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The overwhelming fact of our time is change
—rapid large-scale change in politics, societies,
technologies, and cultures. Many of these
changes are continuing; some are accelerating.
From the 1890’s onward, most of the political
institutions of the world have been shaken or
transformed by a chain of wars and revolu-
tions. By 1970, the majority of the world’s
adults were older than the political systems un-
der which they were living. And there will be
more change—both change in the relations
among the world’s many nations and societies,
and change within each of them. We must navi-
gate through the rapids of change or perish in
them. We must face change, understand
change, and sometimes initiate change in our
thoughts; and we must meet change, respond to
change, and sometimes initiate change in our
actions.

To cope with change—indeed, to recognize it
—some things must remain. What must con-
tinue for some time or as far as we can see
ahead? What should be kept, what can be kept,
what will recur? To decide how to act, we must
seek answers to these questions; our hopes and
our lives may depend on them.

None of this can be done well without some
awareness of what we are thinking and doing,
and of the larger contexts within which we are
acting. It cannot be done, therefore, without
political theory and without the courage and
the knowledge which the understanding or cre-
ation of political theory requires.

In this task, mankind is threathened equally
by the risk of two failures: the failure of cour-

* Presidential Address delivered to the 66th Annual
Meeting of the American Political Science Association,
September 10, 1970, Los Angeles, California. I am in-
debted to many colleagues in the United States for
questions and ideas, and to Dr. Wolf-Dieter Narr, of
the University of Konstanz for comments on a draft—
without burdening any of them with any responsibility
for the results.
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age and the failure of imagination. We can be
destroyed either by the paralysis of fear or by
the failure to think of anything new—to think
of anything better than the few poor routines
of action that we already know.

The history of mankind is a story of vast
successes which have led to even vaster dan-
gers. In our time, now, we must dare to act and
know to act. Our lives and our children’s lives
may depend on our capacity to dare and on our
capacity to know.

Fear could stop us not only from action but
also from knowledge and discovery. If it does,
our remaining actions will be blind. Blind zeal
—the automatic acting out of pre-rehearsed
routines—may be tolerable, even necessary, for
short periods of time, provided that the old
routines are not too inappropriate to the new
tasks. But the longer such blind zeal is persisted
in, the more rigid, narrowing, and eventually
destructive and self-destructive it is likely to be-
come.

These dangers exist in all kinds of countries,
industrialized or developing, non-Communist
or Communist. The struggle for needed new
knowledge, for openness and resourcefulness,
for new possibilities, discoveries and innova-
tions, cuts across the great organized ideologi-
cal divisions of our time. What role can politi-
cal theory play in meeting these dangers and in
the conduct of this struggle?

I. What Is Theory?

The ancient Greek word for “theory”—teoria
—denotes passionate contemplation. It referred
to the experience of spectators at a classic trag-
edy, which would leave them heightened in
awareness and shaken and purified in their emo-
tions.?

The concept of theory, then, has an objective

! Bertrand Russell, History of Western Philosophy
(New York: Simon & Schuster, 1945), p. 33.
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and subjective meaning. In its objective mean-
ing,“theory” implies perception of a relatively
distant object or situation. It means to see and
perceive something outside the observing self,
even though the object of the observation may
be within one’s own larger personality.

But in its subjective aspect, “theory” means
to perceive this object as relevant to one’s own
emotions, needs or desires—even if it were rel-
evant only to one’s desire to know or to resolve
some inconsistency or dissonance in one’s
knowledge.

These two sides of theory imply perception
of a double context, (regardless of whether this
context be explicit or implicit, real or imagi-
nary, ready-made or newly constructed).

1. What does this thing, situation or condi-
tion mean in a larger context or image of the
outside world?

2. What does it mean to me, i.e., in the inner
context of my personality with its memories,
needs and desires?

The study or creation of theories requires
first of all an ability to discriminate and recog-
nize: This is the so-called “figure-ground per-
ception”—the capacity to discern a dim figure
against an otherwise chaotic background.*®

But the creation of theories also requires
care—care to feel concern or curiosity for the
initial question or image of the problem, and to
maintain some of this feeling throughout the
changes of the perceived problem in the course
of the investigation.

Finally, creating theories requires a capacity
for interpretation, that is, for putting percep-
tions into contexts. These include both outer
and inner contexts, if such contexts are avail-
able, or creating such contexts, if they are not.2

These contexts must be capable of being
shared. They must be stateable, retraceable,
and reproducible, by operations which can be
performed by any one with requisite training.
That is to say, they must be formally rational.

The external contexts, at least, also must be
capable of being verified, directly or indirectly

1] am indebted to Dr. John P. Spiegel for having
drawn my attention to the similarity between figure-
ground perception and the perception of new configura-
tions in art or science.

?Such contexts are social, as well as psychological
and physical. On the problems of interpretation, see
Jiirfen Habermas, Strukturwandel der Offentlichkeit,
2nd ed., (Neuwied a/Rh-Berlin: Luchterhand, 1965);
Erkenntnis und Interesse (Frankfurt: Suhrkamp,
1968); “Toward a Theory of Communicative Com-

tence,” in H. P. Dreitzel (ed.), Recent Sociology

0. 2: Patterns of Communicative Behavior, (London:
Collier-Macmillan Ltd., 1970); and Towards a Ra-
tional Society (Boston: Beacon Press, 1970), esp.
Chap. 5. See now also John R. Platt, Perception and
Change: Projections for Survival (Ann Arbor, Mich.:
University of Michigan Press, 1971), pp. 25-73.
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—that is, either corroborated or disconfirmed
—through such impersonally repeatable opera-
tions. In this sense, theories must be capable of
being made scientific, even though they may
have been stated originally in poetic or literary
form.?

What are the effects of theory? First of all, a
good theory offers orientation. It furnishes a
model in which future observations and conse-
quences of actions in the outside world can be
predicted. This includes both a model of the
problem area and of its wider context or envi-
ronment.

A good theory also furnishes a presentational
image of more than one dimension from which
several one-dimensional, sequential pathways
can be read off. These pathways are to be mu-
tually consistent, so as to reduce or avoid cog-
nitive dissonance. Hence different pathways
among parts of the same image should not be
incompatible; and in the case of a rigorous the-
ory, the answers should be identical for all such
pathways.*

It follows that a theory is not a simple prop-
osition but an ensemble or configuration of in-
terrelated propositions. This fact has direct im-
plications for the way in which theories can
change. Ordinarily such an ensemble will tend
to be more stable than many—or any—of the
single propositions which are its members.
Most often, progress in knowledge changes our
knowledge of single facts or propositions, leav-
ing the larger ensembles and configurations of
thought substantially unchanged. When these
larger configurations—the major patterns of
our thought about some problem area—them-
selves are changed, we speak of a revolution in
our theory, thought, or knowledge. Routine
progress in political theory, in short, changes
some members of a class of propositions; a rev-
olution in theory changes the class itself; or it
may even change a configuration of several
such classes.’

There is a profound connection between the
problem of wisdom and the problem of revolu-
tion. Wisdom does not seek answers; it asks
what classes of answers are worth seeking. Wis-
dom asks not what we know but what is worth
knowing. It does not deal with propositions but
with entire classes, configurations and ensem-

®For the relationship of poetry and rational theory
in early Greek philosophy, see Werner Jaeger, Paideia
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1945), vol. I,
pp- 152-153.

* For the concept of “presentational” vs. “discursive”
communication, see Susan K. Langer, Philosophy in a
New Key, (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1951), pp. 79-102.

®See Thomas S. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific
Revolutions, (Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 1962).
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bles of propositions; and it deals particularly
with the criteria for selection and preference
among such classes or ensembles.® Revolutions
occur when the old ways have failed in which
some kinds of knowledge were preferred over
others. They consist not in the reordering of
any one structure of politics, society or culture,
but in the hierarchical and nearly simultaneous
reordering of several interdependent structures
at several levels of organization.”

The significance of this process of hierarchi-
cal restructuring for political theory will be
considered later in somewhat more detail. For
now let us only note that such periods of com-
prehensive reordering of ideas, values and prac-
tices occur when an old pattern of wisdom has
failed to cope with new but inescapable prob-
lems, when it has failed to adapt and respond
to them, and a new wisdom is needed. Seen in
this way, wisdom and revolution are both as-
pects of the problem of social learning and of
the self-transformation, gradual or sudden, of
social and political systems, and of the political
theories which help us to think about them.

II. What Kinds of Knowledge Does
Theory Produce?

A theory produces knowledge of several
kinds. For the sake of convenience, these may
be organized under nine headings. The first five
of these aspects of theory are primarily cogni-
tive, while the last four are more nearly action-
oriented. The nine aspects are:

1. A scheme for the orderly and efficient
storage and retrieval of memories. In this re-
spect, a theory functions as a coding scheme,
and its efficiency can be evaluated in terms of
the efficiency of coding.®

¢To assert an “end of ideology” in a general sense
would be to assert an end of the search for wisdom.
It would mean an end to the changing goals by in-
dividuals and societies, to the choice among conflict-
ing goals, or to the changing of priorities among them.
Only if we restrict the term “ideology” to those belief
systems which restrict or exclude any control by reality,
would it be rational to consider to what extent the
class of such forms of reality-distorting or reality-ex-
cluding ideologies might decline in frequency and social
influence, and under what conditions. For a different
point of view, see Daniel Bell The End of Ideology
(rev. ed.; New York: Free Press, 1966); and for a
relevant discussion, see Joseph LaPalombara, “Decline
of Ideology: A Dissent and an Interpretation,” this Re-
viIEw, 60 (March 1966), 5-16. Cf. also Karl Mann-
heim, Ideology and Utopia (New York: Harcourt,
Brace, 1947); Chaim Isaac Waxman (ed.), The-End-
of-Ideology Debate, (New York: Simon and Schuster,
1969.

7John R. Platt, “Hierarchical Restructuring” Bulletin
of the Atomic Scientists, Nov. 1970, pp. 24, 46-48;
also in General Systems, v. 15 (1970), pp. 49-54.

8Cf. K. W. Deutsch, “On Theories, Taxonomies,
and Models as Communication Codes for Organiz-
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2. An aid to insight, that is, to the percep-
tion, labeling of and recognition of previously
unrecognized and/or poorly defined patterns of
things, events, relations or symbols in the out-
side world. (This aspect is similar to the well-
known experiments in “figure-ground” discrim-
ination mentioned above, in which a dimly out-
lined pattern is hard to perceive against a disor-
dered background, but is recognized more eas-
ily by persons to whom a similar pattern has
been shown.)

3. Organization and strategic simplification
of knowledge. Arabic numerals, positional no-
tation and the number zero are familar exam-
ples from mathematics. Each of these symbols
or practices reduces the amount of detail that
must be remembered.® Political concepts, such
as “power,” “legitimacy,” “natural rights,”
quite apart from their empirical corroboration
or disconfirmation, may also serve in such a
simplifying function in our processing of infor-
mation about politics.

4. Heuristics.® Theories serve as search de-
vices for new observations, experiments and
discoveries. The heuristic effectiveness of a the-
ory is the greater the more fruitful it proves to
be, that is, the more likely it is to lead to new
knowledge and new discoveries, including pos-
sibly the creation of new theories that will
eventually supersede it.

Any metatheory of science—that is, any the-
ory about scientific theories—must include a
theory about the search for new knowledge. In
this respect, therefore, it must overlap with the
general theory of search. Work on a probabilis-
tic theory of search has been carried on since
World War II, and its applications today in-
clude the finding of submarines in the ocean,
the finding of references in a library, and possi-
bly the finding of new knowledge at the edge of
the unknown.!

ilng Information,” Behavioral Science, (Jan. 1966),
-17.

®This point is discussed in K. W. Deutsch, The
Nerves of Government (rev. ed.; New York: Free
Press, 1966), pp. 251-252. See also the discussion of
“etherealisation” in Arnold Toynbee, A Study of His-
tory, (3rd ed., New York: Oxford University Press,
1945), Vol. III, pp. 174-192.

* As a branch of knowledge, heuristics is the study
of finding, or invention, and of the methods and con-
ditions which favor it. The word recalls the reported
shout of Archimedes “Heureka!—I have found it!”
when he ran naked from his bathtub into the streets
of Syracuse, overjoyed by his discovery that the volume
of any body, no matter how irregular in shape, can
be measured by the amount of fluid it displaces on im-
mersion. See George Polya, How fo Solve It, second ed.
(Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday Anchor Books, 1957),
pp. 112-114, 129-134.

! See e.g. Philip M. Morse, “On Browsing: The Use
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5. Self-critical cognition. This aspect of the-
ory stresses the assumptions and biases implicit
in operations of verification or corroboration,
as well as with other sources of error in any
of them. It deals with our need to know, in
contrast to what we guess at as a mere opinion.
To be sure, no theory can be established as
ultimately true; any theory can be disconfirmed
by reproducible evidence and replaced by a
successor theory which fits the evidence better;
and this successor theory in turn may be re-
placed in an open-ended sequence of succes-
sions. But at each stage in this process, veri-
fication can establish the truth-content of the
theory under examination. Every scientific the-
ory contains existential statements of the form
“there is . . .” and “if . . . then,” referring
to empirically verifiable objects or events. Such
statements, if vertified, make up its truth con-
tent; and though the larger theory may prove
untenable and be superseded by another, any
such successor theory will have to comprise all
or most of the verified existential statements in-
cluded in its predecessor.!? These lasting ele-
ments in the cumulative growth of knowledge
are as important as the changing theories in
which they are temporarily incorporated. Any
self-critical theory, therefore, is not only a first-
order theory about reality but also a critical
second-order theory about other theories and
about itsclf and its own limitations. The critical
search for our own biases and errors, and the
no less important critical search for verified
items or knowledge, are both essential contribu-
tions which theories should make to our think-
ing.
gSelf—critical cognition should warn us not
only against simple errors of fact but against
the subtler errors of bias, of hidden assump-

of Search Theory in the Search for Information,”
(Cambridge: Technical Report No. 50, Operations Re-
search Center, Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
February 1970), mimeographed.

12 According to the “ether” theory of physics, waves
in the invisible “ether” permitted the sending of wire-
less signals across the Atlantic. The “ether” theory was
replaced by relativistic physics after the “ether” had
turned out to be non-existent, but the existential state-
ment “there is wireless telegraphy” had to be taken
over by the more recent theory. The proposition “there
can be wireless telegraphy” was not only capable of
being “falsified,” as Sir Karl Popper likes to use the
verb. It was verified by the building and operating of
broadcasting stations and receiving sets, and every
serious future theory of physics henceforth had to be
compatible with this verified fact. For the concept of
truth-content as a test of acceptable successor theories,
see K. W. Deutsch “On Methodological Problems of
Quantitative Research,,’ in Mattei Dogan and Stein
Rokkan (eds.), Quantitative Ecological Analysis in the
Social Sciences (Cambridge, Mass.: M.LT. Press,
1969), pp. 19-39.
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tions and omissions, or answers already made
likely by the formulations of our questions, or
else tacitly excluded at the outset from our
search. A wide variety of possible sources of
such biases have been pointed out by different
writers: logical or epistemological precommit-
ment; the weight of onesidedly selected evi-
dence; plain economic interest of class or
group; emotional ties of social association, sta-
tus or prestige; concerns for promotion and ca-
reer, or for popularity within one’s reference
group; the ceaseless bombardment by mass me-
dia or by state-made propaganda; or the deeper
bonds of tradition, culture, personality and
childhood memories.

Biases of all these kinds exist; but even
where they do, they are probabilistic and not
wholly determined. Men can look to some ex-
tent critically at these pressures on their judg-
ment. They can to some extent compensate for
them by drawing upon additional information
and critical reflection. As far as possible, they
can make explicit the elements, assumptions,
implications and limits of their thoughts. They
can try to specify not only the quantitative as-
pects of their findings but the threshold values
that may decide about the side effects and quali-
tative aspects of the processes studied. As they
can cross-examine external evidence, so they
can cross-examine their own biases which are
unlikely to be quite consistent, and they can
help themselves in this way to see more of the
world more nearly as it is. It is not the least
among the tasks of theory to increase this
chance of critical self-liberation for the specific
task of enhancing the power of human beings to
know reality and to deal with it.

If it is important to unmask biases and er-
rors, and to revise or discard theories that
suffer from them, it is also important to try to
do so with some serious respect for the persons
with whom we disagree and for the ideas and
theories which we reject.

Thinking is invisible work. Thoughts are in-
visible tools. Theories and knowledge are invisi-
ble capital equipment, contributing to the pro-
duction of decisions. They are equipment to
produce guidance for action, including action
in search of further knowledge and for a wider
range of possible future actions. Corroborated
theories and verified knowledge are invisible
capital equipment that has been tested and that
can be relied on to a higher degree and over a
domain of validity that can be more readily
identified, at least at its core, and eventually
also at its limits.

It follows from this view that discarding a
previously accepted theory and creating a new
one in its place always involves a cost in time,
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effort and resources. Similar to the case of tan-
gible capital items, this cost of replacement
must be measured against the expectable gains
in the quantity and quality of future output—
here the quantity and quality of future knowl-
edge and decisions to be produced with the aid
of the successor theory.

In deciding whether to replace one theory
with another, our choice most often will be be-
tween a better and a less good one. The obso-
lescent or otherwise inferior theory, too, is
likely to have a significant truth content and
some capacity for contributing usefully to the
making of decisions. The choice between two
theories ordinarily is not between all or nothing
but between more or less.

Asking for the truth content of rival theories
should help us to guard against arrogance. It is
usually an error to think that those of our col-
leagues who hold an “incorrect” theory cannot
possibly obtain any valid results; nor would it
be at all realistic to think that our own posses-
sion of a better theory—easily mislabeled “the
correct theory”—will guarantee that all of our
own results will be valid, useful or adequate in
dealing with our problems. We may believe
that theories or scholars with whom we dis-
agree are swayed by biases of culture, ideology
or class, but from this view we cannot cogently
infer that their findings are entirely devoid of
truth. All we can realistically hope is that a bet-
ter theory will give us a better chance to do a
better job. In the search for new discoveries
and more effective actions, a better theory will
give us most often a greater probability, not a
monopoly.

Much as it is rare for a piece of tangible cap-
ital equipment to destroy its users or its envi-
ronment, or to inflict intolerable damage upon
them, so it is rare for theories. Yet we know of
such pernicious cases from the history of indus-
try, such as some early nineteenth century pro-
cesses of manufacturing sulphur matches,
which poisoned and killed or crippled many of
the workers; and we know from our own cen-
tury how the political theories of fascism and
race domination became engines of destruction
and self-destruction for many of the govern-
ments, groups and individuals who adopted
them.

If these five aspects of theory are primarily
cognitive, the remaining four aspects bring us
closer to the realm of action. In order to act
well, we must know what we want; know what
we know; know what to do and how to do it;
and know what is worth wanting, worth know-
ing, and worth acting for. Our last four aspects
of theory follow from these four requirements.

6. Recognition and continuing awareness of
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values and goals.!3 For both individuals and
groups, this includes an awareness of their own
preferences and desires, their “utility scales,” as
economic theorists call them, their “preferred
outcomes,” their goals toward which they actu-
ally are tending to move, as well as their goal
images which may represent these real goals
only more or less inaccurately. Awareness of
values also includes awareness of entire value
orientations, which emphasize entire classes of
valued outcomes, such as “honor,” “power,”
“wealth,” and others, rather than any one partic-
ular outcome within any such class. Finally
awareness of values also comprises an aware-
ness of coherent value configurations, as these
are transmitted by existing philosophies, reli-
gions, or normative political theories, or as they
may come to be proposed by new ones.

Just this, of course, political theorists have
almost always done. In the great tradition of
political science and political thought, from So-
lon and Plato to such diverse minds as Locke,
Rousseau, Madison, Pareto, Lenin, and Gandhi,
the normative element has played a vital role.
Each of these thinkers tried to understand real-
ity, to appraise “‘what is,” but he took his view-
point and his motivation from his sense of what
ought to be. Even Machiavelli, who claimed to
describe what men and governments were actu-
ally doing, and not what they ought to do, was
in fact at least a crypto-moralist: he wanted
Italian princes to learn the techniques of power
so that one of them in time might make Italy a
united, strong and independent country, free
from the rule of foreigners. Clearly, it is impos-
sible for us to share all the values of all the po-
litical thinkers of the past; they are too differ-
ent for that. But we must remember that they
had them and were moved by them, and that
no political theory can be understood without
understanding both its overt and its hidden nor-
mative aspects.

13 Cf. Anatol Rapoport “Some System Approaches to
Political Theory” in David Easton (ed.), Varieties of
Political Theory (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall,
Inc. 1966), pp. 129-141. Political theory requires an
awareness not only of values but also, and particularly,
of human needs. A value for a political actor is what-
ever he happens to desire; a need for him is any con-
dition or input which he cannot forgo, or lack, without
suffering significant observable damage. Needs and
values overlap but imperfectly. Men may value what
they do not need, and need what they do not value.
Seventeenth century sailors who had never heard of
vitamin C still fell ill from scurvy without it. Whether
physical or psychic, needs are objective and verifiable,
at least in principle, relative to each actor. For an im-
portant plea for orienting political theory more closely
to human needs, see Christian Bay, “The Cheerful Sci-
ence of Dismal Politics,” in Theodore Roszak, ed., The
Dissenting Academy (New York: Pantheon Books-
Random House, 1968), pp. 208-230.
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7. Empirical knowledge. Here indeed the
study of politics turns into political science,
that is, into knowledge that can be tested, veri-
fied, and shared among different investigators,
regardless of their personalities and prefer-
ences. Man is a part of nature, and hence much
about his behavior can be known, much as facts
about other parts of nature can be known.*
Insofar as such knowledge is available about
political behavior, it can tell us about the possi-
ble attainment of political goals: which goals
are attainable, under what conditions, within
what time, and at what price.

Beyond this, such “objective” knowledge—
objective in the sense that it is verifiable and
shareable—can tell us about the compatibility
or incompatibility of goals under particular
conditions, for man in politics usually does not
live by one goal alone; and it can tell us about
the expectable consistency of the results of ac-
tions. It can tell us, therefore, about the viabil-
ity of goal configurations, and hence of entire
systems of politics and governments. Accord-
ingly, such factual knowledge can tell us about
the probable feedback effects from means upon
ends, and from political actions upon their ac-
tors. This last is a knowledge that political zeal-
ots have too often slighted when it applied to
themselves and to their own organizations and
regimes.

Insofar as it is obtainable, this kind of scien-
tific knowledge is “objective” in the sense of be-
ing verifiable and shareable—but it is not “free
from values” in Max Weber’s sense of the
terms. Values enter into the selection of our
topics of inquiry, of our strategies of research,
of our interpretation and evaluation of the im-
plications of our findings, and into our choice of
actions by which we respond to them. It
follows that holding of particular values can in-
crease or decrease the probability of our dis-
covering some particular items or kinds of
knowledge, and of accepting as real their impli-
cations. Similarly, our membership in social or
cultural groups which encourage the holding of
such values can change these probabilities of
our discovering, and acting on, such kinds of
knowledge. Here, too, however, we are dealing
with probability, not with determinism. Often,
when we speak of the power of “ideology”—
usually in referring to the views of other people
—we overestimate the biasing power of social

# Cf. Immanuel Kant, “Idee zu einer allgemeinen
Geschichte in weltbiirgerlicher Absicht,” Berlinische
Monatsschrift, 1784, pp. 385-411, reprinted in Kant,
Was Ist Aufklirung? Aufsitz zur Geschichte und Phi-
losophie (Géottingen: Vandenhook Ruprecht, 1967) pp.
40-54.
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situations, and underestimate the self-correcting
capabilities of the ensemble of operational
methods of verification which are available to us.

8. Pragmatic skills. Already an ancient
Greek philospher, Heraclitus, distinguished be-
tween “knowing what” and “knowing how.”3
Skill, “know-how,” or what we call “practical
politics,” all these are techniques for mastering
reality, or at least for coping with it. They are
techniques that can be discovered, learned, de-
scribed, transmitted. Their test is whether they
work. If they do, they may work just as well
without being understood, or even better, at
least for a time. Often they are taught less well
by description than by experience, training and
example; and success in their performance may
depend less on the equality of step-by-step rea-
soning and more on the inequality of aptitude.

There is a seemingly ineradicable element of
skill and talznt in all political activity, and no
serious political theory can afford to deny it.
Yet what may not be rationally understood by
participants may still be understood, at least in
part, by observers; and political theory must try
to contribute also to our better understanding
of the role and the limits of skill, style, timing,
and charisma in the political process, and in the
success or failure of our own actions.

9. Wisdom. As suggested earlier, wisdom is
second-order knowledge. It is knowledge about
knowledge, a skill about skills, an evaluation of
values. It tells us what knowledge to seek, what
skills to learn, what values to strive for. In this
sense, explicit or implicit wisdom precedes our
first theories, for it tells us what to theorize
about. But it also follows our theories, by telling
us something about the actions which we should
take on them.

Generally, wisdom deals with our selection
of goals and of priorities among them. It thus
deals with changes in our goal configurations—
our ways of feeling, thought and life. In the last
analysis, it deals with the selection of larger en-
compassing contexts for our feelings, thoughts
and actions. Out of the ensemble of possible al-
ternative contexts of memories and values,
which particular context are we to select or
construct for the design and interpretation of
any particular scientific operation? What con-
text are we to select or construct for the posing
of any ethical, intellectual or artistic question,
and for our search for an answer to it? What
context are we to choose for any political ac-
tion—for conceiving it, planning it, carrying it
through, and evaluating its results?

* Heraclitus called the latter type of knowledge
“fronesis”’: Werner Jaeger, Paideia I, pp. 180, 184.
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Context is the basis of all meaning; without
context, all such activities would appear mean-
ingless. Surely, we are never wholly free in
choosing the contexts in which we think and
act. But being human, we are never wholly de-
termined from outside, nor wholly ruled by our
own past. We always have some room for
choice; and our fate depends on how we use it.
But most of our decisions about thought or ac-
tions will depend upon the larger context we
have chosen, wittingly or unwittingly, from
which to draw their meaning for us.

If our choice of context can be perilous in its
consequences, it is no less imperilled at its
source. For we cannot verify the wisdom by
which we choose our context and basis for all
meaning. Any operation of verification would
presuppose another context which itself cannot
be verified as a whole but only corroborated in
part within its own framework. At best it can
be shown to contain probably more truth than,
or at least as much truth as, any other context
of which we can here and now conceive. This is
the peril of all times of great change in politics,
society or culture. We can verify the fact—
when it has become a fact—that our old wis-
dom and our old context have broken down,
that they fail to cope with the new problems;
but we cannot completely verify our new con-
texts. We must seek new wisdom at our own
risk.

There is one set of tentative considerations
that can help us at least somewhat in this risky
task. Whatever wisdom we have or adopt at a
particular time will not merely guide our selec-
tion of theories, but it must also be open to at
least partial correction by these theories and by
the evidence from reality which our verification
procedures may produce. Any wisdom not
open to reality correction in this sense would
degenerate into mere ideology. In this sense,
wisdom is the steering section of science; and it
is itself a link in a dynamic cycle which includes
the selective creation of theories and the selec-
tive search for verification in reality, leading to
a modification or transformation of wisdom at
the next stage. Such feedback cycles may form
an ever-narrowing sequence toward decline,
stagnation and sterility, or they may lead to a
widening sequence of deeper insights, more
fruitful theories, greater amounts of verified
knowledge, and growing cognitive and evalua-
tive capabilities. In which of these two direc-
tions a proposed version of wisdom will take us
cannot be decided in advance with any cer-
tainty. Only later may we be able to say more
definitely of the results of our risky choices that
we have come to know them by their fruits.
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III. Theory as an Integrative Process

We have surveyed nine aspects of political
theory. But we can also look upon them from
another viewpoint. We can recognize them as
so many stages in a single production cycle of
political knowledge and political action. If any
one of these stages is neglected, the entire cycle
will suffer and may stop—or someone some-
where will have to make an effort to repair the
damage. Memories, insights, organized sym-
bols, self-criticism, heuristic search, consciously
held values, verifiable knowledge, practised
skills, risk-laden wisdom—all these are essential
to political theory and vital to action. Political
thought and action have cycled through these
stages in the past and will continue to do so in
the future. Owing to the diversity of gifts and
the division of labor, some of us will concen-
trate our efforts on some particular stage, but
all stages in the process are necessary; none can
be omitted if it is to go on. In this common task
of keeping political theory alive—of helping
men to understand and control their fate as
much as possible—all of us, political scientists
and political humanists, have need of each
other.

Seen from this viewpoint, political theory as
a whole is an integrative and partly integrated
process. We must become more conscious of its
unity and make it stronger, without confusing
the unity of theory as an intellectual effort with
the presence or absence of unity in the political
systems which we analyse.

Already now, to be sure, particular political
theories may serve as instruments of integration
in the political systems in which they hold
sway. Under suitable conditions, a political the-
ory may reduce cognitive dissonance, or it may
shift it from the center of political attention to
its margins. Such a theory may also reduce cog-
nitive or evaluative conflicts within the person-
ality of individuals, or conflicts between indi-
vidual and group, or among groups within the
state. In this manner, political theory may pro-
mote personal singlemindedness and peace of
mind, group solidarity, and/or national morale.

If it does these things, then individuals,
group leaders, and national governments may
prize it highly, even if the particular theory
should have degenerated into an ideology, that
is, if it should have become substantially inac-
cessible to reality control. If political theory be-
gan as an instrument to apprehend reality, now,
turned into an ideology, it becomes an instru-
ment to exclude it from the awareness of its ad-
herents. For a time, both elites and mass believ-
ers may enjoy such an intellectual and emo-
tional shelter from unpleasant facts, but even-
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tually the bill for collective self-deception must
be paid.1s

But a theory also can have the opposite
effects. It may reveal imbalances or contradic-
tions, disproportionate rates of change. It may
highlight elements or aspects of reality that are
in conflict with others, and previously were ig-
nored. It may show us an important new context.
It may increase our cognitive dissonances or the
clash among our values. In practice, it may
upset past habits of trust, agreement, coopera-
tion or obedience. It may not bring peace but a
sword. Yet it may be an important theory. It
may coatain important elements of truth and
Wwe may ignore it at our peril.

All this seems true for theory in any field of
knowledge. But what of the special problems of
a theory of politics?

IV. The Central Task of Politics

Politics is the steering sector of society. It
deals with the organized effort of society to
change the probability of outcomes. In this
sense, politics is always the study of power, but
it is particularly the study of the power of any
society over its own fate.1?

Similarly, perhaps, theories of modernization
should focus more realistically on the probabil-
ity of major disproportions and imbalances in-
herent in the process.!8

Only secondarily does politics deal with the
steering performance and the power of subsys-
tems on the society—that is, of individuals and
groups, including interest groups, nationalities
and classes—relative to their own particular
fate and relative to one another. The study of
“who gets what, when, how” is indeed a large
and crucial fact of the study of politics, but it is

¢ See the references in note 6, above. For a proposed
concept of “extreme” ideology as one closed to reality
correction, see K. W. Deutsch, Politics and Govern-
ment: How People Decide Their Fate (Boston: Hough-
ton Mifflin, 1970), pp. 9-10.

*For a sociological approach compatible with this
view, see Amitai Etzioni, The Active Society: A Theory
of Societal and Political Processes (New York: Mac-
millan, 1968).

* Cf. Albert O. Hirschman, The Strategy of Economic
Development (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1958); and A. O. Hirschman and Charles E. Lindblom,
“Economic Development, Research and Development,
Policy Making: Some Converging Views,” Behavioral
Science, 7:2, April 1962, pp- 211-222; cf. also Etzioni,
op cit, p. 110. See also Helio Jaguaribe, Economic and
Political Development: A Theoretical Approach and a
Brazilian Case Study, (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1968); Barrington Moore, Jr., Origins
of Dictatorship and Democracy: Lord and Peasant in
the Making of the Modern World (Boston: Beacon
Press, 1966); and, for a different approach, Samuel P.
Huntington, Political Order in Changing Societies
(New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1968).
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not in itself the part that points toward the fu-
ture. For this future, political science deals in-
escapably with the collective self-control of hu-
man beings—their joint power over their own
fate.1®

Just as information is measured relative to
what is already known to the receiving system,
so power is measured relative to what is already
likely to happen otherwise.2®

Similarly, steering performance can only be
appraised—Iet alone measured—against the
probable course of events in its absence, that is,
against the alternative of the political system’s
mere drifting with its larger social and ecologi-
cal environment. The performance of politics
consists essentially in the difference it makes to
the “non-political” sectors of society. How
could we judge the steering performance of a
helmsman, or a ship, without knowing some-
thing about the storms, currents, waves and
sandbanks among which they have to seek their
course? And how could we judge the perfor-
mance of any statesman or government in our
time without knowing something of the vast
changes in population, economic life, cultural
and social practices through which all contem-
porary societies are passing?

To answer such questions, we need a broad
array of facts. Many of these data must come
from other social sciences, such as economics,
demography, sociology, psychology, and psy-
chiatry. Regardless of their disciplinary origin,
such data are becoming crucial for political
analysis. Basic data about the major develop-
mental trends of the entire society—social, eco-
nomic, cultural and ecological, and the proba-
bility distribution of further developments
made likely by their interplay—thus themselves
have become an indispensable part of political
research and theory. Today studies of such data
are not a marginal extension of political analy-
sis; they are becoming inseparable from its core
and essence.?!

** See Harold D. Lasswell, Politics: Who Gets What,
When, How (Cleveland: Meridian Books, 1958); and
David Easton, The Political System: An Inquiry Into
the State of Political Science, (New York: Alfred A.
Knopf, 1953).

*See Robert A. Dahl “The Concept of Power”,
Behavioral Science, 2 (July 1957), 201-215; cf. also
Dahl’s Modern Political Analysis, (2nd ed.; Englewood
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1970).

* For examples of such data, see Bruce M. Russett,
Hayword R. Alker, Jr., Karl W. Deutsch and Harold
D. Lasswell, World Handbook of Political and Social
Indicators (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1964);
Charles L. Taylor (ed.), Aggregate Data Analysis:
Political and Social Indicators in Cross-National Re-
search (Paris and The Hague: Mouton, 1968); Mi-
chael Hudson and Charles Taylor, Second World
Handbook of Political and Social Indicators (New
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What differences do we find among societies
and nations, among regions and classes, groups
and individuals—and how much or little is pol-
itics contributing to their perpetuation or their
change? What are some of the missed opportu-
nities, or the outright failures, in the current
steering performance of political systems—
West, East, North and South? How much could
the political steering systems contribute to hu-
man betterment, within each context of tempo-
rarily given conditions, if large numbers of peo-
ple would change their behavior? How likely or
unlikely would such changes be and what can
be done to change these probabilities?

So conceived, our political and social inven-
tories and indicators, our data programs and at-
titude surveys need not be the mere piling up of
sterile information, nor need they be monu-
ments of worship of whatever facts and prac-
tices exist. They can help us discover the dy-
namics of social and political reality, so that we
can develop from them a dynamics of possible
political and social change toward human self-
determination.

V. The Growth of Theory:
Can It Be Recognized?

How can we know whether we are making
any progress toward this goal? How do we
know whether political theory really grows over
the years and decades, or whether it just
changes much as the fashions in women’s
dresses change? Will it be amusing to wear radi-
cal pessimism this season, and skeptical con-
servatism next year, and perhaps once again
modified consensus the year after that?

There is only one way to know whether our
knowledge in fact has grown. No matter how
different our theories may look on the surface,
by how much has their truth content increased?
How many new existential statements do they
imply, in addition to the old ones included in
their predecessors? How many new facts, rela-
tions and possibilities have we discovered, how
many earlier conjectures confirmed or even
modified, or else refuted? What new predictions
can we make and test, what new political, so-

Haven: Yale University Press, pub. sched. 1971);
J. David Singer, The Wages of War (New York:
Wiley, pub. sched. 1971): J. D. Singer (ed.), Quanti-
tative International Politics: Insight and Evidence
(New York: Free Press-Macmillan, 1968); and Be-
yond Conjecture: Data-Based Research in Political
Science (with Susan Jones), (Chicago: Peacock Pub-
lishing Co., pub. sched. 1971); Raymond Bauer (ed.),
Social Indicators (Cambridge: M.LT. Press, 1966).
For a careful and comprehensive discussion, see
Richard L. Merritt, Systematic Approaches to Com-
parative Politics (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1970).
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cial or legal actions, what new laws or institu-
tions, now seem possible and perhaps worth
trying?

In a broader sense, we can test the growth of
political theory in regard to each of the nine
aspects or stages of the production cycle of the-
ory, which we surveyed earlier. Has there been
growth in relevant facts and data to be stored
and ordered for recall? Has there been a gain
in new insights, in greater awareness of the
need to act, in greater sensitivity to the real,
practical needs of men and women? Have we
found more powerful or efficient ways for orga-
nizing our knowledge? Have we sharpened and
deepened our critical reflection, and applied it
more effectively also to our own thoughts and
practices? Has our thinking become more fruit-
ful, more conducive to the making of new dis-
coveries and to their testing and development?
Are we developing a clearer awareness of val-
ues, value orientations and value configurations
—aboth in the political processes and systems
we observe and in our own thoughts and ac-
tions? How much actual, dependable, tested
knowledge have we gained—knowledge that
could be called scientific and shared among sci-
entists? What skills have we discovered, under-
stood, learned and made available for applica-
tion to research or political practice? And
finally, what wisdom, if any, have we gained?

No single theorist, nor any single group of
scholars, is likely to make contributions in all
these ways. This is why we need each other’s
help, if political theory is to develop strongly
enough and fast enough to match the needs of
our time. But even collectively, as a profession,
what real progress, if any, have we made in the
last few years?

Let us look again at the nine aspects of the-
ory which we listed earlicr. Five of these, we
recall, related primarily to cognition and only
indirectly to action. The remaining four related
more directly to the political actions that men
take, or the steps that could be taken if we will
them. What has been gained in recent years in
relation to each of these aspects, and what
promising developments are under way?

VI. The Evidence of Recent Years

As regards the first aspect of political theory,
its basis of experiences, memories and data
with which it has to deal, we find very rapid
growth. The universe of politics has grown, to
over 140 nation-states, and within each of these
states, the public and political sectors of life
have grown. In 1959, the expenditures of the
public sector—national, state or provincial, and
municipal governments, plus social security and
public enterprises—accounted for a median
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share of about 34 percent in the 28 countries
for which data were available.?? There is some
reason to think that in many countries, this
public sector has grown still further during the
1960s.

Not only the quantity but also the diversity
of political experience has grown. By 1970,
there were 14 Communist countries in the
world, ruled by party regimes committed to at
least four distinct varieties of communist ideol-
ogy—the Soviet Russian, Chinese, Yugoslav
and Cuban types, with a fifth type, the Czech-
oslovak, being forcibly subordinated to the
Russian version in 1968, and with Rumanian,
Albanian, Polish and North Vietnamese vari-
eties still preserving some degree of distinctive-
ness. The variety of private enterprise systems
also grew, or at the very least persisted, ranging
from oligarchies and laissez-faire economies in
parts of Latin America to the welfare states
and mixed economies of Scandinavia and other
parts of Western Europe. Under these condi-
tions, social and economic systems are no
longer simple givens, to be treated as a “non-
political” background of politics. The social or-
der itself has become a variable for political re-
search, much as it has become an object of po-
litical contention in the practice of many coun-
tries. We now can compare the working of po-
litical institutions and the political behavior of
people under different social systems, as well as
against the contrasting backgrounds of rich and
poor countries, and of Western and non-West-
ern culture.?® Together, these contrasts and
possible comparisons offer us a range of possi-
ble political experience far beyond anything
that Aristotle, Machiavelli, Montesquieu,
Rousseau or Pareto could have included in
their theories.

Simultaneous with this expansion of our uni-
verse of political experiences, there has been a
vast expansion of the political memories and
data available to political scientists; and this
growth of data is continuing. Such data include
mass opinion surveys; elite biographies and in-
terviews; voting statistics at national and local

nSee Bruce M. Russett, Hayward R. Alker, Jr.,
Karl W. Deutsch and Harold D. Lasswell, World
Handbook of Political and Social Indicators, p. 63.

2 Gee Frederick J. Fleron, Jr., (ed.), Communist
Studies and the Social Sciences: Essays on Method-
ology and Empirical Theory (Chicago: Rand McNally,
1970); Richard L. Merritt and Stein Rokkan (eds.),
Comparing Nations: The Use of Quantitative Data in
Cross-National Research (New Haven; Yale University
Press, 1966); and Mattei Dogan and Stein Rokkan
(eds.), Quantitative Ecological Analysis in the Social
Sciences (Cambridge: M.LT. Press, 1969), for discus-
sions of intra-national as well as international com-
parisons.
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levels; legislative rollcall votes; aggregative sta-
tistics of political, social and economic indica-
tors; data from content analysis; data about
wars and other historical events; data from
other social sciences; and mathematical and
statistical routines, ratios, and other secondary
data.2¢ In 1966-67, the present author esti-
mated that for the field of political science
alone, the stock of such relevant data may have
totalled in 1965 about 16 million punched card
equivalents, with annual additions coming in at
the rate of more than 2.5 million card equiva-
lents per year. By 1975, it was then estimated,
the stock of political science data would have
grown to more than 30 million card equiva-
lents, and the annual additions to more than 5
million card equivalents.?* Today, in 1970, it
appears that these estimates were, if anything,
too low.

We may consider this vast enlargement of
the information base of political science as “‘a
nightmare,” and we may reject the systematic
analysis of large amounts of such data simply as
irrelevant for the understanding of politics, as
some distinguished senior political scientists of a
tradition-oriented historical and literary cast of
mind have suggested.2¢ But what would have
become of medicine if physicians had refused
to consider the statistics of epidemics and the
evidence of millions of case histories? What
would have become of chemistry if chemists
had become afraid of the large number of com-
pounds, what of biology if biologists had feared
the large number of data about different mole-
cules and cells, what of astronomy if astrono-
mers had become frightened of the multitude
of stars?

There is no reason for political scientists to
become fearful of the large amounts of evi-
dence of how people act in politics. Modern
methods of information storage and retrieval,
and of electronic computation, make it possible
to deal with large amounts of data—if we
know what we want to do with them, and
therefore, if we have an adequate political the-

21 See the literature cited in note 20.

2 Karl W. Deutsch, “The Impact of Complex Data
Bases on the Social Sciences,” in Ralph L. Bisco (ed.),
Data Bases, Computers, and the Social Sciences (New
York: Wiley, 1970), pp. 19-41, esp. p. 30. See also,
Heinz Eulau and James G. March, eds., Political Sci-
ence, (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1969), p. 58.

20 Cf, Frederick L. Schuman, International Politics:
Anarchy and Order in_the World Society (7th ed.;
New York: McGraw-Hill, 1969), p. vii, nl; Hans
Morgenthau, The Annals of the American Academy
of Political and Social Science, (July 1965); For an
opposite approach, see James N. Rosenau, ed.,, Inter-
national Politics and Foreign Policy, revised ed. (New
York: Free Press-Macmillan, 1969), and the collec-
tions edited by J. David Singer (note 20, above).
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ory to help us formulate our questions and to
interpret the answers we obtain.

Computers cannot be used as substitutes for
thought, nor can data replace values. But com-
puters can help us to carry out the analyses
which our thoughts and theories suggest. Data
can help us decide whether the world of facts
at some particular time and place has been
moving in line with our values or against them,
and they can help us estimate the scale of the
effort needed to change the trend of events in
accordance with our desires. In this manner,
the availability of large masses of relevant data,
and of computer methods for their processing,
offers a broader and deeper foundation for po-
litical theory, at the same time that it confronts
theory with larger and more complex tasks.

The changes in the quantitative data base of
political theory have been matched only in part
by changes in awareness and insight. Here, too,
however, the changes have been marked. The
1960s have been the second decade of what
some psychologists might call “sensitivity train-
ing” for the American people. The 1930s were
the first such decade. Then it was the poor
whites, the unemployed and those white mi-
grants in whose lives John Steinbeck saw a rip-
ening harvest of the grapes of wrath.2’

Today it is the black Americans and the Chi-
canos, who now stand out as lie detectors in
our society, together with other poor people,
with many of the young, and with many of the
men and women in that growing sector of
our society which includes our universities, our
scientific and research organizations, our intel-
lectuals, our mass media, and generally our
knowledge-processing industries and occupa-
tions.

It is most often from these varied back-
grounds that people have spoken out in protest
against what they felt was wrong with some or
many of the institutions and processes of our
society. And we have learned from them, as
well as from the seemingly unemotional work
of social scientists and fact-minded researchers.
Thanks to this difficult but very real communi-
cation between the protestors and the scholars,
the poets and the behavioral scientists—a com-
munication which continues within the mind of
almost every one of us—we know now a little
more about some real problems that for too
long used to be overlooked or slighted.

# An example for the potential fruitfulness of this
interplay for the widening of the perceptions of social
scientists is the appearance of two valuable new chap-
ters, on inequality and on problems of the environment,
in the 8th edition of the classic textbook by Paul A.
Samuelson, Economics (New York: McGraw-Hill,
1970).
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By now, we know a little more about the
problems of exclusion and discrimination,
about cultural deprivation, about the growth or
stifling of human pride and motivation for ef-
fort and achievement. We know a little more
about the quality of our schools and our envi-
ronment, about alienation, withdrawals, pro-
tests, and the difficulties of bringing about even
a limited amount of real change. We know
enough to know that all these problems consti-
tute increasingly crucial aspects of the perfor-
mance of governments and of the integration of
political communities.

A good deal of recent work in political sci-
ence has made contributions to this unending
task of pattern recognition. In its form it may
be historical or descriptive, or essayistic, liter-
ary and philosophical. Regardless of form it of-
fers us in its substance the recognition of pat-
terns, new or old, which in the past we have
failed to recognize adequately, and which now
demand our attention. Thus Thomas Schelling
has drawn our attention to the common inter-
ests and the cooperative and coordinating as-
pects implicit in all situations of threat. Philip
Green has identified the “deadly logic” implicit
in so much of the seemingly rational rhetoric
of deterrence policy.28 Herbert Marcuse—with
whom I generally and emphatically disagree—
has reminded us that even tolerance can be re-
pressive if it is joined to a persistent denial of
real attention and to a lack of adequate re-
sponse.?® Seymour Martin Lipset has traced the
elements of authoritarianism in the attitudes
and behavior of working people; Michael Har-
rington has shown how the poor are forced to
pay more, while Robert Lane has highlighted
the fear of equality found in the minds of many
voters who themselves are in many ways disad-
vantaged in our society.%¢

These scholars I have referred to represent a
wide variety of political viewpoints and schol-
arly methods. Yet we can learn one thing from
considering their work. Careful, deep-probing

#Thomas C. Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1960);
Arms and Influence (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1966); Philip Green, Deadly Logic: The Theory
of Nuclear Deterrence (Columbus, Ohio: Ohio State
University Press, 1966).

2 Herbert Marcuse, One Dimensional Man (Boston:
Beacon Press, 1964); Robert Paul Wolff, Herbert Mar-
cuse and Barrington Moore, Jr., A Critique of Pure
Tolerance (Boston: Beacon Press, 1965).

® Seymour Martin Lipset, Political Man (Garden
City: Doubleday, 1960) and Revolution and Counter-
revolution: Change and Persistence in Social Structures
(New York: Basic Books, 1968); Michael Harrington,
The Other America: Poverty in the United States
(Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1963); Robert E. Lane,



