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Preface 

The histories of the societies rooted in Western civilization are a 
1500-year record of unrelieved perturbation. Indeed, the past four 

hundred years, the period marking the emergence of the modern 

world system, are witness to profound upheavels of wars, revolutions 

and social disintegration. Currently, at the centers of this civilization, 

what are now frequently referred to as the core-states: America, Bri-

tain, France, Germany and Italy, social crises are extensive and struc-

turally quite deep. Paradoxically, that intelligentsia which has marked 

as its special province the explication of social organization, has in 

large measure ignored both the disruptive character of our times and 

the fundamental nature of social disorder. Its members persist in the 

delusion that, beneath the chaos, ordered systems reign administered 

by stable political institutions and fundamentally resilient cultural and 
economic integrations. As such, the existential experience of the in-

dividual is denied by resorting to an heritage as citizen of a politically 

maintained social order rationalized by the authority of leadership. 

Greater social cohesion, we are instructed, is dependent upon better 
leadership. 

This book critically examines those intellectual traditions in 
Western thought which have contributed to the illusions of social 

order. Its purpose is to expose the historical and philosophical foun-

dations of the myth of social order which compel dependence on 

tradition-bound forms of authority. In an era dramatically 

characterized by capricious, incompetent and mischievous social 

leaders, it challenges the total paradigmatic construction of leadership 

as a basis of social order. 
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The Terms of Order 

Not content to rest upon the contained confrontations between 

Liberal and Marxian theories, I have probed the ideational structure 

which both bourgeois and radical thought share: the pre-eminence of 

political order. I have sought to expose from the vantage point in-

herited from a people only marginally integrated into Western institu-

tions and intellectual streams, those contradictions within Western 

civilization which have been conserved at the cost of analytical 

coherence. 

This book like most has an indefinite point of origin ... the issue to 

which it is addressed is an ancient one. Of the book's writing I can be 
more precise. It was begun in 1970 in England with the support of the 

Leverhulme Foundation. A very different sort of support was provid-
ed by Charles Drekmeier and Margo Drekmeier, two uncommonly 

gifted individuals. Without Elizabeth, my wife, however, the work 

would have never been finished or assumed any proper form of 
presentation. She shared her sense of the exact with me in work and in 

principle. To Dominic Sankey and his family, to Terrence and Gloria 

Hopkins, to Immanuel and "Bea" Wallerstein, I extend love and ap-
preciation: such friendship is invaluable. 
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Introduction 

In the history of ideas of the West, concomitant to the development 

of Mediterranean and European political thought, there was the de-

velopment of an anti-political tradition. Just as North Africa, Asia 

Minor, Greece and Rome contributed traditions to the foundation of 
the political as a concept in medieval and modern Europe, those same 

traditions contained within them its antithesis. 1 While the political 

came to fruition in modern thought with the theory of the State as the 

primary vehicle for the organization and ordering of the mass society 

produced by capitalism, its opposing element evolved into the anti-

state theory of anarchism. 

Yet it was in the natures inherent in these two developments-one 

an organizing principle, the other, its contradiction-that they would 

not compete on historically equivalent levels. The peculiarities of 

history did not allow each to be compared to the other on its own 

terms or in the context most favorable to it. Political societies and 

nonpolitical societies, that is those societies in which there was an 

attempt to contain power by routinizing or institutionalizing it and 

those societies in which this question did not arise, could not be 

expected to have been encouraged in their development by the same 
forces. 

Instead, the political, as an idea dominated by the positivity of the 

State, found convenience with the exigencies of certain sectors of the 

population of the new, class-conscious society. The functional inter-

ests of these classes fell within the capabilities of the State as an 

administrative apparatus, thus confirming its significance in utili-

tarian terms. On the other hand, and again in historical, economic and 
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The Terms of Order 

ideological processes, the antipolitical was translated and transformed 

into ethical theory, theology and philosophy, that is into forms of 

idealism. 

These were not, however, simple processes. As the structural trans-

formations of European society became more explicit, that is as 

traditional formations became less effective in maintaining insti-

tutional and structural coherences, these processes responded through 

crisis-specific, situation-specific permutations. The political and non-

political in dialectic consistently assumed historical forms. The per-

sistence of their dialectic resulted in an opposition complicated by the 

transitions in European societies from theocratic institutions to con-

stitutional and parliamentary ones; from feudal economic organization 

to capitalist modes of production; from agrarian societies to manu-

facturing and then industrial concentrations of production; from rural 

life to urban life; from peasant-dominated populations to proletarian 

ones; from regional integrations to national centralizations. It was, in 

fact, out from the very center of these transformations that the modern 

notion of the political emerged. 

The young Karl Marx addressed himself to this development perhaps 

no where more brilliantly than in his short essay, "On the Jewish 

Question." In it, Marx indicated that he believed that the civil society, 

which had emerged from the ruins of feudal society, had been fixed by 

political transformation and revolution. The State had emerged, and in 

its most progressive form, that is as a secular projection of the bourgeois 

class and its interests, had founded its existence on the ideology of 

political liberty. The State in its highest form had achieved political 

emancipation. 

In this short essay, Marx was anticipating by more than thirty years 

what T.H. Green would write in 1879: 

To ask why I am to submit to the power of the state, is to ask why I am 

to allow my life to be regulated by that complex of institutions without 
which I literally should not have a life to call my own, nor should be able 
to ask for a justifiCation and what I am called on to do .... I must be able 
to reckon on a certain freedom of action and acquisition ... and this can 
only be secured through common recognition of this freedom on the 
part of each other by members of a society, as being for a common 
good.2 
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Introduction 

But Marx saw the relationship between the State and true emanci-

pation quite differently. He argued that the relationship between 
political emancipation and human emancipation was not a true one. 
For him, the political was at best a "devious" instrument to be used 

for human emancipation, " ... by emancipating himself politically, 

man emancipates himself in a devious way, through an intermediary, 

however necessary this intermediary may be. " 3 Ultimately, the 
political was such an instrument because the State could not attack or 

change its base: the civil society. This civil society (which Marx would 
later identify as bourgeois, capitalist society) was exploitative and 

oppressive for the mass of its "citizens." Yet the State could not 
dissolve it without destroying itself. The State, despite its capacities 

for guaranteeing political liberties, could not transform its social 
basis. 

In realizing this contradiction, Marx achieved the insight which was 

the precondition for his later concern with the social revolution (The 

Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of I 844), "the withering 
away of the state" (The Communist Manifesto) and the transitory 

democracy described as the "dictatorship of the proletariat" (The 

Civil War in France). In his "On the Jewish Question," Marx insisted 

on the limitations of that which had come to be designated the 

political. He understood that by itself, it was incapable of trans-
forming bourgeois society. He also understood that in the historical 

process of this transformation, the political would have to be trans-
cended. Writing in 1844, in his essay, "Critical Glosses," Marx would 

put the relationship of the political to social transformation in the 
following terms: 

Revolution as such-the overthrow of the existing power and the dis-
solution of the old conditions-is a political act. But without revolution 
Socialism cannot carry on. Socialism needs this political act in so far as 
it needs destruction and dissolution. But when its organizing activity 
begins, when its ultimate purpose, its soul emerges, Socialism will throw 
the political husk away. 4 

With these realizations, Marx, for the time being, achieved a recon-
ciliation of the political and the antipolitical: though a useful 
instrument, the political itself would be transformed by a deeper, 

more profound process-social revolution. 
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The Terms of Order 

Yet the problem of the political was and is not merely a program-

matic one. It is also analytical-conceptual, metaphysical and episte-

mological. If, in terms of one liberationist tradition, mechanistic or 

vulgar Marxists have understood the political in terms much more 

shallow and much less ambiguous than Marx himself, it is also true 
that, in the meantime, the political has come to dominate Western 

social thought. It has become a basic grammar, a mediation, through 

which the outlines of social reality have been generated. In other 
words, the political has become a paradigm. 

The inquiry into the nature of politics probably demarcates most 
accurately the boundaries of our intellectual landscape. The evolution 
of the state toward what Max Weber called maximally politicized 
society, the unprecedented concentration of bureaucratic and techno-
logical power which economically and culturally dominates the rest of 
the world, creates a climate in which all problems cast a political 
shadow. We may flee from the political dimension of our experience or 
we may embrace it in order to do away with it, but we are obsessed by 
politics.' 

In current Western social sciences, there are many ways of 

approaching or using the political as a paradigm. For example, there is 

formal and organizational theory, political history, systems analyses, 
normative theory, institutional analyses, political sociology, 

behavioral analyses, etc. Each presupposes aspects of the political as 

reality. However, they are contained explications, that is they are 

paradigmatic. They are exercises through which the political persists 
rather than instruments by which that persistence might be explained. 
As such, there is a restriction of insight into the nature of social organ-

ization. It is with this persistence and its concomitant restriction that 
this essay is concerned. The concept chosen through which to make 

the deep incision is political leadership. This concept is at the root of 

the paradigm, and, as such, demonstrates the contradictions resident 
in political order. 

The declared and/or implicit goal of most historical societies has 

been persistence; persistence in terms of social integration, biological 

continuity and cultural integrations. By "historical," I mean here 
those societies which have existed in reality over time. Vico called 

them nations. I mean to exclude those illusory entities often mistaken 
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Introduction 

for nations which have maintained a sense of continuity by construct-

ing "histories" (e.g. the English Commonwealth, the United States of 

America, etc.). 

With regard to persistence, however, the concept of political leader-

ship is dysfunctional to the social sciences as a social and analytical 

instrument. The presumption that political leadership is a concept 

through which the event of social organization can be made recogniz-

able is a specious one. Yet it is this same presumption which underlies 

both liberal and radical attempts at social reorganization and 

''perfection.'' 

An historical evaluation of political leadership would render at best 

an ambiguous judgment of its functionality. Yet the model persists in 

the absence of a precondition for its abandonment: a critical his-

torical evaluation requires an alternative model of organization. 

The absence of this alternative would appear to be consistent regard-

less of the political culture or political tradition and institutions 

involved. 

As well, detrimental impacts of political leadership on a society are 

qualitatively intensified the more concerned its ideologists are with 

those liberal, bourgeois freedoms that Marx and others have 

addressed themselves to-that is, those "freedoms" posited on 

principles of individualism. More specifically, in psychological and 

analytical terms, the forms of political leadership tend increasingly to 

subvert the capacity of the individual to respond to his or her environ-

ment creatively, intelligently and ingeniously. In short, one impact of 

political leadership is sociopathological-sociopathological in exist-

ential terms and ultimately for the attempt to recognize the nature 

of reality. This is so since political leadership is an affirming element 

basic to the ideological nature of Western social science. 

The task, then, is to capture in its most fundamental terms, in its 

most authentic dimensions, and in its various institutional forms, an 

explanation for the retention of political leadership as a social instru-

ment. The task requires that one look at the means by which our 

species recognizes and characterizes the significant phenomena of its 

reality: the identification of objects which anticipates the 

identification of problem-objects which, in turn, anticipates the 

identification of so/vent-objects. This seemingly extraordinary 

dimension appears appropriate since political leadership is posited as 
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cross-cultural (not merely across apparent cultural boundaries such as 
between England and France, but presumably across real boundaries 

as between Lapp and Amhari) and almost anthropological. 

Paradigmatically, political leadership seems related to political 
authority which is, itself, related to the larger and inclusive concept: 
Authority. Authority, in turn, relates to Order. But, I would argue, 

Order, as a logical element, has two prior epistemologies-one rooted 

in perception, and the other rooted in the psychological. The task 

requires that the phenomenological process of each be traced system-
atically and deliberately, not merely for their relatedness but for the 

character of that relatedness. One must estimate continuously the 

coherent and its context, the incoherent, considering constantly the 
seminal influences of the irrational on the rational. In short, the 

nature of knowledge as it relates to choice must be explicated-in this 

instance the choice for political society, political organization, 

political structure, political culture and institutions. 

As a consequence of the nature of this investigation into the inter-

stices of Western political thought, I have chosen, as instruments, 
approaches which have a marginal relationship to the "world 
hypothesis"6 of political order-approaches which convene critically 

if not exactly with what Michel Foucault called the "Counter-

sciences". 7 Specifically, these are the sciences and arts of the 
mind: psychoanalysis, analytical mythology, neurophysiology, 

gestalt psychology and structural linguistics, ethnography, and 

philosophies of history (Marx, Hegel, Freud, etc.). Through these I 

intend to abuse the political consciousness. 
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CHAPTER I 

The Order of Politica/ity 

In perceptual terms, the concept of the political has no precise, 

corporate image. Certainly, there are objective phenomena which we 

identify with the political because of association, but they are aspects 

or elements of it rather than its actual nature. Figures and institutions 

-presidents, congresses, bureaucracies, parties, armies-can be 

recognized as being of the nexus of the political, but they are by no 

means identical with it. These are not the substance of the political but 

its phenomenology: the objects which express the presence and influ-

ence of the political. 

Yet the political seems to have as a characteristic the quality of 

arranging the relationship of things and of people within some form 

of society. It is an ordering principle, distinguishing the lawful or 

authorized order of things while itself being the origin of the regu-

lation. We associate, then, the political with power, authority, order, 

law, the state, force and violence-all of these are phenomena which 

restrict the outcome, deflect the extraneous, limit the relevant forces. 

We speak of the political both as an instrument for ordering society 

and that order itself. It is both a general way of acting on things and 
the consequences which follows having acted upon things. 

But further, as consequence, the political presupposes the possi-

bility of continued action: 

.•. in the political context the end is altered from a purpose to an effect, 
and the vision of power as a process scaled down from the realization of 
the good to the production of a faithful mechanism of response. As a 
corollary, the finite tendency of potentiality, in its original sense, to 
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surpass every stage of itself toward its end becomes, in the political 
context, the tendency of power, bereft of its purpose, toward infinite 
expansion of itself. 1 

The political is always there, it would seem, absorbing and being 

itself absorbed, penetrating and being penetrated. It is a strategem of 

behavior directed toward a certain consequence, an act founded on 

specific sociological presumptions, a pattern of role-interactions 

selectively scattering the existence of human beings by some estranged, 

arbitrary definition of the positivity. It is an active definition of the 

situation. 

Yet there is no doubt that the political is a phenomenon of force and 
thus of significance. But what exactly is the nature of that force? 

What forms, what substances do its regularities assume? Where are 
they to be sought, how are they to be found? 

If one were to reach toward the materials of contemporary political 
science in hopes of identifying that very force, one might withdraw 

with the secure insight that the force is in essence the phenomenon of 
governing and that political science was the record of the art, science 
and/or failure of governing. Governing justly, unjustly, singly or by 

elite, "democratically" or dictatorially, momentarily or for imperial 
durations, consensually or by force, 2 wisely or wrongly, but neverthe-
less, governing. 

But there could be seen, too, a more particular preoccupation 
evidenced by the science. One could come to the understanding that 

governing is realized through elements consisting of boundaries, 
rulers, administrations, decision-making apparatus, formal and 

informal parties, patterned negotiations, interest conflicts, executing, 

legitimating institutions, all mitigated by crises, creeds, ideologies, 

public opinion, conditioned and modeled responses, primary and idio-

syncratic as well as quite literally the enigmatic and the extraordinary. 

Yet governing still. And governing, in tum, could be defined as the 
rule of some specified community by some form of authority. At a not 

much higher level of abstraction and distillation, our ambitious 
nominalist might subsequently decide that what he was discovering in 
the political was the habits, forms, histories, and characters of 

authority. 
Such would surely be the mean result of a behavioral analysis of the 
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field of contemporary American political science. With respectful 

consideration given to the antiquity and sociology of Aristotelian 

thought, our researcher would fmd that this science would present to 
him a "paradigm" quite clearly the consummation of Aristotle's 

declarations on political philosophy and artifact. Man is thus intended 

by nature to be a part of a political whole, and there is, therefore, an 
immanent impulse in all men towards an association of this order. 

''But the man who first constructed such an association was none the 

less the greatest of benefactors. " 3 

But be certain, the question here of the meaning of the political is 

not one of antiquity or parentage, but one of relevance. It is not so 

much a question as to whether the foundations of inodern political 

science can be discovered in the work of Aristotle as it is a question of 

whether modem political science consciously addresses the political. 

Sheldon Wolin's assessment appears appropriate: 

. . .a wide variety of theories exists for the political scientist to choose 
among. To call them political theories is, in the language of philosophy, 
to commit something like a category mistake. Systems theories, 
communication theories, and structural-functional theories are unpoliti-
cal theories shaped by the desire to explain certain forms of non-
political phenomena. They offer no significant choice or critical analysis 
of the quality, direction, or fate of public life.4 

And so one would be led, finally, to the conclusion that one cannot 

resolve the question of the nature of the political by the process of 

distilling it from a science of politics. For, at some point, one would 

have to confront the science of politics in its epistemological, meta-

physical and methodological terms. That is, those terms themselves 

which would suggest that the first order of inquiry would be some 

close explication of the philosophy of science, since it is there that the 
relationship between epistemology, metaphysics and methodology is 
assigned. 

Two major contemporary voices in the fields of the history and 
philosophy of science are those of Karl Popper and Thomas Kuhn. s 

Regardless of their attempts to argue otherwise, 6 it appears certain 

that what each describes as the true nature and essential processes of 

knowledge growth in the sciences are at odds, representing funda-
mentally different and opposing schema. 
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The Terms of Order 

Popper's thesis is closer to the folklore of science, postulating a 

systematic, deliberate and conscious process for the development of 

larger inventories of knowledge proceeding through the construction 

of falsifiable hypotheses and their confrontation with empirical 

reality: "We invent our myths and our theories and we try them 

out. " 7 Popperian science is then most clearly identifiable with 

speculative philosophy-conjecture and refutation: 

I do admit that at any moment we are prisoners caught in the framework 
of our theories; our expectations; our past experiences; our language. 
But we are prisoners in a Pickwickian sense: if we try, we can break out 
of our framework at any time. Admittedly, we shall find ourselves again 
in a framework, but it will be a better and roomier one; and we can at 
any moment break out of it again. a 

Popper thus argues for the rational man wlio imposes procedurally his 

ethic of rationality onto the very character of discovery in the larger 

adventure of making human experience rational. And "rational" pre-

supposes, imposes in fact, a self-consistency, an internal coherence.9 

Kuhn, on the other hand, has read the history of science quite differ-

ently and proposes that in the sequence of creative thought, Popper's 

perception is that of only a single episode in the sequence. He argues 

that science proceeds in its development of fundamental insight 

through the replacement of one paradigm by another, e.g. Ptolemaic 

astronomy being replaced by Copernican astronomy. Paradigms are 

discarded for several reasons: awkwardness (the computational 

correction of Ptolemaic theory had proliferated by necessity into 

unmanageability); impatience (Copernicus presented to his colleagues 

a system which could explain little, if any, more than its predecessor, 

yet it was simpler, and the other had been given a fair amount of time 

to prove itself); anomalies (in a different episode, an experimenter 

unexpectedly released a gas which would later be known as oxygen-

to a follower of the phlogiston theory, the gas was an unacceptable 

result); and multiplicity of competitive theories. 

It is during periods of crises, in the transitional periods-and more 

specifically when competitors have been severely reduced in number, 

most importantly to one--that "extraordinary science" (Kuhn's 

phrase) occurs. "Extraordinary science" is a testing, challenging 
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The Order of Politicality 

procedure which is identical in its significant aspects to Popper's 

version and generalization. Once the crisis is resolved by the selection 

of the new paradigm, Popperian, extraordinary science ends and 

"normal science" (again Kuhn) or "puzzle-solving" begins. The 

creative moment over and scientists now get down to the prolifer-

ation of games, techniques and instrument-designs which will be used 

to confirm their paradigm-induced presumptions. 

"Normal science" is thus in large measure the actualization of 

tautology. Full sequences of inquiry and responses have been pro-

scribed while other sequences have become prescribed. One knows 

what to of one's data and how to produce that data because one 

knows "instinctively" the boundaries and the range of correct and 

acceptable answers. 

Kuhn's paradigms thus represent several levels of actualization. 

They are metaphysical: sets of beliefs; universally recog-

nized scientific achievement; and artifacts: tools, instruments and 

analogies. 10 They thus relate closely to Po\anyi's "justification of 

personal knowledge" (which are the commitments and responsibility 

for making certain choices and the foundation of meaning 

and understanding), and Lauch's "warrant" and "entitlement" in his 

refutation of the predilection for generalization as explanation and his 

assertion of the truer authority of ad hoc explanation. 11 

Kuhn thus rests to some extent in the tradition of Wittgensteinian 

and Cartesian linguistics while Popper is more identifiable with some 

"objectivists" who posit a Kant ian development. It is of 

less significance for the purposes of this essay that Kuhn would now 

prefer to refer to his sociological paradigms as "disciplinary 

matrices" and his metaphysical and artifactual paradigms as 

"exemplars" than that his declaration is that he is attempting 

to the critical force of values in the choice of theory, 

explanation, meaning and logic in science: 

\Vhat l am denying is neither the existence of good reasons nor that 
these reasons are of the sort usually described. I am, however, insisting 
that such reasons constitute values to be used in making choices rather 
than rules of choice. who share them may nevertheless make 
different choices in the concrete situation. Two factors are deeply 
involved. First, in many concrete situations, different values, though all 
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constitutive of good reasons, dictate different conclusions, different 
choices. . .More important, though scientists share these values and 
must continue to do so if science is to survive, they do not all apply them 
in the same way. 12 

Additionally, Kuhn's use of revolution as a metaphor of the change 

of paradigms signals the assumption of the panoply of constructs with 

which most political analysts are quite familiar: conservative-radical 

factions, alienation, resistance, violence, waste and a certain sequence 
of the dynamic of change (e.g. from disequilibrium to equilibrium). It 

represents, too, a "proof" of his thesis that scientific explanation is 

often profoundly affected by historical phenomena presumed 
external to it, for certainly the imagery of revolution has displaced 

evolution as the dominant impression of change in Western 
experience. To the contrary, the Popperian interpretation is funda-
mentally that of an evolutionist. 13 Again, according to Kuhn, we 

would anticipate evolution being the character of the mode of analysis 

to which Kuhn's work is negation. The analyses of Kuhn and Popper 
are thus related dialectically and historically. 

That both Popper and Kuhn continue to assert that the criteria of 

change in the scientist's construction of rationality are accuracy, 

simplicity, scope and fruitfulness seems more to demonstrate the irony 

of the formal convergence of paradox than to be a display of the 

former "truism" that "all roads lead to Rome." However, if Kuhn's 

reconstruction is to be chosen over Popper's, there first needs to be 

the declaration of a formal qualification that perhaps the choice 
signifies that Kuhn is an apostle of this time, with its biases, bold 
impressions and hysterias in its attempt to make change recognizable. 

Yet within the confines of a consideration of political science, other 

reasons for the choice also seem powerfully convincing. These reasons 
can be articulated through a simple demonstration. This 

demonstration has to do with the role played by the concept "power" 

in political science. If we assume for the moment Popper's pre-

scriptive history of science, for the science of politics, do we find-as 

we would be led to anticipate by Popper-theories of power which 

take the form of falsifiability (e.g. the presumption of an organizing 
principle within human groups alternative to power which would 
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obviate the puzzle-solving business of political scientists)? We, of 

course, do not discover the latter, but find instead that power as a con-

ceptual tool corresponds most closely to the "background 
knowledge" of the "methodological falsificationists" (see note 6), 

and remains an "unquestionable" basic statement among political 

scientists. 

Even given power as a natural phenomenon of human society, is the 

"conjecture" that it is a causative of order posed so that it might be 

refuted or is the presumed concomitance between order and power so 

thorough in the investigations of political analysts that it functions as 

an identity and consequently might be suspended from critical 

consideration? Once more, there is no refutation possible since we are 
told again and again that order in human society cannot be obtained 

without the presence and subsequent use of power. 14 But perhaps we 

should draw Popper's attention to a more concrete problem in 

American political science. How is it that in the celebration of 

democracy as the institutionalization of Just power that Western 

political science seems to have become, is there never the slightest sug-

gestion of the absurdity of identifying this construct with the reality of 

mass societies as they exist in North America, Western Europe and 

elsewhere? Let us pursue this example in some detail. 

Democracy and the Political Paradigm 

Robert Dahl's work is an interesting instance of the metaphysical 

paradigm of power's inevitable relation to order. In an historical 

essay, he argues that the American civil war is of interest to ''students 

of politics" because it is a dramatization of the nature, failure and 

success of the American political system: 

Failure, because there can be no more convincing evidence of the break-
down of a political system than reversion to the barbarism of internal 
war, particularly among people of the same origins and language, 
already become a nation after living under the same government for 
nearly three quarters of a century, or if we count the Colonial period, 
for two centuries. 15 
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One paragraph later, he appears to identify political systems with the 

nature of civilization, '' ... because some problems have recurred ever 

since civilized men have tried to live together, every political 
system ... has had to deal with some of the same problems."16 

But as might be objected: this is politics, the political, not power 

which Dahl is associating with order. Again, Dahl writes with a 

certainty which frustrates apologists; he knows he is talking about 

power and is unafraid to write his mind: 

... countries with democratic regimes use force, just as other regimes 
do, to repel threats to the integrity of the national territory ... large 
minorities are virtually "compelled" to remain within the territorial 
limits of the nation. 17 

But what of Dahl's much-written about "pluralist democracy" 

(shared to some real degree with Nelson Polsby, Aaron Wildavsky, 

William Mitchell, Austin Ranney, etc.)? Of what does it consist? Dahl 

understands it as power: 

Because one center of power is set against another, power itself will be 

tamed, civilized, controlled, and limited to decent human purposes, 
while coercion, the most evil form of power, will be reduced to a 
minimum. 18 

Thus Dahl has displayed for us the basic metaphysics and mythology 

of his system. He has argued that the integration of a people (nation) 

is achieved by the praxis of the state ("living under the same govern-

ment"). If we forget the specious nature of Dahl's history; that is if we 

forget his presumption that Americans had "the same origins and 

language" (a notion which Dahl confirms by mentioning Germans 

under Germany, Indians only under India; the Irish, Scots, Dutch, 

etc.-all of whom make up substantial proportions of this early 
population-are not mentioned at all); if we forget that Dahl is 

confused by socioeconomic stratifications (he finds incomprehensible 

the delegates to the Constitutional Convention in their discussion of 

factions and their preoccupation with attacks on their property: 

"Curiously enough, none of the men at the Convention ever seems to 

have stated exactly what he had in his mind. and if we join with 
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him in forgetting the presence of slaves (an "exception"), it is still 

obvious that Dahl has founded civilization on Just force by a contra-

diction. The contradiction consists of the suggestion that the state 

acting for the nation has the habit, right and duty to protect itself 

from dissolution by, paradoxically, proceeding at its limit into ''the 

barbarism of internal war." It never occurs to him that the state and 

its political system is that same "barbarism" under the conditions of 

applied and potentially applicable force. 20 For Dahl, barbarism is 

violence in the absence of the state to be qualitatively distinguished 

from that violence which is the prerogative of the state. 

Western historical experience seems to have sufficiently falsified for 

any deliberate, reasonable intelligence, any presumption of order (if it 

is to mean anything more than severely momentary regularity); the 

power-order dyad; participant democracy (a term itself which is an 

unashamedly needful redundancy since the "understanding" of 

democracy has become so expedient); representativeness and consti-

tutionality; yet studies continue to proliferate in deathly replica in 

attempts to probe the infrastructure of these hypotheses cum pre-

sumptions. 
It does then seem that in as far as political science is a science and 

Popper is taken as one of that science's philosophers, there is 

something lacking and profoundly awkward in the anticipated articu-

lation between political science, science and the philosophy of science. 

Unquestionably, the Popperian ''myths" are there, yet instead of be-

coming the very stuff under investigation, they are transformed into 

the presumptive generalities and universalities which lie unchallenged 

beneath any subsequent analysis. Certainly Kuhn as the alternative to 

Popper, in eschewing the notion of a formal "logic of discovery" and 

drawing attention to the social aspects of knowing, the para-technical 

determinisms and the process of epistemology narrowing into dark-

ness, has constructed the more salient statement for the particular 
discipline. But this, too, would seem to require some slight demon-
stration. 

If one were to concentrate, for the moment, on the notion of 

democracy in Western thought from Aristotle to modern times as a 

test of the paradigmatic vision, the results would seem to confirm 

many of Kuhn's insights into the development of scientific knowledge. 
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Literally, of course, the term democracy is to be understood as ''the 

people rule. " 21 Yet that was an ambiguous statement at best since "the 

people" as a concept was subject for its meaning to a variety of 

historical circumstances (see below). Additionally, for the concept of 

democracy in the intervening twenty-five hundred years since its 

formal construction as a category of governmental form in Western 

thought, much of the meaning of the world upon which it depended 

has drastically changed and in so doing has corrupted or augmented 

what has been called democratic theory. 

As a consequence, among the formal guardians of the creed-that 

is, political analysts and theorists-there has been much controversy 

and dissembling concerning the significant meaning of the term demo-

cracy. Who, for example, are "the people?" If one took the term to 

imply the majority of a community, society or state, there would still 

remain undercurrents of meaning to be taken into account. One such 

undercurrent is the wandering characterization of the people from the 

pijbel (the poor or mob of classical literature) to the bourgeoisie who 

dominate societies of contemporary industrialized nations. 

But even here, while signifying a dramatic social and historical 

change in the character, capacities and resources of the majority, one 

would, too, have to acknowledge the impact of Christian philosophy 

as it penetrated political philosophy. For Christianity did have some 

systematic effect on the meaning of words and philosophical debate. 

Primitive Christianity, for example, seized the very same character-

istics of the people which classical Greek literature had sadly deplored; 

that is the people as simple, traditional and ponderous, were honored 

for those styles, which formerly were seen to be ridiculous, vulgar 

and obscene. Primitive Christianity stressed the conservative aspects 

of a people true to their fathers' dogma, unpanicked by eventuality or 

seduced by novelty. Aristotle had understood those qualities as mani-

festations of intellectually dull, inferior and naturally subservient 

classes. As such, Aristotle was antagonistic to the idea of democracy, 

perceiving it as a perversion among the several alternative forms of 

political society: 

These [Kingship, Aristocracy, Polity] are the three subdivisions of the 
class of right constitutions. Three perversions correspond to them. 
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Tyranny is the perversion of Kingship; Oligarchy of Aristocracy; and 
Democracy of Polity ... Democracy is directed to the interest of the 
poorer classes. 23 

Yet the medieval Christian doctrine of the Elect, itself an admixture 

of Judaic tradition and secular hierarchical presumptions, played its 

own havoc with ''the people,'' distinguishing once again, as Aristotle 

had seen necessary, the masses from the elite. As such, following the 
implosion of the Christian world of the past four hundred years pre-

cipitated by the Reformers, the way was prepared for the more 

contemporary apologia of the "majoritarians," and their 

presumption that the bourgeoisie are the embodiment of the people as 

an elect and materially favored group. 

One would also, then, have to record that at the base of any modern 

democratic theory and the perception of just what constitutes the 

people, rests the utilitarian ethic. The people are those for whom the 
state services the necessary preconditions for the good life (that is 

satisfaction of happiness, its more primitive and crude equivalent). 

The architectonics of the state refers then to a spiritual and material 

well-being which precludes concern for the poor or slaves unless one is 

addicted to Platonic rationalizations. And since the state may 

command only a limited quantity of resources, it must choose between 

and allocate discriminately if distribution is to remain rationally 

coherent to first principles: the preservation of the state itself and of 
the bourgeoisie. 

Thus it can be seen that merely in terms of what is meant by the 
term "the people," one moves from democracy as the rule of the mob 

and of the rabble to its contrary, the rule of the functionally invisible 

and the invested. And yet there is a third meaning of the "people" 

which seems to have had little practical value except to the unsophisti-

cated, and that is, of course, the most obvious meaning: "all the 
people." This sense of the term does, infrequently, invade serious 

discussion of democracy but its natural habitat is those institutions, 

literature, and instrumentalities of socialization. It is a manipulative 

myth. To the degree that any discussant dwells on such an interpre-

tation, to that same extent is he or she perceived as simpled-minded, 

naive or radical (and thus dangerous because such "neo-realists" tend 
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toward inventive ontologies of masses and populism). In this sense, 

"the people" suggests a sameness, boundedness, citizenry, continuity, 

territorial and proximal identifications which are never fully 
empirical. In short, it is an ideograph. 

The notion of democratic rule, however, has had a much more con-
sistent history and singular meaning. It seems not to have digressed 

significantly from the sense that it is a contraction of "ruling through 

a governmental apparatus a society for its own interests.'' Instead, the 

differences found among political analysts and philosophers have con-

cerned the instrumentation or actualization of the creed. On this 

score, there has been no lack of schema in the grand tradition early 

represented by Rousseau and Thomas Harrington. In the midst of the 

dissolution of absolute monarchies (or the construction of attenuated 

monarchical but still elite systems), Rousseau, Harrington and their 

several ideological companions, sympathetic to the democratic ethic, 
felt the need, understandably to present systematic explications of 

democracy. But with the onset of "the democratic creed' as the 
that democracy was a realistic liberal 

thought largely subverted the primitive visions of ''participant demo-
cracy" into "representative democracy. " 24 

Recognizing the effect that political participation would have on the 

consciousness and morality of the individual-i.e. the realization of a 

humanity indivisible from the collective relation-liberal democratic 
philosophers corrupted their ideal of democracy with considerations 
of wealth and superiority evidenced or recognized by analogy to the 

dynamics of the market. As the ideologues of a class and a civilization 
in formation, they subverted the fundamental ideas of the society 

which theirs was historically succeeding while laying the theoretical 

foundations for the political of a market society. Instead of tradition, 

they deposited beliefs in the sanctity of the individual qua individual 
and the ethic of utility. That in so doing they contradicted their 

primary political and social morality, i.e. equality, was apparently less 

obvious to them than the requirement that their thought, to be 

programmatic, would have to reflect the social reality of class society. 

Liberal political theory presupposed a civil society, that is a stratified, 

unequal society. 25 

In Locke, the historical renaissance and feudal societies were the 
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"state of nature" within which the bourgeois ("man") had proven 

himself exceptional. In his organizational, explorative and practical 

extraordinarities, the bourgeois had earned the right to be certain of 

the security for which he contracted into civil society. The democratic 

state of such a society would then have to be a state controlled by 

those who had discovered in it an instrument for their own preser-

vation (that is the preservation of their lives, liberty to increase and 

maintain their wealth through the dynamics of the market economy, 

and protection of their property): a bourgeois state. 26 

Similarly, J. S. Mill, after recognizing the impact of participation 

toward the constructive development of the individual, turned to the 

mechanisms of that participation, gravitating logically to elitism: 

But it is an absolute condition not to overpass the limits prescribed by 
the fundamental principle laid down in a former chapter as the con-
dition of excellence in the constitution of a representative system. The 
plurality of votes must on no account be carried so far that those who 
are privileged by it, or the class (if any) to which they mainly belong, 

shall outweigh by means of it all the rest of the community. 27 

In so doing, Richard Lichtman reminds us, Mill was attempting to 

balance within civil society the interests of the privileged and few with 

those of the unprivileged and many. But because he did not question 

the basis of such a society, class stratification, his proposed mechanics 

served to maintain that society. The result for Mill was the compro-

mise whose substance was procedure-a procedure the social utility of 

which was founded on the presumption that decisions and laws made 

by individuals of superior quality would have superior effect on the 

society as a whole: 

The position which gives the strongest stimulus to the growth of intelli-
gence is that of rising into power, not that of having achieved it; and of 
all resting points, temporary or permanent, in the way to ascendancy, 
the one which develops the best and highest qualities is the position of 
those who are strong enough to make reason prevail, but not strong 
enough to prevail against reason.28 

Here, again, economic and social presumptions and biases pene-

trated political philosophy resulting in the discharge of the people 
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("the masses" of the 18th and 19th centuries) from the processes of 

consideration and choice. As such, the construction of democratic 

institutions which translated the people's choices into policy for the 

people had come to resemble a more modern equivalent to Plato's 

timocracy. As theory went, "the people" made choices for men who 
were thought somehow to incorporate specific and constant ideals and 

who, in turn, when confronted with issues, constructed laws. That is, 

the proper bourgeoisie and the upper classes could construct laws for 

all because their political institutions and their procedures of decision-

making were the constitution of the people. Not withstanding 

Rousseau's reservations, the theory argued, an instrument could be 

found to replace (or economically distill) the people in the processes of 
their own rule: representation. 

By the mid-twentieth century, however, representative democracy 

had largely been itself subverted by the behavioralists (having, of 

course, effectively withstood from its inception declarations of 

theorists and philosophers who called it logically absurd and morally 

contradictory) whose electoral studies suggested an electorate largely 

distant by any meaningful criterion from the political process. 29 

Procedural democrats, needing another theory, affected a new 

similitude between fact and value with the theory of pluralistic demo-

cracy. Here it was acknowledged that, indeed, mass society did consist 

of a plurality of social groupings with varying proximities to power. In 

addition these social groups had not only competing interests but also 

differing interests. These social facts seriously brought into question 

the descriptive value of the Burkean or Jeffersonian models of demo-
cracy, for one now had to come to grips with a multiplicity of 

"people" within one state. This difficulty was overcome by the 
discovery that these peoples (groups, now) were represented by 

pressure groups which demanded satisfaction from the political 

system through the elite or "notables." The people(s) thus ruled by 

articulating their demands in such a way that those demands became 

"mini" crises or "inputs" into the system; thus the character and 

preference of the people were thought to be system-regular in nature, 

corresponding (or capable of being made to correspond) to receptors 

or equilibria gyrators within the system. The democratic ethos was 
then itself salvaged by replacing concepts of process with system; the 
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people with groups; representatives with pressure group notables (or 

elites), and all collated somehow (again) under the concensual 

umbrella of the democratic creed. There seemed (and seems even now) 

to be little embarrassment over the fact that the people had been 

removed one step farther from rule by having become essentially 

claimants. )0 

In using terms like "participant," "representative," and "plural-

istic" democracies, one is acknowledging not a special case of 

democracy but a machinery designed presumably to take its place in 

the face of what might be considered insurmountable difficulties. 

These machineries are rationalized as one accepts a tyranny of demo-

graphic "facts" (e.g. mass society) or becomes convinced of a critical 

intellectual or spiritual weakness among the members of any society 

(e.g. they are moronic). These terms, which would otherwise be redun-

dancies, thus become mature, rational applications of a principle 

through the repetitious character of its contradictions. Through the 

transfer of authority from the people to an instrument, a machinery of 

governing is accomplished which succeeds in reconciling the ancient 

distrusts and disgusts at the mere suggestion (or model) of democracy 

while borrowing the symbols of legitimacy from that very same 

"repulsive" form. Contemporary democratic theory is sheltered, 

then, beneath the illusion and structure of mass authority while it 

masks from the view of the ordinary man a political process engi-

neered by infinitely smaller minorities. 

Regardless of one's persuasion, the point is clear that there has been 

a significant sequence of change in the meaning of democracy as a 

paradigm in political thought which does not, again, demonstrate 

Popper's understanding of scientific development. But neither has a 

paradigmatic revolution appeared to occur in Kuhn's terms. The 

above devolution would seem to close with both Popper's and Kuhn's 

judgment of the social sciences as immature disciplines but confirms 
Kuhn's thesis of paradigmatic puzzle-sovling. 

Democracy, as a construct, is quite clearly a disciplinary matrix of 

Western political science and like Ptolemaic astronomy, it has become 

increasingly overworked by anomalies (it does not explain the political 

systems which bear its name) and encumbered with addended calculi 

(a recent one being the fully matured "democratic elitism" in Bach-
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rach's critique31) in the hopes that the theoretical and observed orbits 
will correspond. 32 

Thus it would appear that if American political science is in a 

"normal science" phase of its development, it is somewhat at the end 

of that phase, preparing for an overturning of basic presumptions and 

assumptions. This would fit with the logic of Kuhn's recognition of 

normal science and its function. As Feyerabend has argued, Kuhn's 

defense of an exclusivist paradigm (a mature science) is ultimately that 

"its adoption will in the end lead to the overthrow of the very same 

paradigm to which scientists have restricted themselves in the first 

place."33 Kuhn's thesis that normal science inevitably results in its 

own refutation is consequently to be understood as a weakened 

version of Hegel's dialectic: the negation (praxis) of negation (theory 

and its observational language). Unfortunately, even with his deeper 

knowledge, comprehensiveness and wit (Feyerabend's character-

izations), Hegel's construction of dialectical knowledge, by being cast 

as historically transcendent, was ultimately as ahistorical as Kuhn's 

account of theory sequences. Notwithstanding Kuhn's attention to the 

normalizing tendencies of metaphysical (ideological) systems, socio-

logical (behavioral) structures and artifactual (technical and 

methodological) inventories, to understand the theoretical conserv-

ativeness of political science requires a consciousness of the historical 

interaction between ideas and the social institutions and structures of 

Western civilization. The history of American political science has not 

conformed to Kuhn's succession of normal periods and revolutions 

because it is implicated in the historical process of the emergence of 

the modern State from its Late Feudal and Medieval antecedents. The 

State in the history of Western society, to use Feyerabend's phrase, is 

''the powerful and non-scientific institution [which] pushes thought in 

a definite direction.'' 34 

Kuhn's characterization of puzzle-solving as the dominant (ortho-

dox) activity of normal science does indeed apply to the discipline of 

political science. It does not achieve, however, the necessary compre-

hension of the ideological function of political science by the pre-

supposition that paradigmatic revolution follows paradigmatic 

dominance. For historical reasons and as a consequence of social 

phenomenology, the metaphysical and sociological aspects of political 
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thought have persisted. As an arrested discipline, political science has 

been characterized by artifactual innovations rather than paradig-

matic transformations. As for example, Samuel Huntington's work 

demonstrates, 35 the discipline has traveled some notable distance 

beyond a first-order effort at explication and application of presump-

tions, model construction and typologizing. Huntington, in the pur-

suit of a prescription for ordered rather than democratic states, leaps 

over the empiric of his native experience; proclaiming it ordered, he 

proceeds with a distinguishing typology for those systems in flux in 

which practically every element fits those nations he considers 

"ordered. " 36 

Conceptually, Huntington has merely contemporized the older dis-

tinctions between Western and non-Western, democratic and non-

democratic, developed and underdeveloped political societies and 

supplemented this with his own interests in historical, structural 

development to explain his specious dichotomization. Yet in 

comparative politics, his work is considered quite respectable as it ·has 

broken new ground in conceptualization and analytical frameworks. 37 

As such his study exemplifies the sophistication towards which the 

discipline has moved and the enormous complexity achieved in the 

problem-solving aspect of its work. The work now largely describes 

the background material for political analysis; it has proceeded 

inappropriately to the point of being axiomatic rather than 

tendentious. And as this process has continued it has itself left cruel 

marks on the development of analytic insight and conceptual license. 

We may now move from a concern with describing what is meant by 

a paradigm and a resemblance between that concept and certain 

representative sequences of political science to a treatment of the 

epistemological and metaphysical elements which underlie and con-

fmn the political paradigm. 

Consciousness of Po/iticality as Ideology 

The political precept as a descriptive capsule for enclosing segments 

of human experience and organiation has at once become more 

diffuse in its application while becoming more specific and particular 

in its definition. The latter phenomenon has itself progressed into 
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lucid absurdity with its concomitant insistence that most significant 

events of human interaction possess an authentic "political" 

component referent to an eminently "political" universe. This 

process has meant the penetration by the "political" of the concerns, 

interests and phenomena of arenas formerly dominated or character-

ized by alternative or truly alien instruments of reconciliation or 

resolution. The anthropologist, Stanley Diamond, in an assessment of 

the differences between social orders of law and social orders of 

custom, identifies one such instance: 

... law has cannibalized the institutions which it presumably reinforces 
or with which it interacts. 38 

Whether the law arises latently, in confirmation of previous usage, or 
through the transformation of some aspect of custom. • .neither 
circumstance brings us to the heart of the matter. For we learn by 
studying intermediate societies that the laws so typical of them are un-
precedented • ••• They arise in opposition to the customary order of the 
antecedent kin or kin-equivalent groups; they represent a new set of 
social goals pursued by a new and unanticipated power in society. 39 

In consequence of this "cannibalization," the discipline's practi-

tioners have not hesitated long enough in their rush to uncover other 

hidden locations of "the political" to acknowledge or consider the ex-

istence or substance of conceptual spaces in their paradigm(s). These 

spaces, which may indeed be better described as vacuums created by 

the interruption of one conceptual universe (for example that of kin-

ship, or that of custom) by another (for example that of the political), 

have remained unremarked upon. 40 

In graphic terms, this vacuum may be thought of as consisting of 

those loci where these systems, ideologies, dogmas or explanations 

converge with the result that the "shared" phenomena are not truly 

possessed by either for each suspends the authenticity and authority of 

the other. Additionally, of course, there is no reason to restrict the 

convergence to two systems or even to presuppose that unlike 
constructs of plane geometry, these systems cannot collide but once. 

Unfortunately, rationality does often incorrectly imply that coherence 

or logical consistency is linear, but such a "description" cannot be 
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safely applied to events (of the mind) whose structure consists of 

language and whose machinery is human thought. In human thought, 

there are legends, residues and ghosts of logical systems long ago 

publicly exorcised, which persist, forming a strand here and there of 

the tapestry of meaning. 

Now this is contrary to one level of meaning ascribable to Kuhn's 

analysis. Kuhn's argument is that paradigms are incommensurable 

with their competitors because no interparadigm language exists 

which suspends the beliefs of one and the other so that they might be 

objectively valued. In opposition, I am suggesting that incommensur-

ability is the consequence of the impossibility of any language being or 

possibly being paradigmatic in terms of unitary dimensions. Language 

services human traffic and because of the essentially irrational char-

acter of that interaction, language incorporates distinct and different 

senses of time, history and meaning. 

In the contradiction and critique of his own work, Wittgenstein,41 

choosing as a basis for the structure of language first factual propo-

sitions and then later tautologies or logical propositions, inadvertently 

demonstrated this paradox. To be specific, language consists, in part, 

of "objects" which have long ago ceased to be so, or "objects" which 

never were so, and "objects" which have still to become so; in other 

words, beliefs, values, facts and their syncretics. The languages of 

metaphysics, philosophy and science are and have been obviously no 

different, pretend as their practitioners have otherwise, but have at 

their best achieved an order of mathematical precision among some 

subunits of their interstices. 

Thus logical systems interdict on occasion rather than at some point 

or at some contained series of points, and the resultant antagonism to 

the presumed nature and character of explanation and meaning 

resembles that contradiction of physical law known as space or 

vacuum. We have already seen one example of this experience in the 
problem of democracy in Western political thought and particularly 

American political science. This essay, however, requires a more 

specific explication, or more precisely, a group of such explications, 
each serving as example, to make its point. 

The political, we are told, is a proposition of fundamentally factual 

properties consisting of the phenomena of force, a force-arena (or 
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community of individuals which may be human or conceptual), 

choice-in-process and choice-actualized. Imposed on this empirical 

matrix, we are again instructed, is some declaration concerning order, 

stability or regularity. In a more integrated presentation, the assertion 

is that within a collection of human beings, given the "logical" need 

for order (read as stability), alternatives relating to survival are 

continuously presented by circumstance (history). These alternatives 

precipitate a crisis of choice which is resolved by a social instrument, 

authority, which both tempers the crisis by institutionalizing it, and 

makes the choice by using some predetermined procedure. The main-

tenance of this authority itself is achieved through agencies of power. 

Thus it can be readily seen that power is the sine qua non of order. It is 
not argued, we are assured, that order and power are synchronous or 

synonymous, but rather that order is a special instance of power. 

Power, effectively used, provides order. 

It follows, then, that as elements of a factual proposition containing 

power, when one speaks of community, order, history, authority and 

agencies of authority, one is speaking of political phenomena or 

speaking of phenomena in a political way-setting off and underlining 
by those elements which articulate with power, the existence of power, 

its uses, its effects and its maintenance. While speaking "in the 

political way" other characteristics of these elements become 

subordinated or suspended for the moment to ensure a coherence to 

descriptive and explanatory stratagems. This, then, is a somewhat 

simplified presentation of how identification and consideration of the 

political proceeds according to most of its guardians. To them, the 

political simplifies in terms of revealing an infrastructure behind 

secondary and tertiary constructions of propositions, hypotheses and 

frameworks rather than in the sense of providing acceptable distortion 

for the sake of classification and deductive application. The political 
is proudly represented as systematic, coherent and logical, in short, 

scientific, explicated through a language-currency which is itself 

mathematically precise and bereft of metaphysics. To the contrary, 

however, I am suggesting that the presence of metaphysics, systemic 

philosophical errors and epistemological contradictions, can be 

demonstrated, thus ratifying Kuhn's somewhat rudimentary insights 
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(suggestions, really) concerning the vitality and authority of socio-

logical, artifactual, and metaphysical paradigms. 

Fundamentally, the difficulties begin with the unsubstantial pre-

sumption that, in its origins, the political is a factual proposition, and 

these misconceptions carry through most of the innumerable vagaries 

of political thought. This seminal error is demonstrated, but not truly 
described or explained, by employing once again the nature of a 

problem encountered by Wittgenstein in his initial investigations of 

the relationship between language and reality. If reality were 

determinate, as he first proposed, one would expect that instruments 

developing from it, to report and reflect it (i.e., language), would bear 
a basic shared understructure. Instead, with languages, Wittgenstein 

discovered "resemblances" suggesting the subtle integrations of 

familial relatedness ("the faces of members of the same family") 

which, in turn, required that the momentum of his logic reverse the 

determinism. 

Such is the nature of many of the analogues of political history and 

comparative politics when the literature declares for example the 

existence of a German feudalism comparable with English feudalism; 

or medieval European feudalisms with Tokugawa feudalism or with 

eighteenth-century Bakongo feudalism. There are, of course, super-

ficial similarities (styles of exchange and codes of reciprocity, for 

instance), but differences strike the analyst's eye as well-for example 

the existence or absence of alienable land perceptions; the presence of 

tribal, religious and cultural totalisms preceding the later stage of the 

state as an organizing principle of the twentieth century in Europe; the 

presence in one tradition and the absence in another of millenarian 

outbursts, peasant uprisings, wars of succession, etc. 

But even more importantly, one finds also different degrees and 

totally alien kinds of perceptions, traditions, and beliefs, concerning 

the presence of anything recognizable to participants as the political. 
One impetus toward the growth of functionalism in modern political 

science is the confrontation of Western social scientists with people 

who have realized no distinctly political institutions or traditions and 

possess no distinct consciousness of the political. This suggests a very 

different theory of origins for politics. We shall see this contradiction 
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exemplified once again when we talk of leadership. But here it can be 

demonstrated by the example of apolitical societies (to which we will 

return in a later chapter). 

How does one authentically account for nonpolitical communities, 
if one accepts for the moment the possibility of their existence? Alter-
native explanations occur most of which are traditional and as such 

essentially subvert the significance of the paradigmatic enigma. 
It occurs to some analysts42 that such communities are possible (e.g. 

in twentieth-century German and American communal movements) if 

such "experiments" are deposited within the vortex of supremely 

political states during some crisis which preoccupies the latter. They 

exist because they do not obtain the attention of the enveloping system 

though dependent upon its larger economic and social integrations. 

They are thus quite transitory. quite vulnerable, and fundamentaly 

dead-end experiences. Their lack of internal political machinery is 
made possible by the influence and determination of their political 

hosts and thus they are not truly without politics but suspended proto-

colonies somewhere in the interstices of a state. 
Another explanation is that such communities may survive among 

"primitive" peoples who exist outside or are peripheral to political 

communities; that is people who lack sophisticated stratifications, 
contain finite populations and possess simple economic relations. 

Again their persistence is understood as an expression of disinterest 
(or mometary expansionist exhaustion), or distance (as for example 

the south-central African people, the Bushmen). Their economic tech-

nology is arrested at the hunting-gathering state of subsistence, their 
living units tend to be extended families. Tradition, habit or religious 

proscriptions perform the functions of political authority. They are 
not, then, without politics, but possess a rudimentary or primitive 

political apparatus. Once again the existence of the phenomenon is 

finally subverted or negated. 
A third possibility is that they do in truth exist independent of any 

experience of the political either as sufference or embryo through the 

agency of an entirely different vision of authority from that of the 
political. But more of this momentarily. The point is that the members 

of such communities have not confronted themselves with the pre-
sumed inevitability of the political facts of existence. Existence is a 
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construct seen as experience consisting of other than politically 

authoritative choice, value and instrumentalities. The critical sub· 

stantiation for such a possibility is consciousness!3 If a people found a 

consciousness of authority, survival and order without respect to the 

political, that is without human agencies which embody power and its 

cognates, then they can be understood to be authentically without 

politics.44 Having considered this premise, it will follow despite more 

amorphous and ambiguous ambitions of functionalist analysis, that it 

will be possible for them to elaborate and embroider social integra-

tions around quite different prominences in their existential reality 

than power and coercion, political authority and political history. 

Yet such phenomena may be effectively inaccessible to the political 

scientist whose paradigmatic orthodoxy will, at its furthest stretch, 

dictate the uncritical application of politics even as metaphor. Both 

Stanley Diamond and Hannah Arendt have suggested this. Recall the 

Diamond statement which appeared in the introduction of this essay: 

The inquiry into the nature of politics probably demarcates most 
accurately the boundaries of our intellectual landscape. The evolution 
of the state toward what Max Weber called maximally politicized 
society, the unprecedented concentration of bureaucratic and techno. 
logical power which economically and culturally dominates the rest of 
the world, creates a climate in which all problems cast a political 
shadow. We may flee from the political dimension of our experience or 

we may embrace it in order to do away with it, but we are obsessed by 
politics.•s 

Now Arendt: 

... to proceed under the implicit assumption that distinctions are not 
important or, bener, that in the social-political-historical realm, that is, 
in the sphere of human affairs, things do not possess that distinctiveness 
which traditional metaphysics used to call their "otherness" (their 
a/terites), has become the hallmark of a great many theories in the 
social, political and historical sciences. 46 

The compulsion to subordinate apolitical phenomena to political 

coherence-just as Marxists conjoin political phenomena to economic 

and historicist phenomenology-is evidenced repeatedly in studies by 
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political scientists. One instance is the literature of researchers in the 

"fields" of Southeast Asia and Africa in which the existence of states 

and requisite phenomena is insisted upon, e.g. nationalism, where 

they do not occur in any sense authentic to their ontological authority. 

Yet metatheoretic and epistemological materials do substantiate the 

logic and possibility of such alternative constructions of reality and in 

so doing yield not only novel interpretative frameworks but also 

intimate conceptualizations which could be useful for rationalizing the 

erroneous system founded upon political authority and political 

order. But to accept this possibility and to understand the conse-

quence of its logic, one must come to grips with those primal concepts 

which are no longer for most of us a part of our immediate con-

sciousness. It is time, then, to arrive at some agreement about what 

one means when speaking of authority and order. 

I intend to treat order and authority separately not because they are 

distinct from each other, but because that is how they are con-

ventionally recognized. There is an analogy here to the use Marx made 

of the concepts of political economy. He used them not because he 
accepted them, but because he did not accept them and wished to 
destroy them before an audience for which they were paradigmatic. 
Order is not distinct from authority but it is the precept which is 

authority's precondition. In corollary, authority is the rationalization 

of order, authorities the rationalizations of orders. 

Authority 

It is no ordinary handiwork to accomplish some true or trustworthy 

understanding of the meaning and nature of authority for it is itself 

the architecture of all understanding. Authority is root and radical, 
sense and prescience. It is all the events, instruments and organs which 

contribute the existential boundaries to any and all individuals. There 

are boundaries beyond which no preceptions, no questions, no 

presence is suggested. Authority is an absurd, irrational and 

arbitrarily placed insight which contains the first and last marks in the 

universe sustained by faith and a fatigued intellectual bruteness in the 

presumption that there is nothing beyond. 

Hannah Arendt, one social theorist who has been concerned with 
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authority for some time, makes for a useful beginning in our pursuit. 

In an essay which laments the passing of authority from the 

contemporary stage of mass societies, she translates Theodor 

Mommsen's dictum of authority which, though specifically concerned 

with Roman thought, does encompass a sense of the "larger" 

authority: 

Mommsen called it "more than advice and less than a command, an 

advice which one may not safely ignore," whereby it is assumed that 
''the will and the actions of the people like those of children are exposed 

to error and mistakes and therefore need 'augmentation' and con-

firmation through the council of elders. "
47 

But there are most often more particular experiences of authority all 

of which are actually Platonic-like projections (in the sense of what 

Plato did rather than his interpretation of it) of quite tangible, human 

eventualities and observations. Political authority is one such instance 

of a particular form of authority which draws upon not only what has 

previously been distinguished here as the political but also on the 

metaphysics of authoritativeness previously indicated. 

Arendt traces the origins of the two most enduring senses of 

authority-that is, authority as something which compels human 

affairs, and as something which is a foundation-to Greek and 

Roman political thought and philosophy. She argues that Plato, (and 

in his way, Aristotle) as a major representative of an era of Greek 

thought, identified authority variously as truth, beauty and lastly as 

" ... the highest idea, in which all other ideas must partake in order to 

be ideas at all ... that of fitness .... '.n The meaning of authority for 

Plato was demonstrated in the "rightness" and validity of sequence, 

in the compelling imagery of fit and in the absence of fundamental 

contradiction. Just as numbers represented "real" progressions of 

magnitudes, just as institutions consisted of social and natural 
phenomena being coalesced through some permanent aesthetic, and 

just as an all-consuming, self-absorbing wholeness reflected 

completion, just so authority was to be sensed in its ultimate. 

Arendt continues by declaring that Aristotle saw authority as the 

"natural order of things": an order "which 'established the 

difference ... between the younger and the older ones, destined the 
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ones to be ruled and tbe others to rule.' " 49 Authority thus assumed 

tbe nature of factual universals beyond human affairs or intervention 

but inevitably reflected in tbe human (for Plato, tbe philosopher's) eye 
and often mirrored in social relations. Yet basically, authority took 

firm bold on tbe character of phenomena beyond human meddling 

from Plato's Forms-the forms which Plato intended to legitimate 

lastingly tbe presumption of rule by tbe philosopher class by declaring 

its rule as in tbe nature of things or in their true order. Plato thus 
sought to avoid political authority, that is, an authority based on 

coercion or violence (anathema to the traditional view of tbe polis) or 

persuasion (judged inefficient by Plato according to Arendt). Leonard 

Krieger supports this view of Plato and bis intellectual culture: 

•.. the Greeks spawned the generic notion of power and the Romans 

the political-a circumstance that helps to explain why in subsequent 
ages utopians have tended to evoke the Greeks and realists the Romans. 
The Greeks. indeed. had no authentic notion of political power at all. 

for the simple reason that the notion of political authority is essential to 

the notion of political power and. as Hannah Arendt has pointed out. 
the egalitarian polis left the Greeks with no idea of political authority. 
forcing them to borrow surrogates from the non-political authority of 

fathers over families. reason over existence. soul over body. . . . In its 

political context. "power•• for Plato simply connoted force •.. "politi-
cal power .. was correspondingly entirely distinct from and subordinate 

to the inteUectual and moral power that was seated exclusively in the 

rational element and was the only authentic power. 50 

Roman political thought in its form absorbed tbe Greek precedent 
and merged it with tbe Roman tradition and experience of authority 

in political context. The Romans with their concept of auctoritas 

fittingly established tbe sense of authority most similar to its 

contemporary meanings: 

Authority. in contradistinction to power (potestas). had its roots in the 

past •.• the authoritative character of the 'augmentation' of the elders 
lies in its being a mere advice. needing neither the form of command. 
nor external coercion to make itself heard. • . . Thus precedents. the 

deeds of the ancestors and the usage that grew out of them. were always 
binding. 51 
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In pursuing such convictions and statements one becomes aware of a 

capacity for recognizing distinctions and as well identifications subse-

quently lost somewhere during the Christian era. Authority, political 

authority and authority in a political context were not for the Greeks 

and Romans interchangeable conceptualizations but really rested to 

some degree on the margins of each other. Plato was concerned 
initially (as in the Roman understanding) with authority and only sub-

sequently with authority in politics; but he never acknowledged the 

need for existence of political authority in Greek experience. 

The Romans, too, required no such notion as political authority. 

Until the beginnings of the Christian era, Roman philosophers argued 

that power related not to Romans themselves but to alien peoples, for 

the Roman people were subject to an authority integrated by tradition 

and religion (Arendt is instructive here, as well, as she indicates the 

origins of "religion" in the Latin re-ligare, "to be tied back, obli-

gated, to the enormous, almost superhuman and hence always 

legendary effort to lay foundations, to build the cornerstone, to found 

for eternity"'2). Yet power, in this instance, as that deliberate violence 

which was to be unleashed upon those outside one's community, was 

subsequently alienated from authority and this separation issued forth 

its own kind of crises concerned specifically with political legitimation 

or its absence. 

In turn, these crises nurtured the formulation of political authority 

so remarkably serviced by Machiavelli. And clearly, political 

authority was of a species quite different from Greek and Roman 

authorities or that authority extant in the political context. For 

Machiavelli, distinguishing his thought from the earlier traditions, 

political authority rested from its inception in the cradle of power, 

force and violence. It was, then, a transformation of classical author-

ity into temporal and historical forms, clawing respect not from the 

bequest of a ''true order of things'' but from fear, not from a foun-

dation and obligation drawn up in antiquity for eternity but from 

demonstrated diffuseness. " ... all political society is based on repres-

sive organized force. "'3 

If one were concerned, as Arendt is, with the "death" of authority, 

it would seem so much more appropriate to begin with the under-

standing that that phenomenon was not sudden but instead long in 
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vanishing ... and consequent to the temporalization of authority into 

its pallid variant political authority. Such would be, however, a 

specious conclusion for authority as the ontological boundary, the 
cosmic end-point, has never been abandoned, nor is it ever likely to 

be, for such limitations correspond and are to be identified with the 

edges of human consciousness whatever other burdens it may commit 

upon itself. No, that death has never occurred nor will it ever be 

recorded. Instead, one must say of those declarations of authority's 

demise that they lament at an absurdly mistaken graveside. Political 
authority in Western experience, that monstrous issue of the Christian 

church and the Christian state, appears, indeed, to have been laid to 

an abortive rest in place of a much more durable, vigorous and true 
force. Nor is political authority dead but merely writhing from 

wounds inevitably self-inflicted-crises of disobedience, disappoint-

ment and despair among those who would believe in it. 
Arendt insists that the simultaneity and interdependence of the 

"Roman trinity of authority, religion and tradition" made it impossible 

for the one to survive without the others; and, she continues, with the 

default of tradition and religion, authority, too, has ceased to exist. 
Not too obviously, she is speaking of political tradition, the religion of 

the state and its authority, not their less particular or historical frater-
nities. 54 

We recognize, again, the myopia in our analysts and analyses which 
was suggested and anticipated by Kuhn's paradigmatic vision. Arendt, 

in the company of so many other social analysts, reasons out from an 
intellectual and conceptual commitment so precisely articulated in the 

following lines taken from Herbert Rosinski's writings: 

•.. power ... is the reverse of a limited or partial concept. Power is 
nothing less than an objective quality inherent in all that exists by virtue 
of the mere fact that it does exist. Power is an inescapable aspect of 
reality itself." 

Power and authority are thus confused with one another. Their 

paradigm relates power to authority by way of political authority. 
Rosinski has described authority not power because he is conscious 

of authority in only one way, by way of a politically "ordered" 
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society. This again is an historical consciousness, a consciousness 

which has emerged through the historical condition of the pre-

dominance of the state as an ordering instrument. 

Order 

We come now to a consideration of order, and, as with authority, 
we must distinguish social and political perceptions of order from 
psychological conceptions. Here, too, we discover a deceptive mix 

between the analytical instruments we bring to bear on the event and 

the character of the event itself. 
The logical analyst will agree with the experimentalist that order 

consists and is represented to us through patterns, that is, related 
phenomena integrated by some persistent appearance in time and 

space. Without some regularity, what we are confronted with remains 
or, more precisely, becomes senseless-which can mean, contrary· to 

our usual presumptions, that too many of our senses are being acti-

vated rather than too few or none of them. Yet even this process of 
being confused or disoriented by a particle of reality presupposes 

more primary integrations if we persist in an understanding of it as 
"our" being confused by something. This primary integration we 

might consider sanely intelligent yet nothing has been done to avoid an 
almost inevitable suspension of the critical analysis which follows at 

some point. Rationality is a strategem which purports to contain the 
means of discovering, revealing and articulating certain ordered in-

sights about order, yet it too represents some arbitrary "choice" of 
which or which not ordered phenomena will be understood and 

acknowledged. 

In such a maze, then, psychological order or the significance of an 

experience of order for the mind becomes the root instance, that is, 
the etiological explanation, of any method which would discover 
political order through an epistemological device. With a not very 
different purpose in mind, Polanyi has stated: 

Every kind of human knowing, ranging from perception to scientific 
observation, includes an appreciation both of order contrasted to 
randomness and of the degree of this order. 56 
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and elsewhere: 

... it is enough to recognize here that, in affirming these fundamental 
laws of nature i.e. the laws of statistical thermodynamics, kinetics, 
thermal motion and natural selection, we accredit our capacity for 
knowing randomness from order in nature and that this distinction can-
not be based on considerations or numerical probabilities, since the 
calculus of probabilities presupposes, on the contrary, our capacity to 
understand and recognize randomness in nature. 57 

Experimental psychology has, to a large extent, confirmed this 

thesis particularly in its gestalt studies. Studies which have repeatedly 

demonstrated the relationship between the eye, the brain and the 

mind, culminating in, for the individual, the insight or experience of 

objectness, the figure or order against a background of randomness. 58 

Thus, it appears, we are taught or instructed by "simple" biological 

mechanisms the truth of order, an order upon which our capacity to 

survive is dependent. This sequence known as perception then lends 

itself in the development and maturation of the individual in psycho-

social terms to a character of knowing and delineates as well the 

nature of things knowable. 

This fundamental intuition for knowing and understanding in 

orders and degrees of order becomes as well the basis for the experi-

ential projection which we mean by social or political order. Again, 

according to Wolin, it seems Plato has been definitive: 

... he taught later writers to think of political society as a coherent, 
interconnected whole; he was the frrst to view political society in the 
round, to view it as a "system" of interrelated functions, an ordered 
structure. . . . In short, Plato was the first to picture political society as a 
system of distinctive or differentiated roles. . . . The harmonization and 
integration of these roles made of political society a functioning, inter-
dependent whole ... there must be no confusion of roles, no blurred 
identities. 59 

This integration, this structuring of society, dependent as it has 

seemingly always been in Western political thought on an instrument 

of power is then really a most extraordinary resonation. It is a quite 

primitive response, a convergence and reiteration of a sense experience 
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from such to an intuited theory of social beings. The lens of the eye 

given its quite particular capacities and styles for discrimination thus 
dictates to the mind (as, indeed, Levi-Strauss seems to be saying) its 

ways of knowing (object and categorization) which in turn proceeds to 

declare and actuate that same image into a nature of society-a society 

made intelligible only through the agencies of object, order and regu-

larity in contradistinction to the diffuse and the random. Edmund 

Leach puts it this way: 

I postulate that the physical and social environment of a young child is 
perceived as a continuum. It does not contain any intrinsically separate 
'things'. The child, in due course, is taught to impose upon this environ-
ment a kind of discriminating grid which serves to distinguish the world 
as being composed of a large number of separate things, each labeled 
with a name .... But how can such certainty of discrimination be 
achieved if our normal perception displays only a continuum? ... We 
achieve this second kind of trained perception by means of a simul-
taneous use of language and taboo. Language gives us the names to 
distinguish the things; taboo inhibits the recognition of those parts of 
the continuum which separate the things.60 

So social order must consist of integrations, institutions and 

patterns in order to satisfy the images of the mind and the skills of the 

brain and the eye. And that coherence, the certainty of that coherence 

in Western political thought, is obtained by one object, political 

authority, acting on the others and corresponding as such to another 
dictate of the perceptual experience, movement and thus causation. 

There is, then, to some large degree, a correspondence in their 

sophistications between a political philosophy (or paradigm) which 

acknowledges political order through political authority and a geo-

metric astronomical paradigm. Both, quite understandably, are a 

reflection of the sense of the being, and the discrepancy in the 

duration of their dominance over human preoccupation can be, in 

part, explained by the relative inaccessibility of the latter to human 

intervention and machination. It is, indeed, difficult to escape the 

mischievous tyranny of a mind which can not only declare but also 

sculpture the physique of its error into reality. 
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The categorical and the abstract replace learning rooted in the per-
ception of structures, thinking takes on a schizophrenic quality as the 
concept precedes the knowledge that comes from direct experience, and 
language becomes more and more metaphorical. 61 

But we should also pay attention to another aspect we have dis-

covered in our preceding comments, an aspect in the inventory of 

perceptual experiences which gives rise to other models of social 

order. Images projected on screens of time and space are subject, too, 

to a sense of their stillness, movement, permanence and change. Pat-

terns before the eye maintain stability or permutate, they remain fiXed 

or they flit about the perceptual arena, they persist or they are extin-

guished. We make from this a sense of their movement or absence of 
it, awareness of their presence and define the character of their 

natures as the brain summons its past. Concomitance, the synchro-

nous, causality and existential separateness and unrelatedness are 

translated into models of change and exchange. 

To the Western social analyst social order becomes understandable, 

in terms of evolution, revolution, incremental integration and 

disintegration. Ernest Gellner has taken these theories of progress and 
social order appearing in Western political and social thought in the 

past several centuries and argued that they have exhibited at least one 

of three characters: episodic, evolutionary, or neoepisodic. 62 More 

specifically, he has meant that they consisted of progress as seen as 

event or process; a total event beginning with an act (e.g. Rosseau's 

social contract) which propelled mankind from bad to good 

conditions; or a process of global dimensions (as with Hegelian 
realization or Marxian historicism) fundamentally entelechic. 

The interesting thing here is that whether one can accept Gellner's 

particular way of characterizing the order of change as they have been 

encompassed into the concept of progress or not, other analysts have 

as well remarked on similar epistemological matrices, all of which sus-

piciously mirror the perceptual experience of patterns in some motion 

and sequence. As such, theoretical and analytical thought are merely 

quite elaborate expressions of this "projection": 

Scientists do tolerate uncertainty and frustration, because they must. 
One thing they do not and must not tolerate is disorder. The whole aim 

38 



The Order of Politicality 

of theoretical science is to carry to the highest possible and conscious 
degree the perceptual reduction of chaos that began in so lowly and (in 
all probability) unconscious a way with the origin of life. In specific 
instances it can well be questioned whether the order so achieved is an 
objective characteristic of the phenomena or is an artifact constructed 
by the scientist. That question comes up time after time .... Never-
theless, the most basic postulate of science is that nature itself is 
orderly .... All theoretical science is ordering and, if systematics is 
equated with ordering, then systematics is synonymous with theoretical 
science.63 

And, of course, this immersion in order is an anthropological 

"truth": 

This thirst for objective knowledge is one of the most neglected aspects 
of the thought of people we call ''primitive". Even if it is rarely directed 
towards facts of the same level as those with which modern science is 
concerned, it implies comparable intellectual application and methods 
of observation .... The thought we call primitive is founded on this 
demand for order. This is equally true of all thought but it is through 
the properties common to all thought that we can most easily begin to 
understand forms of thought which seem very strange to us.64 

And so order is not only represented by the visual experience of 

patterns seen suspended in one space and one time, but perceived as 

well as suspended through successive dimensions of space and periods 

of time. That is to say that order can be seen in design-in place, or 

order can be seen in lawfulness-over time. And social order, a 

conception which emerges from order, can presume, too, 

fundamentally different images of objectness and continuity, Con-

ceptualizations of social order can range from the design of Aristotel-

ian and Burkean "constitutionalities" and anarchistic rationalisms to 

the law-fulfilling dialectic of Hegel and the historicism of 

Marx-from station to process. In the end, of course, they amount to 

the same thing: "the perceptual reduction of chaos," the ensuring of 

the existence of an identifiable, objective reality. 

Thus it can be said that order as a presumption concerning human 
existence proceeds from looking at things. 
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author's emphasis). This is certainly the process described by Kuhn and 
Polanyi. (For Polanyi, see The Tacit Dimension, Doubleday & Co., N.Y., 
1966, p. 26) Popper and Kuhn do agree as to the existence of "normal" and 
"extraordinary" sciences (see text below), yet they weight them quite 
differently. One (Popper) from what he calls an "absolutist" (his) perspective 
and the other from the logical contradistinction of "historical relativism." 
Popper, too, makes the error of confusing Kuhn's position as one of 
sympathizing with the "normal" scientist which is clearly not the case (see 
Paul Feyerabend's essay "Consolations for the Specialist" and Kuhn's 
response in Lakatos and Musgrave, Criticism). And it does so appear that 
Popper has somewhat mistaken his own position (contrast the above "recon-
struction" of Popper by Lakatos with the quotation cited in Note 7). 

7. Popper, Conjectures, p. 192. 
8. Popper, "Normal Science," p. 56. See also, Margaret Masterman, 

"The Nature of a Paradigm," in Lakatos and Musgrave, Criticism. In the 
early 20th century, Luigi Pirandello made this same point in the substance and 
structure of most of his plays. (See especially Six Characters in Search of an 
Author). Ironically perhaps, in the Marxian historical dialectic there is 
contained a parallel process of subversion: but here in the area of social 
change. Following Marx, Lukacs, in his discussion of the revolutionary 
consciousness of the proletariat emerging from "the objective reality of social 
existence ••• in its immediacy" shared by the proletariat and the bourgeoisie, 
argues, "The category of totality begins to have an effect long before the 
whole multiplicity of objects can be illuminated by it. It operates by ensuring 
that actions which seem to confme themselves to particular objects, in both 
content and consciousness, yet preserve an aspiration towards the totality, that 
is to say: action is directed objectively towards a transformation of totality." 
And further: "The great advance over Hegel made by the scientifiC stand-
point of the proletariat as embodied in Marxism lay in its refusal to see in the 
categories of reflection a 'permanent' stage of human knowledge and in its 
insistence that they were the necessary mould both of thought and of life in 
bourgeois society, in the reification of thought and life ••. The proletariat 'has 
no ideal to realize'. When its consciousness is put into practice it can only 
breathe life into the things which the dialectics of history have forced to crisis; 
it can never 'in practice' ignore the course of history, forcing on it what are no 
more than its own desires or knowledge. For it is itself nothing but the contra-
dictions of history that have become conscious. On the other hand, however, a 
dialectical necessity is far from being the same thing as a mechanical, causal 
necessity." (Georg Lukacs, History and Class Consciousness, The MIT Press, 
Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1971, p. 175 and 177-178.) 

9. See note 6 for Lakatos' reconstruction of the Popperian character of 
self -consistency. 

10. Here, I follow the analysis of Margaret Masterman, "The Nature of a 
Paradigm." It should also be noted that though Kuhn recognized the 
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importance of "social pressures" in the development of scientific thought (see 

Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, p. 69), he did not give to such 

forces the character or centrality that Marx and later Marxists have. For 

instance, B. Hessen, a Soviet historian of science, wrote in 1931: "The brilliant 

successes of natural science during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries were 

conditioned by the disintegration of the feudal economy, the development of 

merchant capital, of international maritime relationships and of heavy (mining) 

industry;" and further, "Science flourished step by step with the development 

and flourishing of the bourgeoisie. In order to develop its industry the 

bourgeoisie needed science, which would investigate the qualities of material 

bodies and the forms or manifestation of the forces of nature." B. Hessen, "The 

Social and Economic Roots of Newton's 'Principia,' " in Science at the 

Crossroads: Papers Presented to the International Congress of the History of 
Science and Technology held in London, June 25th-July Jrd, 1931 by Scholars 

from the U.S. S. R., Kniga, London, 1931, pp. 5 and 20 respectively. Indeed, 

science was so closely identified with the bourgeoisie which triumphed during 

the interregnum in England that the Restoration witnessed a renewal of 

hostility towards science which would dominate until the mid-18th century (See 

Leonard Marsak, "Bernard de FonteneUe: In Defense of Science," in Leonard 

Marsak, ed., The Rise of Science in Relation to Society, MacMillan, New York, 

1964, p. 4) For Marx's explanation for the development of modern science see 

his Capital, Vol. I, International Publishers, New York, 1977, pp. 348 and 361. 

II. A. R. Louch, Explanation in Human Action, University of California 

Press Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1969. 

12. Kuhn, "Reflections," p. 262. 

13. To Popper's 'charge of relativism,' Kuhn rejoined that he is to the 

contrary an "evolutionist" in one sense and perceives scientific development "like 

biological evolution, unidirectional and irreversible." (Kuhn, "Reflections," p. 

264) Yet he goes on to assert that he does not believe in scientific "truth" or make 

the presumption that theories are "representations of nature ... statements 

about 'what is really out there'." (ibid., p. 265) Nor does he believe that 

fundamentally different (paradigmatically) theories possess a neutral, inter-

theoretical language but indeed are often incommensurable. It appears here 

that Kuhn has mistaken in the first instance non-specific sequence for evolution, 

has rejected as well evolution and revolution as dialectic and has assumed that 

scientific development proceeds through instrumental (artifactual) sameness but 

succeeds to metaphysical disparateness. Each new paradigm, then, consists of an 

epistemology distinct from its competitors. Kuhn, as such becomes in his 

interpretations a paradox himself, demonstrating a sensitive, critical ignorance 

of the semantic vagaries which brighten his analyses but obfuscate their defense. 

14. It is a temptation to cite for authorization of this statement the entire 

literature of political science on the State, or to simply give the reader license to 

read any particular document. Either approach though sufficient would be 

unsatisfactory to a reader (though I do indeed prefer them). Instead, I refer you 

to the example made of Dahl in the text which follows this note and for more 
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general reference, Harold Laski's The State in Theory and Practice, Viking 
Press, New York, 1947, pp. 8-10, and Georges Balandier's Political 
Anthropology, Pantheon Books, New York, 1970, pp. 23-25. 

IS. Robert Dahl, Pluralist Democracy in the United States, Rand McNaUy & 
Co., New York, 1967, p. 4. 

16. Ibid. 
17. Ibid., p. 23. 
18. Ibid., p. 24. 
19. Ibid., p. 12. 
20. Indeed, the contrary is still strongly representative. See Robert Dahl's 

Who Governs, Samuel Huntington's Political Order in Changing Societies, and 
the critical essay of Peter Bachrach, The Theory of Democratic Elitism. The 
following statement by Harold Lasswell is quite typical in its forthright 
identification of democracy and social science: ". . .science will be directed 
toward providing the knowledge needed to improve the practice of democracy in 
which the ultimate goal is the realization of human dignity in theory and 
practice." ("The Policy Orientation" in D. Lerner and H. D. Lasswell (eds.) The 
Policy Sciences, Recent Developments in Scope and Method, Stanford 
University Press, Stanford, 1951. 

21. It is here, at what should be the very beginning when we decide what our 
sounds are to signify, that the artifact of controversy is established. I have taken 
kratein to mean "to rule," a supposition which leaves unremarked the 
instrument of that rule. I do not presuppose, then, politics as it is most familiar 
to us and has consumed our imaginations, government, i.e. institutions 
possessing power to coerce or persuade or determine for their subjects through 
prescriptive and proscriptive behavioral codifications caUed law. It seems to me 
thus presumptuous and somewhat tragic to fmd kratein so often translated 
''government'' when the latter term has so precisely matured into a tyranny over 
vision. The discussion must remain open, even if it were never meant to be, 
simply because it possesses other suggestions and there is a lingering doubt about 
the efficacy of the alternative so far explored. 

22. There is, of course, little tension between the contemporary sentiment 
attached to this term and that of its Latin root vulgas, translated "the common 
people." This is, at least, one phoneme which has survived, intact, the augeries 
of democratic and Christian philosophies and moralities from the stratified 
society of its origin. 

23. According to Ernest Barker, Aristotle classified constitutions "into the 
two genera of right and wrong, or normal and perverted. . . " (Barker, Aristotle, 
p. 113). And these two types of constitutions were further subdivided into three 
subgroups: Kingship, Aristocracy and Polity, based on the rule of "One, or Few, 
or Many." Aristotle argued that Democracy, the rule of the Many, though a 
perversion of Polity, might be defended by the argument that with the Many, 
" ... when they all come together it is possible that they may 
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surpass-collectively and as a body, although not individually-
the quality of the few best." (ibid., p. 123) In any case, he warned, " ... there is 
serious risk in not letting them have some share in the enjoyment of power; for a 
state with a body of disfranchised citizens who are numerous and poor must 
necessarily be a state which is full of enemies." (ibid., pp. 124-5) 

24. Richard Lichtman, in tracing the development of liberal democratic 
theory from Locke and Mill to Schumpeter, Dahl, Berelson and others, has 
made use of the following writings to indicate the nature of what he terms "the 
contemporary inversion" of that theory. These materials indicate the 
replacement of the ideal of democracy with techniques of description, 
efficiency and stability, and the functional interpretation of apathy and 
formal procedure: "Political theory written with reference to practice has the 
advantage that its categories are the categories in which political life really 
occurs" (Berelson, 1954); "Probably this strange hybrid, the normal 
American political system, is not for export to others. But so long as the social 
prerequisites of democracy are substantially intact in this country, it appears 
to be a relatively efficient system for reinforcing agreement, encouraging 
moderation, and maintaining social peace in a restless immoderate people 
operating a gigantic, powerful, diversified, and incredibly complex society." 
(Dahl, 1956); "Like every other political system, of course, the political 
system of New Haven falls far short of the usual conceptions of an ideal demo-
cracy ... But to the extent that the term is ever fairly applied to existing 
realities, the political system of New Haven is an example of a democratic 
system, warts and all. For the past century it seems to have been a highly stable 
system." (Dahl, 1961); "We need some people who are active in a certain 
respect, others in the middle, and others passive." (Berelson, 1954); "Viewed 
in this light, the apathy and caprice for which political democracy have been 

blamed is seen to be rather to its credit than otherwise. It means at any rate 
that people are free to interest themselves or to disinterest themselves as they 
please in political affairs." (Hogan, 1945); "It is no exaggeration to say that in 
less than two decades this series of studies [surveys of voting behavior] has 
significantly altered and greatly deepened our understanding of what in some 
ways is the most distinctive action for a citizen of democracy-deciding how to 
vote, or indeed whether to vote at all, in a competitive national election." 
(Dahl, 1961). All cited in Lichtman's "The Facade of Equality in Liberal 
Democratic Theory" in Socialist Revolution, Vol. 1, No. 1, January 1970, pp. 
113-114. For a concise discussion of the theory of representation, see Hanna 
Fenichel Pitkin's Representation, Atherton Press, New York, 1969, especially 
her introductory essay (pp. 1-23). It is of interest for our later discussion of 
mixed paradigms that Pitkin argues that the modem sense of representation 
(i.e. in place of something) sterns from ecclesiastical doctrine when the higher 
clerics, in an attempt to establish their authority, began to present themselves 
as representatives of God and to thus change and temper the revolutionary 
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individualism of the earlier Christian movement which recognized only divine 
authority. See also Sheldon Wolin's Politics and Vision, Little, Brown & Co., 
1960, Ch. IV. 

25. Lichtman, "Facade of Equality," p. 106. 
26. Support for this interpretation of Locke can be found in Lichtman, 

"Facade of Equality," and Wolin, Politics, Ch. IX. In addition, the reader is 
referred to C. B. Macpherson's "Locke on Capitalist Appropriation," in The 
Western Political Quarterly, Vol. IV, 1951, pp. see especially, pp. 

556-59. 
27. From John Stuart Mill, Principles of Political Economy, Longmans, 

Green & Co., 1909, p. 139. Cited by Lichtman, "Facade of Equality." 
28. Mill, Political Economy, p. 143. 
29. For a short history of the development of the behavioral approach see 

Robert Dahl's "The Behavioral Approach in Political Science: Epitaph for a 
Monument to a Succ:essful Protest," in The American Political Science 
Review, December 1961, pp. 763-772. For the implications of the electoral 
studies, see Gerald Pomper's "From Confusion to Clarity: Issues and 
American Voters, 1959-1968," in the same review, June 1972, pp. 415-28. 

30. See note 24, especially the quotes from Berelson and Hogan. 
31. In addition to Bachrach, Democratic Elitism, see Jack Walker's "A 

Critique of the Elitist Theory of Democracy" in The American Political 
Science Review, Vol. LX, No.2, June 1966, pp. 285-95. 

32. Though there are some similarities, Sheldon Wolin's use of Kuhn's 
theory of scientific development is different from the one this writer employs. 
At one point-though he has earlier conceptualized the behavioral movement 
as a paradigm-Wolin goes beyond political theory in order to locate the 
significant paradigm informing the work of political scientists. Political 
society becomes Wolin's paradigm. This choice is dictated by the logic of his 
argument wherein he perceives political theory as extraordinary science 
precipitated by historical crises (Wolin's anomalies): "My proposal is that we 
conceive of political society itself as a paradigm of an operative kind. From 
this viewpoint society would be envisaged as a coherent whole in the sense of 
its customary political practices, institutions, laws, structure of authority and 
citizenship, and operative beliefs being organized and interrelated ... This 
ensemble of practices and beliefs may be said to form a paradigm in the sense 
that the society tries to carry on its political life in accordance with them ... To 
the degree that a society succeeds in adapting, its efforts might even be likened 
to a form of puzzle-solving ... Society's indifference towards theory is 
matched by the indifference of theorists. Throughout the history of Western 
political theory we fmd that most of the major theories have been produced 
during times of crises, rarely during periods of normalcy ... This indifference 
is not the expression of a choice between having a theory or living without one. 
A society which is operating fairly normally has its theory in the form of the 
dominant paradigm, but that theory is taken for granted because it represents 

226 



Notes to Chapter I 

the consensus of the society." Wolin, "Paradigms and Political Theories" in 
Preston King and B. C. Parekh (eds.), Politics and Experience, Cambridge 
University Press, 1969, pp. 149 and 151, respectively. By extending Kuhn's 
analysis to political society, Wolin bas attempted to tie conceptual 
transformation to historical change. Though this is consistent with Wolin's 
earlier essay, (Politics and VISion, p. 8), it transcends Kuhn's sense of the 
phenomenon which tended towards idealism and ahistoricism. Nevertheless, 
the present writer believes that Wolin would have been more successful in his 
use of Kuhn if he bad employed a concept like democracy rather than one such 
as political society. This would have allowed his analysis a more significant 
historicity than one dependent upon the ambiguous periodicity inherent in the 
term political society. 

33. Feyerabend, "Consolations," p. 202. Feyerabend makes the point that 
Kuhn's commitment to normal science is ambiguously deceptive because Kuhn 
intends to bide the revolutionary consequences of a "monomanaic concern 
with only one single point of view." (Ibid., p. 201) I believe that Feyerabend 
here is taking advantage of his special relationship to Kuhn and is excessively 
dramatizing Kuhn's intentions. One suggestion of this is an article in the same 
collection authored by Stephen Toulmin. Toulmin reminds us that one year 
before the appearance of The Structure of Scientific Revolutions in print, 
Kuhn bad made this dimension of his work fairly explicit by entitling a paper 
presented at Worcester College, Oxford, 'The Function of Dogma in Scientific 
Research.' In support of Feyerabend's point, however, Toulmin also describes 
Kuhn's retreat from his "original exposed position" for unexplained reasons: 
"Kuhn, in moving on from his Oxford paper to the 1962 book, withdrew his 
insistence on the term 'dogma', but attempted to retain a central distinction 
between 'normal science' and 'scientific revolutions.' " ("Does the 
Distinction between Normal and Revolutionary Science Hold Water?," 
Lakatos and Musgrave, Criticism, pp. 39-41) 

34. Feyerabend, "Consolations," p. 214. 
35. Huntington, Political Order in Changing Societies, Yale University 

Press, New Haven, 1968. 
36. Ibid., p. 3. 
37. To quote A.F.K. Organski, "The reader will find in this volume many 

new insights, hypotheses and typologies. The best in this volume are chapters 1 
and 3 where Mr. Huntington develops the theoretical framework for the study 
of development and order and explores the difficulties in getting to self 
sustaining political growth in traditional polities ... One must certainly 
acknowledge Mr. Huntington's contribution. His concepts of political decay 
at the least began to close a gap in the literature of development. Both 
concepts have been widely used. This pioneering volume, examining as it does 
the relation between development and stability, is an interesting and exciting 
addition to the literature." Book review in The American Political Science 
Review, Vol. LXIII, No. 3, September 1969, p. 922; for a later and more 
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circumspect view of Huntington and theory development in comparative 
politics, see James Bill and Robert Hardgrave, Jr., Comparative Politics, 
Charles Merrill, Columbus, 1973, pp. 229-38. 

38. Stanley Diamond, "The Rule of Law Versus the Order of Custom," in 
Robert Paul Wolfrs (ed.) The Rule of Law, Simon and Schuster, New York, 
1971, p. 117. 

39. Ibid., p. 126. 
40. It is to be understood that these remarks concerning "spaces" are not 

other ways of introducing or identifying the several "determinisms" which 
have been the stuff of controversy in political science since perhaps 
Montesquieu. These determinisms miss the mark in several ways. For 
example, they are used to "explain" the political as a consequence of non-
political phenomena thereby substituting one authority for the other, while I 
am here seeking to explore an insight into groups without politics, securing 
authority as the defmition of the relationship between the individual and his 
universe. As well, determinism suggests theories of limits relating to social fact 
and artifact whose generality and inevitability are unsubstantiated. Thus 
questions of identity and bias intrude, many of which are centrally concerned 
in that which this essay eschews. 

41. See David Pears' Wittgenstein, Fontana, London, 1971. 
42. See for example Irving L. Horowitz, The Anarchists, Dell Publishing 

Co., New York, 1964, p. 27; and E. J. Hobsbawn, Primitive Rebels, W. W. 
Norton & Co., New York, 19S9, pp. 80-82. 

43. It appears possible that in the fifteenth century and earlier, the 
BaKongo of present-day Zaire used political processes only between kingships. 
That is, political processes were used between the death of one king and the 
investiture of his successor, during that period that their Western 
ethnographers have termed anarchic. In interregnum periods, battles were 
fought between opposing factions of the royal class over succession. But once 
established, the king dissolved or allowed to dissolve the political instruments 
used to sanction the legitimacy of his ascendance. He and his former 
opposition became bound by the traditional cosmology (kinship) and its 
authority. He became the vessel of the BaNkita: heroic ancestors who had 
founded the nation. He became the one responsible for the integrity of the 
forces which made up the BaKongo society, that is, those on the surface of the 
earth, those below the earth (BaKulu: clan ancestors), those not yet born. As 
the BaKongo believed that nothing ever dies and conceived of time as circular, 
they had no ongoing sense of what is called history in Western society. As such 
a precondition for political order was absent. Their epistemology subverted 
the historical and the contingent (e.g. the "death" of a king), using pseudo-
events (the anarchic interregnum) to affum its authority by repeatedly re-
establishing things as they were. Thus political phenomena, being transitory 
both in the sense of being temporary and in the sense of being between the 
establishment of its true order of things, reaffarmed the basic apolitical order. 
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The history of the BaKongo from the fifteenth century onwards, however, is a 
record of the politicization of BaKongo life-experience. The BaKongo state 
emerged from among them, caught as they were between the threat of the 
Yagga from the east and the penetration of Europeans, Christianity, the 
Atlantic slave trade, etc. from the west. See Georges Balandier's Daily Life in 
the Kingdom of the Kongo, Meridian Books, World Publishing Company, 
1966, and his Sociology in Black Africa, Praeger Publishers, New York, 1970; 
Jan Vansina, Kingdoms of the Savanna, University of Wisconsin's Press, 
Madison, 1966; Leonard Krieger, "Power and Responsibility," especially 
pages 17-19; Wyatt MacGaffey's "The Religious Commissions of the 
Bakongo" in Man, 1970, pp. 26-38; and Jasques Depelchin's "Incipient 
Ideologies of the Lower Congo," unpublished paper, Stanford University, 
1970. 

44. The relationship between the terms "the political" and "politics" must 
be kept constantly in mind here. I have defmed the political as an ordering 
principle arranging the relationship of things and of people within society. 
Following Plato, Wolin (for one) argues that the political is a concern with 
"general interests," "common quality," and "common involvement." 
(Politics and Vision, p. 10) But "politics" for Wolin, though it is "political 
activity" is concerned with conflict and competition. (ibid.) Thus there is an 
inherent contradiction or tension between the political and politics (ibid., p. 
11). I fmd this unsatisfactory in its idealistic logic. In its stead, I am suggesting 
that the conflict of politics as political activity presupposes the element of 
conflict and opposition in the political. The destruction or avoidance of 
politics eliminates the political-a social order purged of politics or without 
politics is not a political order. Wayne A. R. Leys has stated: "In deciding 
which problems should be called "political," 1 follow the tradition of 
Machiavelli and Hobbs, which culminates in the writings of Carl Schmitt. 
Schmitt contended that the distinction between friend and foe is the essential 
political distinction. Thus, a person who has political sense is the one who 
thinks about the opposition and also about the support, actual and potential, 
that may be connected with any idea, activity, or institution." ("Was Plato 
Non-Political?" in Gregory Vlastos' (ed.) Plato, Vol. II, Anchor Books, 
Doubleday and Company, New York, 1971, p. 168) Once this is said, 
however, disclaimers are necessary. One of Leys' disclaimers is appropriate 
here: "To define 'the political' as 'that which pertains to divisions, 
disagreements and conflicts' is not the same thing as asserting that political 
institutions, as a matter of fact, have no other function than that of dealing 
with conflicts ... but a defmition of 'political' merely defmes a characteristic 
that is especially prominent in government." (ibid., p. 169) 

45. Diamond, "The Rule of Law," p. 136. 
46. Hannah Arendt, Between Past and Future, Faber and Faber, London, 

1961, p. 96. 
47. Ibid., p. 123. 
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48. Ibid., p. 113. 

49. Ibid., p. 116. Arendt also reminds us that in Greek mythology the gods 

had not created the world which was to the contrary "ever present." The 

terms "order of things" and "natural" thus represented in Greek thought 
immutability, immortality and permanence. Ibid., p. 42. 

SO. Krieger, "Power and Responsibility," pp. 17-18. Arendt herself states: 

"If authority is to be dermed at all, then, it must be in contradistinction to 

both coercion by force and persuasion through arguments ••• This point is of 

historical importance; one aspect of our concept of authority is Platonic in 

origin, and when Plato began to consider the introduction of authority into 
the handling of public affairs in the polis, he knew he was seeking an 

alternative to the common Greek way of handling domestic affairs, which was 

persuasion .•. as well as to the common way of handling foreign affairs, which 

was force and violence .... " (Between Past and Future, p. 93). 
Sl. Arendt, Between Past and Future, pp. 122-3. 

S2. Ibid., p. 121. Pitkin and Arendt thus agree that in separating out 

authority from rule, the early Christian hierarchy constructed the more 

primitive category of our contemporary political authority: "The separation 

of church and state, on the other hand, far from signifying unequivocally a 

secularization of the political realm and, hence, its rise to the dignity of the 

classical period, actually implied that the political had now, for the first time 
since the Romans, lost its authority and with it that element which, at least in 
Western history, had endowed political structures with durability, continuity 
and permanence." Ibid., p. 127. In such ways, too, does history become 

political history and thus the record of disobedience or challenges to political 

authority. We, also, join those others who have congratulated Marx on the 
perspicacity of his innocent vision which sought to identify this process of 

politicization in the destruction of feudalism by capitalism. See Marx's "On 

the Jewish Question" in Robert Tucker (ed.) The Marx-Enge/s Reader, W. W. 
Norton & Company, Inc., New York, 1972, pp. 24-SI. 

S3. Stanley Diamond, "The Rule of Law," p. 13S. 
S4. I am to a degree made uncomfortable by the clearness and obviousness of 

a conceptual error of such simple dimensions being found in Arendt's work. And 

so I suggest that more properly it must be understood not as error but as a myth 

consequent to the strategy of this particular work. (Between Past and Future) 
which seeks to indict the modem intellectual with, in Benda's words, his 
"betrayal" of his age and his community. What the modem intellectual as 

apologist has failed to do was to oppose and counterpose the contemporary 

emblems of fear and despair. This intellectual has failed to challenge the 
political propaganda which contains in it the support of the enpowerment of 

and deference to this age's political thugs and bandits and their inevitable 

retinue of court jesters and magicians. Instead, of course, he has rationalized 
them and, as well, given them some of the instruments for their obscene reigns. 

In several of her works (notably The Origins of Totalitarianism), Arendt has 
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demonstrated not only a lack of passion for the mass politics of the twentieth 

century but also a precise understanding of the systemic vagaries of human 

thought, faith and vision (Eichmann in Jerusalem). In Between Past and Future, 

she again seems to be intent upon the making of a record of successive betrayals 

and succumbings of the magnificent and heroic to the banal and so the sense of 

authority which she employ5 will always be an historical sense. What I am 

employing, to the contrary, as the relevant sense of authority immediate to any 

discussion of order, is a psychological interpretation, that is a conceptual frame-

work to which Arendt has elsewhere demonstrated a great deal of sensitivity. 

Her "myopia" in this instance is, then, consequent to the choice of stratagems 
and nothing more. But others have found very different base from which to 

suspect Arendt and her colleagues in their submission to liberal political 

philosophy and theory: ''The line of this philosophical approach [''withdrawal'' 

and "contemplative" idleness] goes from Schopenhauer and Kierkegaard, 

through Unamuno, Ortega y Gasset, Huizinga, Berkyaev, Gabriel Marcel and 

others down to their present-day epigoni lile Hannah Arendt. The last named 

characteristically closes her book, The Human Condirion (!),with these words: 

"how right Cato was when he said: .. .'Never is he more active than when he 

does nothing, never is he less alone than when he is by himself.' The idealization 

of individual autonomy, carried to its extreme, leads inevitably not only to the 

acceptance of inactivity but also to conferring on it the highest moral praise." 

Istvan Meszaros, Marx's Theory of Alienation, HarperTorchbooks, NC\\· York, 

1970, pp. 261-2. 

55. Herbert Rosinski, Power and Human Desriny, Richard Stebbins (ed. ), 

Pall Mall Press, London, 1965, pp. 13f. 

56. Polanyi, Tacil Dimension, p. 38. 

57. Ibid., p. 40. 

58. The models for 'understanding' the perceptual skills of nerve ceUs, nerve 

fibers, axons, dendrites, nerve-end synapses, cortex, cerebellum lobes, current-

impulse, circuits, transducers, etc., which describe in most primitive ways the 

structures and mechanics of what is known as the human brain, largely derive, 

we are !Old, from communication, computer and electronic theory and 

engineering: "We must however be careful not to assume de/ailed similarities 

between biological and engineering systems, even when they seem to be 

performing the same functions. General engineering concepts wil! apply to both, 
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