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Explore the Genetic Mysteries of Political Attitudes and Political Behavior:
A Review of Contemporary Western Genopolitics

Zhu Renxian & Wei Yanliang

Abstract: As a emerging branch of political science genopolitics is closely related to the meta—

phor of the human being is an innate political animal the technical conditions provided by genetic

science the development of cognitive science and the polarization of American political society in the

early 21st century. Genopolitics moved from the stage of hypothesizing to the stage of hypothesis ex—

amination and made some breakthrough in discovering the mechanism of genetic action. It powerful—-

ly promoted the paradigm shift and accumulation of knowledge improved the scientific development

of political science and interdisciplinary communication enhanced the competence of political sci—

ence to interpret human behavior. There fore genoplitics contributes a lot to political science. How—

ever as a new discipline genopolitics still has some theoretical drawbacks and it has also encoun—

tered fierce criticism and questioning.
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