, 
American books were new and stimulating. Almond (1960) and Easton (1965) 
offered a radical break with the legalistic European emphasis on institutions of 
the state and Lipset (1960) and Campbell et al. (1960) offered empirical evidence 
challenging dogmas that reduced all politics to class politics. American foundations 
generously provided support for study in the United States. Stein Rokkan led the 
way as a Rockefeller Foundation fellow at Columbia and Chicago from 1948 to 

found interesting; Columbia, Chicago and Berkeley were the primary attractions 
for political sociology more than political science.

Nearly all the Europeans who went to America took a round-trip ticket. The 
object was to learn rather than emigrate and to build a new understanding of 
politics in Europe on the ruins of what they had experienced before.

European pioneers were not interested in American politics for its own sake; 
the priority was to study intensively ideas and method that could be applied in 
Europe, such as the Michigan approach to the study of voting behaviour, and 
ignoring books that could not, such as the literature on the American presidency. 
As an American who had learned to think as a European, I did not challenge this 
practice. Nonetheless, I continued to be stimulated by books by American political 
scientists about American politics. Many English academics have followed 
American politics through what was written by journalists while ignoring what was 
written by American political scientists. In 1961 the British Museum told a friend 
who wanted to consult the American Political Science Review there that it had 

in wartime convoys but also persisting limitations of scholarly interests. Inspired 
by reading American studies of the roles of legislators and by interviewing MPs 
for my doctoral thesis, I proposed doing a study of the roles of British MPs as 
the topic for a post-doctoral fellowship at 
understood nor acceptable. It was only after becoming a Professor at Strathclyde 
that I could pursue this topic, encouraging a young lecturer, Bruce Headey (1974), 
to do a pioneering study of the roles of British Cabinet ministers.

Pursuing ideas across Europe

Individuals with similar ideas and interests in innovative social science 
developments were a category rather than members of a common institution. The 

founding in 1959 of the Committee on Political Sociology (CPS) as a research 
committee of the International Sociological Association. The proposers of the 
Committee were Shmuel Eisenstadt, Morris Janowitz, Marty Lipset and Stein 
Rokkan. The two English members of the Committee were Bob McKenzie from 
Canada and Mark Abrams, the son of anarchist immigrants from Latvia and 
Lithuania. Marty 

Verba and I 
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were fortunate in being the youngest persons in the room. In 1970 I succeeded 
Stein as secretary and Juan Linz succeeded Marty as Chair.

The Committee on Political Sociology was a network of individual scholars 

(Kadushin and Rose 1974). Members were interested in party systems and 
elites generally; this sociological focus on institutions required much more 
contextual knowledge than the focus on individuals often found in studies of 
political behaviour. Comparative analysis required having a common conceptual 
framework that made it possible to relate one’s own expert knowledge to that 
of experts from other countries. Of course, while you could take Rokkan out of 
Norway and Sartori out of Italy, you could never take Norway out of Stein or Italy 
out of Vanni. That was no bad thing, for it meant that whatever abstract concepts 
were being dealt with had to be applicable to societies as they actually are (for 
examples, see Dogan and Rose 1970).

The primary aim of the Committee was to advance comparative research by 
bringing together individual scholars in conferences that facilitated cross-national 

a substantial number of collaborative publications and provided conference and 
publication opportunities for then scarcely known political scientists such as 
Gerhard Lehmbruch and Philippe Schmitter. However, the Committee could not 
launch a systematic programme of research for two reasons: there was no European 
source of funding for such a programme and, as a committee of individuals rather 
than a formal legal institution, it could not receive or manage the funds required 
for comparative research.

The institutions that employed political sociologists were often not university 
departments. Stein Rokkan was originally appointed to a post in the Christian 
Michelsen Institute, Bergen; he did not become a professor at the University of 
Bergen until 1966. In many European countries 
parties or the media as their clients offered jobs to people who had learned survey 

British voting behaviour was written by a journalist working in Fleet Street on the 
night shift and writing a thesis during the day with Gallup Poll surveys (Bonham 
1954). The French Centre National de la Recherche Scienti que had positions in 
political sociology held by people such as Mattei Dogan and Michel Crozier. The 
German Max Planck Institute did not have an Institute for political sociology until 
1985. A few people were able to pursue careers in business while undertaking 
serious writing on the side. Peter Nettl was an extreme case, for he made a fortune 
in the wool trade before taking a post in political science and then meeting an early 
death in a plane crash (Hanson 1972).

International associations sponsored by UNESCO, such as the International 
Political Science Association and the International Sociological Association, 
offered political sociologists a venue to meet and hold panels, but nothing more. 
Rokkan (1979: 17), a participant in UNESCO-related activities from its very 
early days, realized ‘It did not take long to discover how little could in fact be 
achieved within the framework set up by the United Nations and UNESCO’. They 
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were organizations of national associations rather than individual scholars. Being 
sponsored by UNESCO, any country that created a national association could be 
a member. This gave political science as practised in Brezhnev’s Soviet Union, 
Ceausescu’s Romania and Mugabe’s Zimbabwe equal recognition with what 
was done in free societies. As late as the 1982 World Congress in Rio de Janeiro, 
IPSA gave representatives of totalitarian regimes prominent billing in the opening 
session. I was seated on the platform with Marty Lipset. As he had had a lot of 
experience of Communist manipulation of useful idiots, I watched to see what he 
would do. If Lipset had walked off in protest, I would have been the second to 
leave.

The Committee on Political Sociology was small because the number of 
Europeans interested in political sociology, and especially comparative political 
sociology, was small. Commitment of members arose from the fact that we, 
as individuals, were at that time very few in number. Even though there were 
members from more than a dozen countries, panels at international congresses 
attracted only 20 or 30 people. While sharing common intellectual interests, we 
also shared a lack of Hausmacht, for we were not professors or leading academic 

law or administration. We participated in the multi-national Committee because 
our interests and the books we read and wrote had more in common with each 
other than with most academics in our own country.





The Professionalization of Political Science

A professional is an individual who is trained to undertake an occupation according 

belongs to an appropriate professional association; and is employed in the practice 
of that profession. To become a professional requires institutions that provide 
training, credentials and an income. However, the institutional prerequisites of 
professional political science did not exist when I started out. This meant that 
I could feed my curiosity about society by reading as widely as I liked without 

scientists. The upshot is that my education is that of a social scientist who happens 

The explosion in the demand for higher education in the 1960s created many 
new universities and transformed many older ones. This created the institutional 
structure that has led to the professionalization of political science across Europe. 
New institutions had none of the inbuilt opposition to change and both old and 
new institutions needed new staff to teach new student bodies. Many new, and a 

skills to students as well as offering commentaries on old texts. Established staff 
were expected to set an example in professionalization by doing research as well 
as teaching. The more ambitious departments encouraged bright postgraduate 
students to become professional political scientists and trained them in research 
methods and innovative foreign-language (that is, American) books of political 
science.

Professionalization has created distance between groups of people who 
nominally share an interest in politics. Political scientists are now divided from 
journalists, politicians and high-ranking civil servants by their professional 
training and institutional employment (see Chapter 11). In organizational terms, 
the subject matter of political science is whatever is taught and researched 
in university departments bearing that label. Within the groves of academe, 
contemporary political scientists tend to herd together in a single pasture rather 
than graze freely like a previous generation of amateur political scientists. The 
expansion of universities and of the political science profession now makes such 
demands on the priorities of political scientists that there is less time for pondering 
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The Expansion of Universities Nationally

The explosion of university education in the 1960s was a consequence of the 
post-1945 baby boom, the expansion of free secondary education, the higher 
aspirations of youths whose parents had never been to university, and the belief 
that the more graduates a country produced, the higher its rate of economic growth 
would be. The absolute shortage of academics already teaching politics meant that 

could get a post and also some who couldn’t got professorships. This opened up 
opportunities for people who were committed to political science to gain a secure 
position in a university; it also opened up opportunities for old guard professors to 
promote their proteges.

In Britain there were two primary sources of new professors. As Oxford 
dons usually did not want to leave the collegiate fellowships to which they 
were accustomed, lecturers from the anti-political science LSE could start 
new departments that perpetuated old syllabuses and ignored developments in 
political science in continental Europe and the United States. The prime sources 
of professors with new ideas were Manchester and Sammy Finer’s department 
at the University of Keele. Jean Blondel and myself are examples. There was a 
similar pattern of uneven institutionalization of professional political science in 
the countries of continental Europe.

The explosion of departments of politics took place in three institutional 
contexts: new universities, upgraded institutions, and old universities. In the 
intellectual and political climate of the 1960s, new universities invariably 
established faculties of social science with provision for a department of political 
science, since there were no established traditionalists to oppose doing so. It was 
possible to establish innovative programmes of political and social sciences as in 
the University of Konstanz, or to make a fresh combination of traditional subjects, 
as happened with European studies at the University of Sussex.

Expansion also resulted in upgrading existing specialist institutions of 
tertiary education into universities by the addition of new departments, including 
departments of political science. Because of their history, these institutions often 
had less prestige and novelty but they were better positioned to accept more 
students more quickly. Mannheim is an example, for its origins date from a 
technical college created in 1907, while its political science department dates from 
the arrival of Rudolf Wildenmann as founder professor shortly before it became a 
university in 1967. Strathclyde is another example, for it was founded at the start 
of the Industrial Revolution to promote useful knowledge as an alternative to the 
education offered by Scotland’s four medieval foundations. In 1913 it became the 
Royal College of Science and Technology, the Scottish equivalent of a German 
Technische Hochschule; it added a political science department when it was made 
a university in 1963.

Old universities of Europe usually had a lot of scope for expansion, because until 
the 1960s they were relatively small in student numbers. However, because they 
were committed to traditional outlooks in faculties such as law, the establishment 
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upgraded institutions. As late as 1996, the Gladstone Professorship of Government 
was held by a historian, and many young historians appointed to teach politics in 
England during the 1960s expansion did not retire until after the year 2000. In 
the United States the Government Departments at Harvard and Columbia were 
conspicuous laggards in adapting to changes in political science.

By the end of the 1960s every professionally oriented political scientist was 
in an established chair with the institutional resources to promote a professional 
approach to the study of politics. Even though the German Lehrstuhl was not 
designed with Stein Rokkan’s idea of collective research in mind, it was well suited 
to the promotion of political science. It gave holders of chairs who wanted to be 
professional leaders the resources required to shape a department. By contrast, the 
collegial character of an American department has tended to require its chair to 
balance diverse interests and outlooks within a large department of individuals, 
each of whom has his or her own interests and priorities.

determine its hiring policy. Talented young people who wanted to become 
professional political scientists could get jobs and so could some not so talented 
young people.1 Since a professor could set the examination syllabus for a new 
department, this provided a means for training young people as political scientists 
and attracted students who wanted to make a break from the traditional subjects 
that they had studied at school. New departments could also train graduate students 
who spread this outlook to other universities that had not, could not, or would not 
train their own students in modern concepts and methods.

through team research and raising the money to fund this work. Although many 
works of political science can be pursued by an individual sitting at a desk, some 

infrastructure of skilled technicians and computing facilities, as well as statistically 
trained researchers. They also require large sums to collect survey data, which 
required national research councils to expand their scope from the physical 
sciences and medicine to include social science. Team research involving research 
assistants as well as a leader with ideas about what a team should do began to 
replace prize fellowships for talented individuals. The European Union now gives 
very substantial grants for pan-European teams to undertake comparative and 
collaborative research in political science.

Thirdly, an increased number of professional political scientists can publish a 
much greater volume of research. As of 1960 there was an absolute shortage of 
books written about national European political systems in the postwar period. By 

professionalism. When Mattei Dogan and I published European Politics in 1970, 

1. Jean Blondel’s strategy in hiring at 
left by 1970’ (Budge 1994: 12).
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political scientists and sociologists contributing were a mixture of social scientists 
based in European institutes and universities and those in American universities; 
many had a foot in both.

The importance of new and upgraded universities in developing professional 
political science in Europe is illustrated by the eight departments that founded the 
European Consortium for Political Research in 1970. Only Leiden, founded in the 
sixteenth century, was an old university, and 
was a new institution attached to a very old university. The Institute of Political 
Science, founded in Paris in 1872, was distinctive in being rooted in nineteenth-
century ideas of the study of society. The University of Gothenburg was founded in 
1907 and Bergen in 1946. Mannheim and Strathclyde were institutions upgraded 
to university status in the 1960s. Essex was the only completely new institution, 

Training Students: The Strathclyde Approach

In setting up a graduate programme at the University of Strathclyde in 1966, I had 

able to understand political concepts and theories that purported to explain them, 
and be able to apply methods appropriate to collect evidence, and test how well or 
whether interesting ideas and theories stood up in the world of political practice. 
It was an advantage to be self-trained. Others could not follow the path that I had 
taken by instinct and accident, nor had I been trained to accept a particular syllabus 
that could then be laid down to students.

Many new politics departments sought to emulate American departments. As an 
American, I was particularly quick to see that many political science assumptions 

the United States and, like American electrical goods, did not always work when 
plugged in elsewhere. My philosophy has always been that any political science 
concept developed in the United States that made sense when applied across national 
borders is useful and should be used. Hence, the study of politics at Strathclyde 
was designed to make students combine the critical evaluation of concepts 
with efforts to apply them in different national contexts. My lack of statistical 
training made me appreciate the value of having it in hand for use as and when 
appropriate. My concern with the meaning of words meant that a lot of emphasis 
was given to avoiding the confusion of words with the concepts that they were 
meant to indicate. Moreover, there was no tolerance for that convenient oxymoron 
beloved of rational choice narrators, stylized facts. Examples were drawn as 
appropriate from countries throughout the OECD world and from current affairs.

What Strathclyde offered

When chairs began proliferating in Britain there was no question of seeking 
promotion in Manchester: Bill Mackenzie was leaving to return to Scotland and 
the syllabus was not within my hands. The University of Strathclyde attracted me 

Interuniversity Consortium for Political Research. The departmental chair became 
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vacant in 1965 when Jean Blondel, ‘anxious to ward off possible challenges from 
elsewhere in Britain, pre-empted a possible threat from the behaviourally oriented 
department at Strathclyde by recruiting its founder, Allen Potter’ (Budge 1994: 
11). Potter told me that in Strathclyde the department head could devote 95 per 
cent of his time to the department and would not be bogged down in faculty and 
university committees. This appealed, because I saw doing research myself would 
be the best way to give leadership to a new department.

I was appointed Professor of Politics and head of department at Strathclyde 
in 1966. Strathclyde’s predecessor institution was founded in the seventh year 
of the French Revolution to promote useful knowledge (Brown et al. 2004). The 
Principal who hired me, Sir Samuel Curran FRS, was a natural philosopher, that is, 
a theoretical physicist; his post-doctoral research involved applying his knowledge 
at Berkeley to the making of the atomic bomb. He had no use for things that didn’t 
work. When I explained to him that the study of politics required both qualitative 
and quantitative skills, he replied, ‘At last I know what the department is about’. 
He wanted the Politics Department to be one of the best four in Britain. I replied 
that this wasn’t good enough; it should be a department with an international 
reputation. Curran told me, ‘If you succeed, we will back you’. I knew that the 
other side of the coin said, ‘If you fail you will be another second-rate academic 
up from England’.

As the sole professor in the department, I had a free hand to shape it as I thought 
best. Guiding ideas came from the humanities as well the social sciences. From 
my study of T. S. Eliot I interpreted the injunction — ‘Make it new’ — as not only 
requiring fresh thinking but also respect for ‘it’, that is, customs and traditions 
that were old but not necessarily to be dismissed as old hat. From E. M. Forster’s 
Howards End I took the motto ‘Only connect’. In that book Forster connected 
the world of the Wilcoxes, engaged in the bourgeois business of life, with the 
Schlegels, engaged in the world of ideas. While I am a Schlegel, there is enough of 
a Wilcox in my upbringing so that I have been able to see the connections between 
what could be learned in a library and outside books. My training as a reporter 
gave an emphasis to a very high standard of factual accuracy and care in ensuring 

My goal as head of department was to promote learning about politics by 
combining research and teaching. This meant that politics students had to be 
trained in research methods, which was then unheard of in Britain. They were 
also expected to apply the methods they learned to the world of politics. This 
was not typical of British politics departments at that time, and some claimed 
it to be impossible. I considered that the best way to reject such an opinion was 
by practical example rather than time-wasting academic debate. The Introduction 
to the brochure sent to potential graduate students described the department as 
follows:

The Politics Department at Strathclyde specializes in studying substantively 
important political problems by sophisticated social science methods. 
Postgraduate study can best be advanced by combining formal instruction, 
individual research and informal contact between staff and students with 
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common interests. The size and style of the Department encourages discussion 
outside as well as in class. Concentrated training in substantive topics and 

simultaneously gaining theoretical and practical knowledge. Special computing 
and data analysis facilities ensure that learning involves doing things as well as 
reading about what others do (www.profrose.eu/writings.php#studying).

To make the syllabus work required people who could teach with commitment 
and skill. Jack Brand introduced a Glasgow Area Survey modelled on the Detroit 
Area Survey then operating at the University of Michigan. This faced students with 
the challenge of designing a questionnaire and carrying out face to face interviews. 
William Miller applied for a post because, after taking a degree in mathematics and 
a doctorate in computer science, he wanted to apply his knowledge to problems 
in the real world. I hired him on the assumption that if he didn’t like political 
science he could always get a job elsewhere. Miller became a politics Fellow of 
the British Academy. At the end of a late night after-dinner conversation in Oxford 
I offered Mark Franklin a job. He taught statistics and computer applications to 
data analysis and collaborated with Norman Nie in pioneering the development 
of SPSS before retiring as the Stein Rokkan Professor at the European University 
Institute, Florence. Derek Urwin taught comparative European politics and, when 
Derek went to Stein Rokkan’s department in Bergen, Tom Mackie succeeded him.

To keep up with what others were thinking, time and money were invested 
in bringing visiting speakers for a day of informal discussions as well as a 
formal seminar. A number of leading American social scientists spending a 
year in England were happy to accept invitations to come up to Scotland. They 
included established American scholars such as the sociologist Jim Coleman, 
Sam Huntington and Mancur Olson and Europeans such as Giovanni Sartori, Erik 
Allardt, Hans Daalder and Henry Valen. Young researchers and graduate students 
such as Bob Putnam and Alberta Sbragia were also welcome. When Strathclyde 
faculty went on leave for a year in America, visiting staff were invited, such as Bill 
Mishler, who has since taught me a thing or two about statistics.

The one-year Strathclyde MSc syllabus offered what I thought people educated 
in politics needed to know and what the overwhelming number of students with 
an undergraduate politics degree did not know. It introduced students to new 
ideas and methods. The course did not ask students to write essays about books. 
Instead it asked students to apply the concepts and methods that they were taught 

universities at that time. Half the year was spent on writing a master’s dissertation.

computers, then a novelty for arts students. When a Sussex graduate in German 

completely changed, I replied: ‘I’m glad you’ve learned something fresh but we 
are not a religious institution producing converts’. After a year I realised that 

Methods to 
Reality’. Its course description said:
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This Seminar is much more concerned with thinking than with reading. 
Students will be asked questions during each class to make sure, by working 
through examples, that they understand how to apply social science methods 
to analyse political realities. Each student is required to write a paper showing 

treated better. This may involve showing why an election survey should add a 
new variable to the questionnaire; analysing in a fresh way a variable already 
included in the survey; or formulating a different hypothesis.

A key feature of the one-term ‘Methods to Reality’ class was that a student’s 
paper was not expected to include any statistical analysis. That could only be done 

how to study the political behaviour of Jews in Britain. She showed how to draw a 
representative sample of a population lacking a readily available sampling frame; 
questions to be added to the standard Butler and Stokes (1970) questionnaire; and 
how results could be analysed by applying Rokkan’s model of class, ethnic, and 
religious cleavages to the party choice of British Jews. Where empirical data was 
available, students could write a master’s dissertation testing their ideas. Several 
of these papers were later developed for publication in such places as the British 
Political Science Journal (Rallings 1975) and the American Political Science 
Review (Willetts 1972).

I set up the Social Statistics Laboratory (SSL) as a large space with computer 
terminals, technical staff to give help, and opportunities for students to educate 

laboratories, it was well resourced. Moreover, the SSL had an accumulation of 
data sets that not only included what was available from the Michigan archive 

and surveys from across Western Europe analysed in Electoral Behaviour (Rose 
1974).To calculate statistics students initially relied on a programmable Olivetti 
calculator costing the equivalent of a full year’s professorial salary. When newly 
accepted students asked what they should read in the summer before starting the 
MSc course, the answer was simple — a book of instructions on touch typing — 
for at that time most British university graduates did not know how to type.

While Strathclyde was running an MSc course to train postgraduate students 
at an international standard, the British Social Science Research Council (now the 
ESRC) had a different view. When Michael Young, then the innovative chair of 
the SSRC, told me that the Council would give training grants, I asked him ‘Will 

of my question: the academic politics of the Council meant that grants would be 
given without regard to what their recipients did or did not learn. This meant that 
Oxford and the LSE got lots of grants for students to pursue studies where the 
value added was the name of the institution rather than the content of the course. 
Jean Blondel showed ruthlessness in recruiting a dozen postgraduate studentships 
for
related, ‘Most of the students failed, but budgetary inertia meant that the funding 
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continued, thus providing the economic foundation for building a big postgraduate 
school’. My approach was different. While I took some gambles in admitting MSc 
students, I did so only if they had positive characteristics that I could defend to my 
colleagues who had to teach them.

Strathclyde’s advantage was the combination of political substance and 
methods. Because it was different, it was not competing with LSE and Oxford. In 
the dozen years in which I led the Strathclyde MSc programme, I evaluated each 
applicant to see if he or she had something distinctive to offer, for example, having 
studied mathematics or foreign languages to a high level. When interviewing 
applicants in Glasgow or at the Reform Club in London, I looked for a spark 
of ingenuity or commitment that would not readily show up on paper. This 
could compensate for a lower-second class degree, as was demonstrated by Jay 
Gershuny, now a professor at Oxford, and Peter Bluff, who went on to become 
a producer of high quality television programmes on current affairs in London 
and New York. Our emphasis on comparison attracted students with languages 
to try their hand at a politics MSc. After doing this, Edwina Moreton went on 
to do a doctorate on Russia with Alec Nove at Glasgow University and ended 
up diplomatic editor of The Economist. My work on Northern Ireland attracted a 
number of very committed and courageous students.

Many Strathclyde MSc graduates went on to take a doctorate and gain a 
permanent university post. The best known include Ed Page, now a Professor at 
the LSE; Ian McAllister, now a distinguished professor at the Australian National 
University; and John Dryzek, who was taught by Bob Goodin, a temporary lecturer 
at Strathclyde, and followed him to Australia. An intention to pursue an academic 
career was not required. My view was that students could only make such a long-
term commitment after they had undertaken a professional political science MSc. 
Thus, I do not consider that former MSc students who ran opinion polls for a 
prime minister or were an ambassador to the United Nations had ‘failed’. Nor do 
I consider that ex-pupils who became members of a national parliament or the 

In those days a professor was the department head; my exposure to the German 
Lehrstuhl made me see that a professor could combine intellectual leadership and 
administrative responsibilities. The irrelevance of internal committees gave me 
time to devote to the department. Although I had never held an administrative 
post before, I had had a lot of experience in organising my time, and I made it a 
priority to do so at Strathclyde. There were days for being in the University, where 
I was readily accessible and was at my desk while others had gone home. There 
were also days for writing at home. Drawing on the experience of watching editors 
work, I learned to make some decisions very quickly and set others aside. Drawing 

their point was worth following up and how to do so. My skill in writing was used 
in writing internal University memos and research grant applications. In 48 years 
as a professor I have been supported by a succession of three long-term secretaries 

abilities and loyalty I have valued highly.
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While running the Strathclyde MSc programme was both congenial and 
rewarding, it was also a very time-consuming uphill struggle. In addition to being 

inclination restricted the Politics Department to a size less than half that of big 
universities such as 
quickly and cheaply without the need for costly engineering facilities. After 
securing fellowships for staff at Yale and Michigan, I decided it was time to do 
something for myself. By then I had become involved in public policy. I won a 
Guggenheim Fellowship and a Woodrow Wilson Centre fellowship to take 1974 
off and spend six months in Washington D.C. in order to see how social science 
ideas were being applied in American government.

On my return from leave in 1975 I explored moving to a think tank in London, 
but was not attracted because they were too close to government or a particular 
party. They thus lacked the intellectual freedom to explore ideas over a long 
period of time. In 1976 I established the Centre for the Study of Public Policy 
(CSPP) within the Strathclyde Politics department (see Chapter 11). This led to 

from the British Economic and Social Research Council that included my salary. 
In 1981 I stopped doing two jobs and left the Politics Department to become the 
full-time head of the CSPP. My successor, Jeremy Richardson, was determined to 
put his own imprint on the department and he did.

Mrs. Margo McGlone at her retirement party. From 1967 to 1985 she was my 
secretary and shepherd to a generation of Strathclyde grduate students
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Institutionalizing Professional Links Across Europe

establishing scholarly reputations and securing institutional bases in university 
departments in their own country, and professional ideas were beginning to 
spread to other universities in their country. Rokkan described this process as ‘the 
development of national empiricism, in which political scientists won recognition 
in their national academy by conducting local and national studies, often at 
a high level of methodological sophistication’. However, institutionalization 
had consequences that Max 
disenchantment of the world. Rokkan called it ‘a narrowing of perspectives, a 
concentration on the concrete, the local and the national, a rejection of universal 
comparisons’. It thus tended to produce publications with ‘only incidental bearing 
on the central problems of a comparative sociology of politics’ (quoted in Rose 
1990: 590).

Within-nation institutionalization created the pre-conditions for institutional-
izing multi-national political science links. Within many European countries there 
were now several dozen individuals who saw themselves as professional politi-
cal scientists, secure within their own national system and publishing studies that 
showed what they could do. Developments in communications and transportation 
— the jet airplane, wide-area electronic telephone systems and fax — were mak-
ing it possible to network without regard to national boundaries. The jet airplane 
made it easier to get around Europe. At the time the ECPR was being established 
I once had breakfast at home in Scotland, lunch in London, dinner with Erwin 

next day.
Politics made the United States seem further away. On many American 

campuses the issues that aroused greatest interest — race relations, the Vietnam 
war, and Watergate — were uniquely American issues that did not address the 

longer meant the intensive study of a few European countries, of which England 
was sure to be one, but of major countries scattered across the globe. To support 
Americans who did have an interest in Britain, Stephen Blank, an early secretary 
of the American Council of European Studies, and I initiated the British Politics 
Group as a section within the American Political Science Association. I hired a 
room for drinks at the 1974 APSA convention to see who would turn up to discuss 
the idea. Anglo-American links produced an excellent turnout, including Austin 
Ranney, Don Stokes, Aaron Wildavsky and Sam Beer. The BPG was in business. 
I handled the organizational work and Steve Blank got Jorgen Rasmussen to take 
the critical role of unpaid Executive Secretary, which he performed with great 
success. The Group is now almost 40 years old and its activities have not only 
attracted hundreds of members in the United States but also many British members 
(see www.britishpoliticsgroup.org).



The Professionalization of Political Science 75

The ECPR

The European Consortium for Political Research was founded in New York in May, 
1970. It was the result of pioneering efforts of Stein Rokkan and Jean Blondel, 
and a Ford Foundation executive, Peter de Janosi, a 1956 Hungarian refugee. The 
ECPR was a conscious attempt to advance professional political science wholesale. 
Its members are departments of political science rather than individual scholars, 
as had been the case in the Committee of Political Sociology. Nor are members 
national associations with all the national politics that is involved, as happens 
in IPSA (Newton and Boncourt 2010). The Ford Foundation grant of $272,500 

years, it was also a stimulus to recruit more institutional members.

to achieve its ambitious aims and offer services that would justify departments 

were unbusinesslike. I lobbied Norman Chester, a local government clerk before 

for each meeting and establish committees in which individuals would become 
responsible for creating ECPR activities.

The breakthrough came when Rudolf Wildenmann created the Joint Workshops. 
He saw that the effort required to raise money for joint workshops for hundreds of 
people need not be that much greater than that for small ad hoc conferences. The 

annually since. Because a week is spent in Workshops talking to people with 
similar interests but researching in other countries, they have been particularly 
valuable in socializing individuals into networks of European political scientists. 
Individuals whose interests may isolate them within their own institution can thus 

for better communication than a shared national passport. Moreover, massing 
hundreds of people in one place for Joint Workshops creates an awareness of 
a Europe-wide profession. By moving from place to place each year, Joint 
Workshops have introduced young professionals to institutions that are not alien 
to them, even though the universities organizing the Workshops are foreign.

The Essex Summer School quickly become a central training ground in 
methodological techniques. It was complemented for three years from 1972 by 
summer schools sponsored by the International Social Science Council and held 
successively at Cologne, Strathclyde and Amsterdam. These balanced discussion 
of substantive research issues and statistical methodology. Since then, training in 
trans-national statistics has been dominant in summer schools and the attention 
given to theories and concepts and their substantive application in national 
contexts has suffered.

Initially the ECPR was strict about the E in its title: American institutions 
were not eligible to join. This was a practical recognition of the big difference 
then prevailing between a mature political science profession in the United States 
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Moreover, American universities faced different circumstances. The founding 
meeting of the ECPR was held a few days after the Ohio National Guard had 
shot Kent State students demonstrating against the Vietnam war. At Yale, where 
we gathered before meeting at the Ford Foundation, there were signs of panic 

could spiral out of control for reasons very different from those in Europe. While 
the Michigan-based ICPR supported summer schools in Europe and welcomed 
European pilgrims to Ann Arbor, the executive director of the APSA, Evron 
Kirkpatrick, was not inclined to cooperate. A onetime president of APSA explained 
to me, ‘Ev has no interest in any organization that he cannot control’.

After six years as an active member of the ECPR’s Executive Committee, I 
did not join a week-long Group at the 1976 Joint Workshops because there was 
nothing of interest. Naively, I turned up just before the triennial election and even 
signed the nomination paper for an additional UK candidate. When the votes were 
counted, I was no longer a member of the Executive. Jean Blondel, who promoted 
the membership of the ECPR with evangelistic zeal and ferocious activity, stepped 
down as its founder-director in 1979. The institutional development of the ECPR 
since has shown the strength of its initial design. The collective efforts of two 
generations of political scientists has resulted in the ECPR growing from eight 
institutions in six countries to more than 350 institutions with member departments 
from 40 countries ranging from the United States to Japan (see www.ecpr.eu).

In place of the lone scholar in Oxford or Heidelberg, there are now hundreds 
of departments and thousands of professional political scientists networking 
across Europe from Trondheim to Catania and from Limerick to Tartu. Equally 
important, activities of the ECPR meet the needs of political scientists at different 
stages of their careers, ranging from summer school training for graduate students 
to subject-matter workshops mixing junior and senior academics and specialist 
pan-European research networks.

The European Union and political science

The European Union is a very different political institution from the ECPR, but its 

similar to those of the generation of amateur political sociologists. The purpose 
of the European Economic Community, as it was then called, was to replace the 
national divisions that had led to two destructive wars with institutions of trans-
national cooperation. Notwithstanding this, the founders of professional political 

there when Britain joined in 1973, I understood its labyrinthine political system as 
a variant of politics inside the Washington Beltway. In the 1970s world recession 
I could study overloaded government in the conventional manner of applying a 
common framework to six national case studies (Rose and Peters 1978). As the 
EU’s impact on national politics has grown, so too has my interest in the European 
Union. In the past four years I have spent more time in Brussels than in London, 
and this has taught me things about British politics that Britain’s governors choose 
to ignore (Rose 2013).
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The European University Institute (EUI) in Florence opened in 1976 to give 

Rector, Max Kohnstamm, was a committed European federalist who had survived 
German occupation in the Netherlands and worked closely with Jean Monnet in 
the creation of the EU. When the initial professor of political science, Giovanni 
Sartori, resigned in order to leave Italy for Stanford, I was asked to succeed him. 
While the offer was attractive, it was at just the wrong time to move schools for our 
three teen-age children. The upshot was that I received a part-time appointment 
to carry out research on overloaded government. The EUI had a critical feature 

typewriter go dead when a workman cut an electricity line by mistake.
The EUI now provides an institutional meeting place for political scientists 

from all over Europe to discuss substantive issues in the comparative study of 
politics (www.eui.eu). Its doctoral programme produces cadres of comparative 
political scientists in whom knowledge of languages and methods are well joined 
and for whom working across national boundaries is normal. Since this is what 
I have always believed in, it was a special pleasure to be awarded an honorary 
doctorate there in 2010.

The highly competitive EUI programme is complemented by the EU’s 
Erasmus fellowships. Since 1987 this programme has enabled more than three 
million young Europeans to spend at least one term pursuing their studies in 

The creation of the Eurobarometer in 1974 has also contributed to comparative 
political research. Although questions are necessarily tailored to the interests of its 
sponsor, the European Commission, the semi-annual survey does provide a data 

differences among individuals or whether they are much the same among citizens 
of 28 EU member states because of within-nation divisions of age, education and 
income common across Europe (Rose 2007). The EU has also become a large-
scale funder of collaborative European research projects.

of a generation of cosmopolitan political scientists. In the 1960s and 1970s it 

national contexts and statistical methods. In job interviews in which I have been 

coming from all over Europe. In two recent sets of interviews, the ten persons 
short-listed were of eight different nationalities and none had their PhD from an 
institution in their country of origin.

Unlike the European Union, the political science profession can accept 
diversity without imposing requirements of uniformity. The great majority of 
political scientists in Europe continue to focus their research on the politics of 
their own country. However, more and more researchers place their national case 
studies within a conceptual framework having hypotheses that in principle can be 
tested across national boundaries. There is also an expectation that the evidence 
to support generalizations, whether about institutions or public opinion, will be 
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testing ideas against the experience of more than one country, thereby raising a 
fundamental question of social science: Under what circumstances and to what 
extent are generalizations truly generalizable?

Paradoxically, a sign of a mature profession by comparison with the days 
when bookshelves had few books is that there are now more constraints on new 

article today will be expected to write about an established topic and review a 
mass of familiar literature before stating succinctly what she or he has to add. By 
contrast, the virtual vacuum facing the founder generation of political scientists 
permitted a wide-ranging search for ideas and evidence. While the insistence on 
professional standards raises the average level of performance, it can discourage 
tackling big and novel themes encapsulated in one of the principles guiding my 
research: Go for bears not budgerigars.



Part II

When David Butler asked Isaiah Berlin what he should read before going to 
the United States as a graduate student in political science in 1948, he was told: 
‘Read history. The rest you can learn from newspapers and cocktail parties’. There 
is a lot in that remark, for if you don’t know where you are coming from, it is 
hard to understand where you are or where you are going (cf. Neustadt and May 
1986). History provides a narrative account of what has happened and an explicit 
or implicit explanation of why things have become what they are. Journalistic 
accounts of today’s news are timely, but static. Fascination with the current 
popularity of a political leader ignores that what goes up can also go down.

Whereas history is backward-facing, social science can be forward-looking, 
offering propositions about future events that are more or less likely to happen. 
For example, the longer a politician such as Margaret Thatcher or Tony Blair stays 

change, the future will be different from the present or the past. When pushed to 
evaluate President George H. W. Bush at the victorious completion of the Kuwait 
War, I carefully described him as at the crest of a wave (Rose 1991: 314). The 
implication of this became clear the following year, when the tide turned and Bush 
was drowned in defeat by Bill Clinton.

It is easy to emulate Dr. Heinz Zeit and make the retrospective claim that 
whatever changes occur are obvious and inevitable. When I began taking an 
interest in race relations in the 1940s it was not obvious that segregation would 
end in the American South with so little loss of life. Nor was it obvious in Northern 
Ireland in the mid 1960s that its Unionist government would end with so much 
loss of life. Anyone who had seen the stolid East German Volkspolizei ready to 
shoot to kill any person who attempted to get over the Berlin Wall could hardly 
expect the Wall to be breached overnight (www.profrose.eu/writings.php#europe). 
When one lives history forward, there is no certainty.
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A memoir should convey the experience of what life was like when what is 
now past was part of the unknown future. I have always been careful to think 
about the cumulative effect of compounding small-scale changes and the direction 
in which striking events point. However, I have never planned my life on the 
assumption that I knew what the world would be like or what I would be doing 
two decades hence. My development as a British-based political scientist is easier 
to explain in retrospect than to have predicted when my ambition was to become 
a newspaper reporter in St. Louis.

The chapters that follow give practical examples of the motto ‘Never say 
never in politics’. It is particularly apt when confronted with political institutions 
that appear both entrenched and objectionable, such as class discrimination in 
England, racial segregation in the United States, civil war in Northern Ireland, and 
the Soviet domination of half of Europe. People living in such environments do 

opportunities for change as and when they unexpectedly occur. Meanwhile, 
patience is needed — and the classical root for the word patience is suffering 
(Rose 1997).



was how small everything was. The wagons that trains used to carry goods 
appeared to resemble the wagons of the toy train set that I had as a child rather than 
the American trains I knew that pulled one hundred or more freight cars across a 
continent. The second impression was how old buildings were. In St. Louis any 
building that had been standing for more than 100 years, and there were not that 

Civil War buildings dated from the 1850s 
or earlier; in England they dated from the 1630s or earlier. While the opportunity 
to experience old buildings met my interest in architecture, the absence of central 
heating did not. A third reaction was how early everything closed. At the end of my 

T. S. Eliot’s latest 
play and realised that I hadn’t eaten since breakfast. I looked for a place to eat; it 

This enabled me to learn the city by walking back late at night from the theatre or 
from a meal in a late-night Greek taverna in Soho. My landlady, a widow, took me 
under her wing and gave me insights into her life in England before 1914 and of 
bombing, which started with a Zeppelin raid in the First World War. Having run 
a late-night bridge club in the 1930s for people who played cards for high stakes, 
she made shrewd comments about what one could see on the streets of London. 
However, I did not agree with her view of my Australian friends at the LSE: ‘You 
know who their ancestors were’, that is, convicts transported from England.

My second task was to learn English. English as spoken was not the same as 
the English I had read in books and certainly different than the way it was spoken 
by everyone I had ever known. My desire to learn was not driven by an idea of 

found myself saying ‘hahf’ rather than my native ‘haaf’ I laughed out loud at my 
new voice. Within three months I could use the cricketing term ‘sticky wicket’ 
as a metaphor, although I was clueless about the rules of cricket. In six months I 
was sometimes mistaken for a Canadian by English people who didn’t know how 
Canadians spoke.

Living in England meant that I needed to understand how English people lived. 
This had a practical side. If you didn’t learn about things such as early closing day 
and how to do sums in pounds, shillings and pence, everyday activities would be 
full of frustrations. There was also an intellectual side: the whole point of living in 
a foreign country was to learn how foreigners differed from the America I knew. 
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