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Preface

Perhaps the sentiments contained in the following pages are already fashionable in our time,
but it is the arguments within that seek to procure the more general favor. The habit of not
thinking a thing is wrong, may give it the superficial appearance of being right. What will be
criticized in the following pages has been defended by some, but tumult cannot last forever;
against it stands time along with reason; conversion is the inevitable character of time.

As violent abuse of power generally results in calling the right to power into question, and as
the authoritarian and totalitarian (antidemocrat)- rulers and regimes have undertaken in their
own rights, to support their own authorities, parliaments or Majleses, legal apparatuses, and
their own concept of laws, and as the good people of this world are grievously oppressed by
the combination of these, the people have an undoubted right to inquire into the pretensions of
all part of these regimes, and equally to reject the usurpations of them and their offices.

In the following pages, I tediously avoided distractions to the aim of examining the matter of -
normative - legitimacy of power and the instruments of power. The work is strongly committed
to the importance of finding a successful way to distinguish the characteristics of the political.
Compliments as well as censure, and any prejudice to any part of the process in which power
is born, thrives, and dies, makes no part thereof. The purpose is to see a linear political-
historical path where — theoretically - power is redefined and reborn and where — pragmatically
- power uses different instruments to justify and legitimize itself in different social-political
grounds, e.g. in the ancient Athenian city-state, in the medieval Islamic age, and in the modern
constitutional democracy i.e. republic. Hence, the present work inaugurates a research program
in which I exemplified and investigated the transformation of power that has taken centuries
and is still evolving.

The genesis of this work is indebted to the idea of a better life with better politics, and it is
bestowed on humanity, not by abolishing cushion, but by encouraging motility. This work is
mothered by pedagogical necessity and it emphasizes the study of power and rights. The wise
and the worthy need not the triumph of this work; and those whose sentiments are injudicious
or unfriendly. The limitations are unlimitedly various. Some readers may detect differences in
the pace and tonicity of the exposition, but I gladly share my enthusiasm with others. Some
may find the following sheets betray a plodding, unaccented quality that loses both the
intonation of author’s personality and the inner tensions appropriate to the magnitude and
dignity of the undertaking. The work, in fact, aims not to sound pedestrian, but to share the
aura of the man, of the author. Thus, I beg for a favor of the reader not to abound the entire
work by the early judgment based on a few particular phrases, for understanding the design of
the work cannot be done completely except by going through the whole of it. Here, the truth
will not appear until we have seen the chain that connects the parts. Moreover, the diverse
terminology that I used conceals no fundamental difference of approach; the persuasion of
values for granted left the details for future discussion.

The origin of this work is raised by too much pains on mankind which have been rained upon
them (and in matters too which might never have been thought of, had not the sufferers been
aggravated into the inquiry,) by the only and simple but important factor of social-political life:



power.

The cause of legitimate power is, in great measure, the cause of all people’s life as political
beings. The more we dive into each part of this work, the more we see the certainty of the
principles on which this work is founded. Many circumstances vital to the argument are neither
local nor historical, but are, in fact, universal, and through which the principles of all lovers of
humankind are affected, and in the event of which, not only their affections but also their reason
are interested. The laying of a regime that desolates with fire and sword, with the oppressive
divine laws, and with the a brutal and despotic concept of legality, is at war with the natural
rights of humankind. As long as usurpation of power and ignorance of the people’s right are
the case, and extirpating the defenders of rights from the face of the earth is the concern of

every person to whom nature has given power, the present study is not a choice but a duty.
The AUTHOR. - Berlin, March 27, 2016.
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Introduction

Political power — Macht -' is so absorbed in our lives that we may think little or nothing at all
about it; nevertheless, it is the most important element in our society, of our intellectual inquiry
and to this work. So what do we know about political power? Political power has gone through
a long historical and informative process. Sometimes it has appeared as charismatic figures and
virtuous men, and other times it is in the hands of a united community. While sometimes it is
deified and worshiped, other times is defied and torn from any attention. It is presented in
different forms, in a web of intricate ethical, historical, and juristic interpretations, in scholastic
apologies, in political and psychological explanations, and in the scientific and legal
justifications. Sometimes political power is bound to shrewd principles and a logical spirit,
respecting love and life, and other times it is attached to the great Leviathan, cunningly
upholding the arrogance of authority. Indeed, political power is Janus-Faced.

The amount of books and masses of answers, as well as the transformations in the concept
of power, seem infinite. I write now in the same city that the wall of power broke down into
pieces several times, the city in which Hitler and Churchill marched; the city once had the
army, and once the army had the city; the capital city of the fight between the West and the
East, between democrats and anti-democrats: Berlin. Though, I have been thinking about the
ideas in this work at least since I was an undergraduate student and I have been long fascinated
by the politics, power, and rights. I started working on these ideas eight years after the initial
thoughts. In Berlin I began this work on the theory of power and its legitimacy; I feel that we
are in the middle of a new furious struggle for the possession of not only power and symbols,
like in the old times, but for its justification and legitimacy - justification and legitimacy still
constitute its two central political issues. Standing in such a critical time and among the works
which have tackled these central issues, it is not my aim to admirably repeat or to stubbornly
refute any of these prior conclusions of the masters of political dialectics. Having acquainted
myself with different worlds and ideologies of power, and acknowledging with respect such
thinkers, I aim to set forth in the following pages what I have found about political power
during my years of reading, observation and experience. I do this with the acknowledgement
that no one can be wholly impartial and detached from unlimited elements in time and place.
The hope, however, is that the following pages will be relatively objective for a democratic
and legitimate environment of the twenty-first century in the Western world, as well as a
provocative idea for others.

I shall not be concerned with the question of whether power, as Plato and Aristotle
elaborated, is the pure, natural knowledge of the few “blue-bloods”, or it is, as Farabi implied,
a divine secret knowledge of prophet and priests; nor shall I address whether power, as some
have inferred from Machiavelli, is essentially immoral, or if it must have a pure moral basis,
as declared by Rousseau, or whether power is the irresistible and al-mighty Leviathan, as

' The German equivalent for power.



Thomas Hobbes, John Austin and Carl Schmitt constructed or finally, whether the state should
do much, very little, or nothing at all.

My purpose is to elaborate a theory of political power and right to set forth what elements
and instruments political power has which make it justified or legitimate. To do so, it is
necessary to appeal to certain standards of justification that transcend from a social situated
form of empowerment and narrative. The discussion will include perhaps more realism than is
usual than with those who relentlessly but shallowly seek to attack or defend some form or
phase of a specific government, political action, or decision. I shall try to show how power was
regarded historically and how it has been born again and again - the morbidity and mortality
of it, as well as the plurality of competing royalties, the credenda, the miranda and the agenda
of authority. I will also look at some of the instruments that help power survive, and some other
instruments that can cause it crippling afflictions. I shall show why power cannot obtain
immunity, how it declines and overthrows authority - the emerging trend of power in our time.

Given the enormous volumes that have been written on the nature of political power, one
may well ask, “what is left unsaid?” The answer is the time in accordance with the nature of
state; that the nature of power must be reconsidered from time to time in light of trends in social
organization and how the human intellect relates to it. The great masses of new material
produced in the fields of Economics, Anthropology, History, Politics, Jurisprudence and
Sociology, written in the recent years, demonstrates not only the quantity but also the quality
by which those who are concerned with political authority have been challenged. Furthermore,
institutional and social changes of great meaning are also occurring under the influence of a
long list of trends. The family, religion, school, Economics, and Psychology are undergoing
profound modification, and are thus affecting the basis of political power. The manifestation
of the will of society, in a collective sense, is what compels reconsideration of earlier
conclusions reached in light of less adequate data on the role and nature of power.

Here, it may be asked, “what is ‘political power’, or more accurately, what is ‘legitimate
political power’?”” From the outset, is the concept so broad and vague that there is no definite
observation or conclusion that emerges from the most urgent, persistence and acute inquiry?”

Where a general definition of political power would be profitable for its role in the
established state, the instruments of political power in the domain of social relations, as well
as the potentiality of its manipulation can also be questioned.

Indeed, political power is Janus-Faced. Political power is both magnetic and repercussive,
restrictive and liberating. The fortune or misery of power is in organized command and control.
We may not be able to fully define or escape this power, and the common sense manifestation
of it is on every hand. Political Power does not lie in guns, ships, stone walls and nuclear
bombs. In fact, political power lies in the definite common patter of impulse and logics.
Political power is both dominating and empowering capacity which implies its own critique. If
soldiers choose not to fight or the people connive at the disobedience of laws, or if those in
office make outlaw laws even a virtue, then the authority is impotent and doomed to vanish.
Power is a complex social pattern, lurking somewhere behind its material defences, both in
habit and consciousness, woven deeply in the nature and lives of men. To rationalize this

* Merriam, History of the Theory of Sovereignty since Rousseau, (New York: Columbia University Press, 1900).



mystery of command, corporation, coordination and legality, many of the world’s sharpest
minds have devoted their intelligence.

How often have the noises and screeches over the definition of power caused us to forget
the essence of authority in the battle for its competing justification and its welcoming
manifestation of legitimacy? How and which Justification and legitimacy of political power
are closely affiliated to the social interests, historical evolutions, and rational evaluations? How
often do we think about distinguishing political power from the concepts of justification and
its instruments in social situations? How often do we think about the instruments used by the
authority exercised by the kings, the churches, the chambers of commerce and, the unions?
What is the difference between the ecclesiastical justification of power and political
justifications of power?

The truth is that, although this confusion challenges us, it also helps us to create a sharp
and clean definition of power, an assessment of the instruments of power that would overcome
the shade-overs, and it helps us to better understand the justification and legitimacy of different
forms of authorities. Divine law, natural law, governmental principles, the miranda and
credenda of power, and legal principles, all have their unique characteristic which forms
different instruments of power. Yet, a clearer definition would only highlight the similarity and
differences between them. Their parallelism and the interchangeability of their functions will
show us how power transforms in itself, and how it thrives for justification. Indeed, if this were
not so, the world would be far simpler, yet more difficult to govern.

To carry out the duty that I named and to know how are we to distinguish between
normatively benign or beneficial and normatively problematic and objectionable relations of
the concepts of power, whether they are relations of power-over, power-to, or power-with; we
have to investigate on the legitimate political power. So the structure of the work comes as
follow. The part one of chapter one of the present work introduces the core theories which will
be assessed through the work. Hence, the distinguishing piece of this inquiry is chapter three.
In chapters one and three, I investigate on the concept of right and the concept of power, as the
two interrelated elements to form different levels of justification and legitimacy and, more
importantly, as the indicator of political obligations. For, an authority that declines to respect
the right of people has a deficit of “sovereignty”. But this does not mean that there do not exist
marks of distinction between the political power and political rights. In fact, if it were not so,
the inquiry into justification and legitimacy of power would be far more difficult or even
impossible. The two integrated concepts of political power, power and rights, are usually
observable in the nature of regimes, in the practice of power, and in the consciousness of the
common will, as it is cumulatively effective as a characteristic of power marks. For, a
legitimate sovereign that respects the rights of people, obligates people to obey the law. These
two concepts of power and rights are more readily interchangeable than is often assumed.

In chapter one and three, I will argue that the justification and legitimacy of political power
also have a generality of purpose which is the sovereignty. A sovereign state that forms a
defense against internal and external forces may not fall to any other. States use political
agencies to do this job, along with the preservation of some form of external order and practical
justice by which the general notion of “state and society” is set. This general framework may
vary from one society to another, from one justified power to another, but the special
significance of sovereignty, as the closest element to political power is less subject to change.



Whether the origin of power is confounded with power or not, is the question at the core
of this inquiry — this is the question of the relationship between political power and political
rights. The critique of the work is clear: what are the elements that reveal the concepts of power:
power as a practice of domination and as a practice of emancipation. Generally, state and
society are both the same and are not the same. They are the same in terms of the legitimate
power structure, since power resides in the political rights of the people and since the concept
of order, justice, leadership, responsibility, trusteeship, cooperation, coordination, and of
legality are rooted deeply in the inner lives of individuals and associations of individuals, in
the society which thrives only with its political consciousness. Yet, state and society are not
the same since society is produced by our wants, and state by our wickedness; the former
promotes our happiness positively by uniting our affections, and the latter does so negatively,
by restraining our vices. The one encourages discourse, and the other creates distinctions.
While the first is a libertarian patron, the last an authority and a punisher. However, as I argued
the instrument of power in chapter two, the fact that true legitimate political power resides in
both society and the elected government is a blessing, and is essential to the fullest and richest
development of the individual life and the inquiry of the modern political soul. Whether it is
the competing interests of individuals in the society or competing elements between different
social forms and institutions, the significance of a central integrating concepts of power and
rights become more apparent. The possibilities of a regulator between good or evil, of justified
or unjustified, and of legitimate or illegitimate also take on a deeper meaning.

Thus, political power differs not only based on the general terms of its justification and
legitimacy, but also by its regulation of conducts, and by the instruments of power which all of
them together comprise a polygon of political power.

The structure of this work

This work, as a general study on the legitimacy of power, in general, is divided to three chapter
and chronological number of parts. The division of chapters indicates the main or general idea
in each chapter. Chapter one is about power, chapter two is about instruments of power, and
chapter three is final remarks, which serves as a chapter to present and address some critiques.
Chapter three also is the conclusion of this work on the concepts of power and rights.

To give more details and to point out some hall marks of each chapter: in the chapter one
of this work, I investigate on the concepts of power and rights. I move on to indicate the general
characteristic of authoritarian and totalitarian regimes, both in the ancient classic material and
in the modern political arena. This chapter is dedicated to the study of dictatorship and the
concept of monopoly of force. In chapter two, where I study the instrument of power, I focus
on admiration, belief and legality. Indeed, authorities utilize many instruments, but the present
studies are restricted to investigate the instruments which are related to the concept of
justification and legitimacy. Thus, in chapter two, two important instruments of power,
admiration and belief, or the miranda and credenda of power are assessed. The other important
instrument of power, i.e. the prevailing instrument of modern powers, is the concept of legality.
So I investigate to find the legitimacy of legal systems.

It is a modern competing element of justification of political powers by which one survives
while the other one dies. There is in “legality” a symbolic value and norm of high importance
which can help the justification of an authority or destroy the notion of social relations. Today,



it is assumed that to be legal for a state’s power is to bear a proud banner that rallies to its
support in a great number of almost all modern communities. On the contrary, to be “illegal”
for a state’s power is to deter any kind of support. This is why powers assume that legality is
always merged with the crown of victory. To be more specific on the relation between the
legality and justification/legitimacy, the legal system of the Weimar Republic of Germany, and
the debates between the legal theorists of this period of time, are taken as an example.

It is in chapter three that I conclude the discussion of power, rights, and legality. It is a brief
conclusion that summarizes the arguments, critique and findings of the previous chapters and
addresses whether the presence of the concept of power in a political system renders these
regimes “more legitimate.”

Some words with the readers of this work

Although growing at a fast pace, contemporary scholarship on power has so far generated only
a fragmented understanding of authoritarian/totalitarian, or in contrary, legitimate regimes. In
most cases, as it is common in political science, the power of regimes is examined individually,
in isolation. In turn, we lack a unified theoretical framework that would help us to identify key
elements in legitimacy of power. This work attempts to fill that void.

The aim of this work is to contribute to the modern political theory, to evaluate the
legitimacy of a regime and its instruments of power according to the theory of the ‘integrated
concept of power and rights’ and “political consciousness’ and to see how power is legitimized
or has deficit legitimacy. In brief, the central claim of this book is this: key features of the
legitimacy of a regime — including its appearance, its institutions, its policies, and its legal
system - as well as the survival of leaders and regimes — are shaped by the balance of the twin
concepts of power and rights in a political spectrum. In the chapters that follow, I develop
theoretical arguments that elaborate on and qualify this claim, and I present empirical examples
that supports it.

Moreover, the argument in these pages does not profess a brand new synthesis of power
woven from the standard facts and reflections of our time. Such a task may be reserved for
another occasion. Here, I wish to touch on the neglected characteristics and concepts of
political power that clearly emerge in the evaluation process of its instruments and their effects.
I also do not intend to alter existing terms or to add glittering vocabulary. I trust that none of
the followers of the heavenly-sent figures, Plato, Aristotle, Farabi, Rawls, Machiavelli, Locke,
Bodin, Hobbes, Merriam, and Steinberger, who may cast their eyes upon the following lines
will consider the use of my own poor patois as evidence of intentional disrespect or of stubborn
ignorance to any other student of power, government or society. The critiques which are
presented are not the fundamental heresy of traditional interpretations, but add new emphasis
on a age-old problem in politics.

To those who merely care about finalities, the following lines and the work in general, will
be nothing but loose and momentary. But to those who deal with stability along with the
revolution of knowledge, to those who are generally looking for the increment of truth along
with facts and experience, this work may have value as a hypothesis if not as a conclusion.

In any case, it is evident that in the new world towards which we are madly rushing, nothing
is more important to our social and political lives than understanding political power, its



instruments, and its nature. Furthermore, no task is more urgent than the mastery of concepts
that bring light or darkness, heaven or hell, to individuals, civilization and to all of us.



Chapter One: Dissolution of Power and Rights: Authoritarian and Totalitarian
Regimes



Part One: Legitimate Political Power
Essentially Integrated Concept and Theory of Political Consciousness



OF THE TERRIBLE DOUBT OF APPEARANCES

Of the terrible doubt of appearances,
Of the uncertainty after all, that we may be deluded,
That may-be reliance and hope are but speculations after all,
That may-be identity beyond the grave is a beautiful fable only,
May-be the things I perceive, the animals, plants, men, hills, shining
and flowing waters,
The skies of day and night, colors, densities, forms, may-be these are (as
doubtless they are) only apparitions, and the real something has yet
to be known,
(How often they dart out of themselves as if to confound me and mock me!
How often I think neither I know, nor any man knows, aught of them,)
May-be seeming to me what they are (as doubtless they indeed but
seem) as from my present point of view, and might prove (as of
course they would) nought of what they appear, or nought anyhow,
from entirely changed points of view;
To me these and the like of these are curiously answer’d by my lovers,
my dear friends,
When he whom I love travels with me or sits a long while holding me
by the hand,
When the subtle air, the impalpable, the sense that words and reason
hold not, surround us and pervade us,
Then I am charged with untold and untellable wisdom, I am silent, I
require nothing further,
I cannot answer the question of appearances or that of identity beyond
the grave,
But I walk or sit indifferent, I am satisfied,
He ahold of my hand has completely satisfied me.

- Walt Whitman, Leaves of Grass, 1860.



1. Conceptualization: Essentially Integrated vs. Essentially Contested Concepts

Political power is all around us, visible and invisible. It is manifested in the everyday social
relations, in peoples’ ideologies and their actions.” When a man seeks power, power effects the
process; but when a man wields power, power is the man. Based on its ubiquitous presence, it
is assumed that it fits in the category of the taken-for-granted-things. Yet, to comprehend the
concept of political power, one may step beyond the taken-for-granted-things and look into the
process that power constantly evolves.

Of course, the concept of power includes the bias. However, to those scholars who are
familiar with this concept, the source of power, the necessity of its existence, and the power
relations do not intrinsically lay in the category of the taken-for-granted-things. This is an
initial challenge which I present under the title of ‘the essentially contested/integrated concepts
of power’. Hence, we address this challenge and then move on to simplify and explain the
constituent concepts of power.” Here, we have to ask: “what is the first step to understand the
nature of political power?”

In ‘On the Social Evolution of Power To/Over’, Jonathan Hearn begins his article by saying
that “we are much more comfortable critiquing power than we are matter-of-factly describing
it”.” This is true to some extent. However, recently, scholarly disciplines such as Sociology,
Psychology, Philosophy, Economics, and Political Science, in one way or another try to define
power. Both, the critique of Hearn and the endeavor of classic and modern scholars to define
political power are due to the complexity of it. In fact, political power is not only a complex
concept but also it is the core essence of a society. When power evolves, it affects the core
essence of a society.’

So, after addressing the initial challenge, we try here to fully realize this concept by
analyzing it and its instruments and by addressing the social evolution that affected by it.

1.1.  Essentially Contested Concepts of ‘power’
If we look back at the works written on the concept of power, we realize that some scholars
identified power as a single concept. Following such method, they have presented political

* Mills, The Sociological Imagination, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1959).

* It may appear that the theory of power and right is not a novel approach. In this work, yet, it is a fundamental
element of argument which needs to be defined. It also can appear that the concept of power and right miss
different aspects of analysis and are mentioned as equating concepts. This simply not true, as the aim of the work
is to conceptualize a very basis of the concept of political power not a system of thought. Thus, such
conceptualization does not say that others are right or wrong but it is a conceptual tool to make a sense of an
important aspect of social-political life.

’ Hearn, On the social evolution of power to/over, Journal of Political Power, 7:2, 175-191, (2014), p.176.

% See Hearn, On the social evolution of power to/over, Journal of Political Power, 7:2, 175-191, (2014), p.176.

10



power as identified with its exercise,’ domination,® subject dispositions,’ freedom '’ or
empowerment.'' Among these concepts, the most primitive yet prevailing concept of power is
the preserve of the powerful by ‘domination’ or ‘power over’ those with less power or the
powerless.

Despite a long history of discussions, arguments, wars and compromises on the different
notions of political power, theoretically and pragmatically, never these challenges cause a shift
from the single concept of power to the mixed or integrated concepts that can provide us a
sufficient and comprehensive definition of — modern - power and legitimacy. The literature is
replete with the examples of the theories of the single concepts of power that are applied
contradictorily.'> Emphasis on the single concept of political power led to the lack of unanimity
in saying that which definition is adequate, and which of them implies the justification and
legitimacy of power. Based on such differentiated approaches, it has been believed that
‘power’, as the Scottish social theorist Walter Gallie first proposed in 1956, is an “essentially
contested” concept.'

The theories of the ‘singular concept of power’ are the foundation of an initial assessment
of the concepts of power.'* In this sense, they are no less important than the more complex
ones. Yet, such a theory focuses on the theorists rather than the concepts, suggesting that
‘essentially contested concepts’ are carrying the intention of the scholars, not that they in
themselves are essentially definable. They can be defined as the user of the concepts wishes.
For example, when a theologist uses the concept of power, its legitimacy or the concept of
political rights, their view of such concepts entails a clear religious definition of a power
structure. A socialist has a different view of power which emphasizes every aspect of social
life, while a liberal’s definition of power is circumscribed in a scoop which emphasizes a strict
distinction of the public and the private sphere.'” While a theologist may ignore the social
variables, a socialist may ignore the effects of religion in the formation or transition of power.
Such relativity between a theorist and the concepts is actually the consequence of a tension
between the normative evaluation of the concepts and empirical evaluation of the concepts.
This form of conflict causes scholars to imply that there could be no agreement on a singular
concept that can define political power; hence they agree to not agree.'®

Here, the question follows with a very important consequence: ‘does the concept of
political power, just like ‘democracy’ and ‘legitimacy’, carry the evaluative referent or

" Dahl, ‘The Concept of Power,” Behavioral Science, 2, (1957): 201-215.

¥ Lukes, Power: A Radical View, (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005).

? Foucault, “The Subject and Power.” Critical Inquiry, (1982): 8 (4), 777-795; Dean, Governmentality: power and
rule in modern society, (London: Sage, 2010)

' Morriss, ‘Power and Liberalism,” in Clegg and Haugaard, The Sage Handbook of Power, (London: Sage, 2009).
! Arendt, On Violence, [London: Penguin, 1970].

"2 Collier, Hidalgo, and Maciuceanu. "Essentially Contested Concepts: Debates and Applications." Journal of
Political Ideologies 11.3 (2006): 211-46, p.211.

1 Gallie, “Essentially Contested Concepts.” Proceeding of the Aristotelian Society, 13 (4), (1956), 167-198.

' Lukes, Power: A Radical View, (London: Macmillan, 1974); Connolly, The Terms of Political Discourse. (NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1983).

"> Haugaard and Ryan, (ed.) Political Power: The Development of The Field, (Opladen: Barbara Budrich
Publishers, 2012), p.10.

'® Haugaard and Ryan, (ed.) Political Power: The Development of The Field, (Opladen: Barbara Budrich
Publishers, 2012), p.9.
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calculative referent?” Perhaps such a question leads us to analyze in a single scale scientific
approach, or perhaps scholars belonging to each side of academic disciplines, namely
Sociology, Philosophy, or Political science, would declare that a concept of political power
falls squarely within their field. This claim simply debatable.

If political power, as well as democracy, human rights, and legitimacy are merely
evaluative concepts and only fall into the normative evaluation of political sphere, or, if these
concepts are merely calculative and fall into the empirical calculation of political sphere, how
do we practice critique if there is no connection?

Thus, following the evolutionary process of historical consciousness,'’ there must be an
incentive to welcome the interrelationship between the intensive and extensive, and particular
and universal factors to analyze different concepts of political power, as well as legitimacy,
democracy, etc. In this sense, both normative and empirical evaluations are needed for the
assessment of the concept of power.

1.2.  Essentially Integrated Concepts of ‘power’ and ‘rights’
In the pragmatic sphere, the concept of political power is a bit clearer, yet we should be careful
to hold it far from the taken-for-granted-things. Different societies have experienced different
forms of political power as authorities and sovereigns have formed different power structures.
Nevertheless, different concepts of political power are the products of the capacity of the people
in each region and their own unique experience in life through a long historical-political
process.'® Here, an important point to note and central argument of this work is to show that
the main reason for existence of different forms of political power and different power relations
is the interdependency of the concepts of political ‘power’ and political ‘rights’: hence the
‘essentially integrated concepts’ of power and rights. While the essentially integrated concepts
of power and rights emphasizes all concepts of power, the exercise of power and formation of
state is more understandable.

Thus, political power is an integrated concept: it comprises the concept of political ‘power’
- power over - and political ‘rights’."” Only with this approach, we can transcend the notion of
power and have the better understanding of politics, political lives, organizations and political
phenomena.*’

7 See also speech in the City Hall of Reims on 30 March 1960 in Neuen Ziircher Zeitung, 31 March 1960, Nr.90,
p.2. http://www. zeitungsarchiv.nzz.ch [accessed 07 Aug. 2014]; Sternberger, Grund und Abgrund der Macht,
Schriften VII, (Frankfurt am Main: Insel Verlag, 1986), p.163.

' Huntington, The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order. (New York: Simon & Schuster,
1996), p.41.

' We will get back on both concepts later. See also Conte and Burchill, Defining Civil and Political Rights: The
Jurisprudence of the United Nations Human Rights Committee. (Farnham: Ashgate, 2009).; Kelsen, Pure Theory
of Law, (Berkeley, University of California Press, 1967).

%% See also "'Why Power is the Central Concept of the Social Science'. In The SAGE Handbook of Power, Introd.
and ed. Stewart R Clegg, Mark Haugaard, (California: SAGE Publication Ltd., 2009) p.1
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Given our attention to the concept of civil and political rights, we can refer to the different
concept of political power, namely ‘power over’ as domination, ‘power to’ as rights,”' and
‘power of” as the moral significance to those rights. The complexity or complicity of power
and critique is for domination; the freedom and capability of action of the free or resisting
subject/citizens must be understood as power. If it is to become intelligible how the resisting
subject/citizens has the capacity, or the power, to oppose power as domination, then the critique
of domination or ‘power over’ becomes the both descriptive and normative critique to achieve
the specific effects of power.

Surely, possession of rights, the concept of ‘power to’, makes claiming rights possible, yet
the “moral significance” of rights depend on the possibility of claiming them.** This is a new
concept presented in this work which it is called the concept of ‘power of”. It implies the will
and the intuition - of a person or political organization - to act autonomously to claim the rights,
and also being aware of or being conscious of the two other concepts of power: the concept of
‘power over’ and ‘power to’. In other words, to have a valid claim on others for possession of
the political right to power.>> These concepts of power are the crucial and determining factors
for each political order, since they place an agenda through which power is formed and
exercised.

Even if a theorist is particularly interested in the concept of ‘power over’ or domination,
they have to admit that this implicitly involves some sort of the concept of political rights which
can be held as an essential factor to understand this concept of power. As authority is always
embodied in the voice of God, or the worldly leaders and personalities, the concept of power
has always implied the claimant to it. This approach can explain, from both the normative and
empirical evaluations, why different forms of power relations can carry different definitions of
what is assumed as ‘essentially contested concepts’.

In other words, political power is not comprised of the ‘essentially contested concept.’ It is
comprised of “the integrated concepts” of power - over - and - political - rights. From now on,
the concept of power is characterized by a systematic recognition and observance of rights,
namely the ‘right to cede the right’ and the ‘right to rule’.

! Wesley Newcomb Hohfeld presents the distinguished concepts of rights. His analysis rests upon two
fundamental theses: first, a right is a three-term relation involving an individual who is the right-holder, a specific
type of action, and one or more other individuals against whom the right is asserted. Second, although ‘right’ as
it is used in the law is not a univocal term (no single definition can capture its diverse uses), most assertions of
rights can be analysed into, or reduced to, conjunctions of four distinct types of assertions: claim rights (rights
stricto sensu), privileges (or liberties), powers, and immunities. Thus, there are distinguishable uses of ‘rights’
corresponding to Hohfeld's four categories—claims, liberties,

powers, immunities. Hohfeld, Fundamental Legal Conceptions as Applied in Judicial Reasoning, (New Haven:
Yale University Press).; Martin and Nickel, ‘Recent Work on the Concept of Rights’, American Philosophical
Quarterly, 17 (1980): 165-80.

** Feinburg, “The Nature and Value of Rights”, Rights, Justice, and the Bounds of Liberty, (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1980): 159-184, p. 151.; See also Darwall, Stephen L. Morality, Authority, and Law: Essays in
Second-Personal Ethics, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), p.114.

 See also Mill, Collected Work of John Stuart Mill, (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1969), p.250.
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2. The Theory of Political Consciousness and Legitimacy of Power

2.1. The Essentially Integrated Concepts, the Political Consciousness and Legitimacy

A community without power is chaos. Chaos is not merely the absence of power but the
absence of political power and political rights, which is merely the absence of order. Mostly,
chaotic situations lead to the emergence of dictators and tyrants.** In his precise investigation
on the authoritarian/totalitarian regimes, Milan Svolik elaborates on this point: > Most
uninterrupted or long-term periods of authoritarian/totalitarian ruling regimes originate in
newly independent states (i.e., thirty-six percent of all authoritarian/totalitarian regimes after
1946) and after democratic breakdowns (i.e., twenty-nine percent); this was the case of
Cambodia in 1953 and Chile in 1973, respectively. The remaining thirty-three percent of
authoritarian spells either began prior to 1946 (e.g., the Soviet Union) or emerged after a period
of foreign occupation, collapse of state authority, or civil war (e.g., Mao’s China in 1949).*°

Thus, lacking power is chaos, but power can be the cause of the subordinate experience,
humiliation, and threat. On the one hand, power identifies a group of people as one entity, e.g.
nation, society, political community and a state, under its umbrella, on the other hand, it can
threaten the identity of some groups. It gives security to the political community or an
institution to thrive and develop, and yet those who hold power, or seek to do so, can be at odds
with one another or the people whom they govern, and thus, pose a threat to their own existence
and to others. In this sense, political power is among the most important issues, as it is the most
problematic one since balance is so difficult to achieve. So what are the consequences of such
an inevitable and critical aspect of social-political life?

In general, different interpretations in these factors, domination, exercise of power, and
political rights determine whether one person or group can exercise political power over others.
Political power, by which the different forms of power relations appear, is the basic and crucial
part of political order. Furthermore, political power is the primary factor for the establishment,
identification, survival, and development of a state (Staat)*” or a political institution. We can
see how the debates on the appropriate power relation”® have been a contentious issue in the
history of civilization. From the social engineering perspective, political power is the

** <L eaders may come to power by a coup d’etat, a palace putsch, or a revolution.” Gandhi, Political Institutions
under Dictatorship, (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2008), p.7. Regarding the terminology, there is one
important point that should be said: It would be the most controversial thing to define a wide range of political
concepts by a single word, when it offers on the whole many prudent and sensible observations — and in particular
by a word like dictatorship, to which ordinary etymology gives unlimited stretch, because anyone who ‘dictates’
can be called a dictator. However, the terms that are used in this work rely on the modern concepts. So, the terms
such as dictators, despotic rulers and authoritarian/totalitarian regimes all excise power only with power over and
monopoly of instruments of power, i.e. propaganda, media, education, religion, and legal system, in different
measures.

> Svolik, The Politics of Authoritarian Rule. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012).

%% Svolik, The Politics of Authoritarian Rule. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), p.26.

*7 Staat’ is a German word equivalent to the English word, ‘state.’

¥ An appropriate power relation, here, interpreted as the one that on the one hand attributed to history and a
country, and on the other hand, attributed to the rational-normative principles and the theory of political
consciousness.
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cornerstone of harmony and homogeneity in political community by which “the generality of
a system of values in a community [are] allotting recognition”, not only to individuals and
groups, but also to the different approach of such classification under a regularized system.*’

Alas! the unfortunate effects of the separation of the concepts of ‘power’ and ‘rights’ are
the political disasters throughout the times when a quasi Rechtsstaat (constitutional or legal
state) based on the “rule of law” or legal order, or in contrast, a Machtstaat (dictatorship or
tyranny) *° based on the ‘admiration’ and ‘belief’, produces a concept of
authoritarianism/totalitarianism. >’ The separation of ‘power’ and ‘right’ is a reason for
asymmetric power relations in which the concept of ‘power over’ or domination subjugates the
other concept of power.>>

On the contrary, the only remedy for such asymmetric power relations is the presence of
the reciprocal, constitutive, and integrated concepts of power and rights. In other words, the
appreciation of power as the ‘essentially integrated concepts’ of political ‘power’ and political
‘rights’, which produces a symmetric relation between the concepts of power. The balance
between the ‘power’ and ‘right’ is a major ground for a cognitive, pragmatic, and progressive
legitimate power.” The essentially integrated concepts of power — viz. the integrated concepts
of ‘power’ and ‘rights’ - are not only based on the historical claim of legitimate power that
may be restricted to specific social and historical variable and to certain people, but also contain
a comprehensible concept of universality.>* It emphasizes the whole definition of power, and
all of the comprising elements of it. Thus, our definition of legitimate power is to show that it
is a universally mechanism that brings obligation to act in a contain political framework. This
normative approach should be practical in a way that we could be able to set it as an evaluative
element to assess other definitions of power and its implementation.

Given the three main concepts of power, namely the concepts of ‘power over’, ‘power to’,
and ‘power of’, and our theory of ‘the essentially integrated concepts’ of power, our definition
of power should be the definition of legitimate power which can be applied universally. This
idea is elaborated by a prominent German philosopher and political theorist, Dolf Sternberger:
“Legitimacy is the foundation of such governmental power”, Sternberger wrote, “as is

2 Merriam, Political Power, (New York: Collier Books, 1934), p.244.

%% Dictatorships lack an independent authority that would enforce mutual agreements — including the

rules according to which formal institutions are supposed to operate whereas despotic authority corporates with
legal system. I use the terms dictatorship and authoritarian/totalitarian regime interchangeably and refer to the
heads of these regimes’ governments as simply dictators or authoritarian leaders or despotic rulers, regardless of
their formal title. The main idea is referring to the system of oppression that are based on the separation of ‘power’
and ‘right’. See Bobbio, Democracy and Dictatorship, (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1989) and
Svolik, The Politics of Authoritarian Rule. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), p39.

*! See also Merriam, Political Power, (New York: Collier Books, 1934), p.158.; see below part three: “Polygon
of Political Power: Legality”.; See also Baer: ,,Der Biirger”im Verwaltungsrecht. Subjektkonstruktion durch
Leitbilder vom Staat. (Tiibingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 2006), p. 95. Both Rechtsstaat and Machtstaat translated by
author.

*? Shokri, "Legitimacy and Theory of Political Consciousness." Journal of Political Sciences & Public Affairs, 04
(01) (2016), p.3.

¥ See Sternberger, Grund und Abgrund der Macht, Schriften VII, (Frankfurt am Main: Insel Verlag, 1986), p.117.
* See Sternberger, Grund und Abgrund der Macht, Schriften VII, (Frankfurt am Main: Insel Verlag, 1986), p.20.
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exercised both with a consciousness on the government's part that it has a right to govern and
with some recognition of that right by the governed.”

This combination embraces all concepts of political power in a form of essentially not
contested concepts — but, on the contrary, the essentially integrated concepts - , which are a
reciprocal constitutive part of political power. In other words, the legitimacy of political power
is the effect of a developing capacity or ability in a power relation which is based on the rational
and historically intended wills. Such phenomenon can be referred to as the ‘consciousness of
rights’ or “political consciousness’, which engages with both sides of the government and the
governed.* It ensures that each side of this political spectrum can recognize both their rights
and the rights of other side, and produces confidence.’” It also shapes the concept of power as
the essentially integrated concept of ‘power’ and ‘rights’.

In this work, I will use the ‘consciousness of rights’ or ‘political consciousness’ as a mutual
recognition, observation, justification, and appreciation of rights that belong to the nature of
legitimate — and most of the times democratic — powers. Accordingly, the concept of mutual
knowledge that supports a healthy, confident, and reciprocal constitutive character of political
power and political rights, the political consciousness, builds the concept of 'state' as a unified
identity of leaders and followers.*® Moreover, the political rights, as we correctly understand,
are not only the capacity and rights of the citizens for taking part in the government - and of
being immune to their life and liberty against violation by the state power -, but also take the
formation of the ‘will’ of the state, of the right to govern.*

We can use the credit of what Dahl argued in his book, On Democracy, for our argument:
“If and when many citizens fail to understand that democracy requires certain fundamental
rights, or fail to support the political, administrative, and judicial institutions that protect those
rights, then their democracy is in danger.”*

The concept of the usurpation of power stands contrary to the concept of legitimacy. This
is seen in Sternberger's argument regarding the legitimacy and its opposite, the usurpation of

33 Sternberger, ‘Legitimacy’ in International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences (ed. D.L. Sills) Vol. 9 (New
York: Macmillan, 1968), p.244.

%1 should clarify immediately here that ‘political consciousness’ in this work is not the same as “political
awareness’ or ‘social consciousness’ in Karl Marx’s thoughts. Unlike Marx who uses this term as a sort of
ideological form among his idea of the bourgeoisie and the proletariat, ‘the political consciousness’ is not only an
actual awareness of rights and power on both sides of state and society — governors and governed - but is the
inevitable element in the ‘actual power relation’ to that end. So, this term in this work is completely diverged from
what Marx had in mind for his economically-based power relation. See also, Marx, 4 Contribution to the Critique
of Political Economy, (Chicago: International Library Publishing Co.1904, first pub.1859).

*7 See Sternberger, ‘Legitimacy’ in International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences (ed. D.L. Sills) Vol. 9 (New
York: Macmillan, 1968), p.244.

*¥ The theory of political consciousness explains the capacity of legitimation of a power structure based on the
rational normative principle. In this sense, Berger and Lockmann argue that “Legitimation ‘explains’ the
institutional order by ascribing cognitive validity to its objectivated meaning.” and “Knowledge proceeds values
in the legitimation of institutions.” See Berger and Luckmann, The Social Construction of Reality; a Treatise in
the Sociology of Knowledge. (England: Penguin Group, 1966), p.111.; Kelsen, Vom Wesen und Werten der
Demokratie [The Nature and Value of Democracy], (Aalen: Scientia Verlag, 1928), pp.8-9.

% Kelsen, General Theory of Law and State, (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1949), p.87.

0 Dahl, On Democracy, (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1998), 50.
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power, distinguished by the nature of political consciousness, the state’s criteria, and the
evaluation of instruments of power.

“Usurpers, after seizing power, have often tried to strengthen their positions by giving their
governments a legitimate form, and these attempts to clothe a usurping power with legitimacy,
whether successful or not, have often revealed what the standards of legitimacy are for a given

society or civilization.”*!

Yet, the mere notion of legitimacy is endangered by the “plurality of its patterns and its
sources” in different forms of regimes which aim “to enjoy widespread authentic recognition
of its existence or try to win such recognition.”**

Indeed, the desire for legitimacy is rooted in all power structures. In general, if we refer to
the definition of legitimacy presented in this part, then the definition of the usurpation of power
can comparatively be recognizable. The usurpation of power, thus, is basically the violation of
the principles of the political consciousness.

2.2. Sovereignty and The Political Consciousness

Different premises and ideologies on political power, endeavor to reach power, and their efforts
to develop a high level of authority in a power relation have caused the general historical-
political experience of a unique message: all individuals, groups, societies and institutions seek
to establish an effective political order. The aim of a political order, good or bad, legitimate or
illegitimate, is to centralize a constituent political power and develop a systematic power
relation. The aim, at its best, is to build sovereignty — sovereign authority or Herrschaft and to
induce loyalty, obedience, and order. Thus, we should ask, what is sovereignty?

If we generally can divide the notion of sovereignty, we can refer to classical and to the
modern concepts of sovereignty. Jean Bodin, a French jurist and political theorist of the
sixteenth century, is the pioneer in the theory of the modern concept of sovereignty. In On
Sovereignty, Bodin, who followed Aristotle and Niccold Machiavelli, theorized the concept of
sovereignty for the Anglo-Saxon kings.” He complains of the politics of his time and the
hopeless diversity of views among those who have written on politics, and concludes that it is

*! Sternberger, ‘Legitimacy’ in International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences (ed. D.L. Sills) Vol. 9 (New
York: Macmillan, 1968), p.244.

2 Sternberger, ‘Legitimacy’ in International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences (ed. D.L. Sills) Vol. 9 (New
York: Macmillan, 1968), p.244.

* See Bodin, On Sovereignty, trans. Julian Franklin (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), p.1;
Franklin, Jean Bodin and the Rise of Absolutist Theory (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1973), and
pp-54-68; Lukes, Power: A Radical View, (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005).; see also Hans Kelsen, Pure
Theory of Law, trans. Max Knight (Gloucester: Peter Smith, 1989), p.204; Hans Kelsen, General Theory of Norms,
trans. Michael Hartney (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991), p.256; Jacques Derrida, “Force of Law: ‘The
Mystical Foundation of Authority,”” in Deconstruction and the Possibility of Justice, ed. Drucilla Cornell (New
York: Routledge, 1992), pp.3-67; Claude Klein, Théorie et pratique de pouvoir constituant (Paris: PUF, 1996),
pp-194-99
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not worthwhile to waste time in weighing authorities.** At some point, Bodin follows closely
the lines of Aristotle's Politics on power to lay the foundations for his discussion of sovereignty
as the ultimate nature of political and legal authority.

The simplest approach to Bodin’s argument is that his argument on the social basis and
philosophical end of the state - the teleological approach - , the analysis of the family and the
distinction between family and state, the characteristics of paternal authority and the institution
of slavery, are all treated in a manner that strongly suggests the Greek precursor.” However,
the difference between Aristotle and Bodin’s thought was caused by time; Bodin has the
historical knowledge of the Roman Empire and European history. The prevailing concept of
contract in Roman Law has a strong effect in Bodin’s theory of state. In the time that Bodin
formulated his theory of state and sovereignty, the contract idea was the weapon almost
exclusively of the factions whom he was opposing. In the sixth chapter of the first book of Les
Six Livres de la Republique (In The Six Books of the Commonwealth), which consists of On
Sovereignty, where Bodin considered the relation between the concepts of state and citizens
and between the concepts of state and the commonwealth — respublica -, he makes a bold
distinction between power as a sovereign and rights:

“When the head of the family leaves the household over which he presides and joins with
other heads of families in order to treat of those things which are of common interest, he ceases
to be a lord and master, and becomes an equal and associate with the rest. He sets aside his
private concerns to attend to public affairs.”*

Such distinction between the conception of power and right is regarded as the essential
distinction by Bodin, which provided the ground for his theory of sovereignty.

In the eighth chapter of the first book of Les Six Livres de la Republique, Bodin takes up
the formal discussion of sovereignty, committed to the concentration of power in the monarchy,
and therefore laid the foundations of sovereign absolutism.*” The idea is embodied, as we have
already seen, in his definition of state. He argues that:

. . .. . . 48
“Sovereignty is supreme power over citizens and subjects, unrestrained by the laws."

Along with this argument, he formulated the concept of sovereignty which became quickly
popular: “sovereignty is the absolute and permanent kind of power of a republic that the Latins
called majesty.”*

* Bodin, The Six Books of Commonwealth, (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1962), preface. See also
see Dunning. “Jean Bodin on Sovereignty.” Political Science Quarterly, vol. 11, no. 1, 1896, pp. 82—104. p.88.
* Dunning. “Jean Bodin on Sovereignty.” Political Science Quarterly, vol. 11, no. 1, 1896, pp. 82—104. p.89.

* Bodin, The Six Books of Commonwealth, (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1962), p.18.

" King, The Ideology of Order: A Comparative Analysis of Jean Bodin and Thomas Hobbes (London: Psychology
Press, 1999).

*¥ Majestas est summa in cives ac subditos legibusque soluta potestas.

* “la souveraineté est la puissance absolue et perpétuelle d’une République que les latins appellant maiestatem’
Bodin, The Six Books of Commonwealth, (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1962), p.25.
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In this sense, the Bodin's theory of sovereignty does not match squarely the concept of
absolutism. He stands between the absolutism of technicity and the monarchical republic,
something close to the Roman Empire. His problem was to formulate the concept of
sovereignty, given the supreme right and supreme power. Consequently, he defined
sovereignty as “the highest power of command’” in the hands of the state, which “has its origin
in a deliberate act of volition on the part of a number of individuals.””' It is advisable to
consider the concept of the ‘deliberate act of volition’ in relation to the Roman background of
the term potestas. The common concept of power of that time is related to /ex regia, in which
the Roman jurist transferred to the ruler — or emperor - the absolute power — or imperium — to
rule. The concept of the lex regia as the voluntary act of the people for the purpose of conferring
power is rooted in the political rights of the people to do so. This concept of state gives the
republican institution which employed the Bodin’s theory the same significance as that
employed by the Romans over a thousand years before.”

In this sense, in the sixth chapter of the first book of the Commonwealth, Bodin
distinguished himself from Aristotle’s theory of state and followed Machiavelli’s path.”® He
rejected the confused and contradictory criteria of citizenship in Aristotle's Politics, especially
the assertion that participation in some political rights is a characteristic of the citizen. A
citizen, says Bodin, is "a free man who is subject to the sovereign power of another”>* which
is above of the institution regulation, temporal offices and positive law. For Bodin, “[t]he true
sovereign remains always seized of his power”>> by any means and method.

Indeed, Bodin’s theory of sovereignty responded to a number of pressing problems of his
time and place beside “the moderation of religious conflict between the Huguenots and the
Catholic League.”
in the Roman empire and in Europe, and was basically adopted by the other theorists, namely
by Thomas Hobbes, Samuel Pufendorf, and later by Jeremy Bentham, John Austin, Max
Weber, and recently by Steven Lukes.

However, sovereignty is something beyond a mere force and its instruments. There is
something that gives this force a sense of justification. In this process, contrary to the tradition
of Bodin and Hobbes, Montesquieu stands against Bodin and Rousseau stands against Hobbes.
Yet, Montesquieu used the same method of Bodin, and Rousseau used the method of Hobbes.
Montesquieu's work emphasizes those elements in social and political life which are most
independent of human volition, and hence minimize the significance, if not to exclude the
conception, of absolute sovereignty. Rousseau, on the contrary, intensified the absoluteness of
the sovereign human will as conceived by Hobbes, and made it the sole basis of his theory of
democracy.”’

% His theory of sovereign and state was an outgrowth of the revival of law

> Bodin, On Sovereignty, trans. Julian Franklin (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), p.1; Franklin,
Jean Bodin and the Rise of Absolutist Theory (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1973), p. p.23.

> Dunning. “Jean Bodin on Sovereignty.” Political Science Quarterly, vol. 11, no. 1, 1896, pp. 82—104. p.90.

>2 Scott, Law, the State, and the International Community. (Columbia University Press: New York, 1939), p.332.
>3 Bodin, The Six Books of Commonwealth, (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1962).

>* Bodin, The Six Books of Commonwealth, (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1962).

> Bodin, The Six Books of Commonwealth, (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1962), p.25.

> Andrew, “Jean Bodin on Sovereignty”, Republics of Letters: A Journal for the Study of Knowledge, Politics,
and the Arts, 2, 2011, 75-84. p.78.

°" Dunning. “Jean Bodin on Sovereignty.” Political Science Quarterly, vol. 11, no. 1, 1896, pp. 82—104. p.104.
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However, sovereignty is something beyond a denial of human volition or an absoluteness
of sovereign people’s will. There is something that gives this force a sense of authority. One
of the core thesis of this work is to consider both sides of political spectrum, which are the right
of the government and the rights of governed, in any analysis that it sets forth. Given this
framework, the definition of sovereignty, along with political power, is a product of mutual
political relation in the political spectrum. Thus, one finds the definition of sovereignty here
far from the power of state over people qua ‘state sovereignty’, and close to the definition of
‘popular sovereignty’ — which we call democracy and is closest to the definition of a
constitutional democratic republic — which we call a republic. Yet, the definition of sovereignty
which will be presented does not exactly have the same definition of the popular sovereignty
— or democracy.”®

Our definition of sovereignty is comprised of two parts which come as follow: (i)
‘Sovereignty’ is a justified intended force which is implemented by the legal order, (ii)
Sovereignty is the intended collective will in a possible authority which is in conformity either
to moral values, or political consciousness, or both.

The definition of sovereignty, here, presents a balance between the ‘absolute state’s
sovereignty’ and the mere ‘people’s sovereignty’, between the independent from of any human
volition and the absoluteness of the sovereign human will. In this sense, sovereignty is not
equivalent, nor can it be merely reduced to “the highest power of command” and it is beyond
the concept of mere force. It is related to the concepts of legitimacy and legality in the theory
of power.” Moreover, sovereignty is not equivalent to the property of the legal order. A true
sovereignty can only be understood by the essential integrated concepts of power and rights. It
is a middle ground, which to some extent has value in itself, and to some extent is the subset
of the state and the people. In this sense, the concepts of sovereignty and justified political
power are close to each other. However, the concepts of sovereignty and legitimate political
power can either be close to or opposite from each other. The difference between them is related
to the elements of legitimacy. Where an approach to the concept of political power emphasizes
the concept of ‘right’, an approach to the concept of sovereignty emphasizes the justified
intended force accompanied by the legal system.*’ Yet, the legitimacy of a claim to right by
which a political order utilizes the instruments of power is not merely based on the concept of
empowerment. It is also related to other elements which legitimacy is comprised of.®!

The question of sovereignty has seldom been fixed. As a rule, competing interpretations
have striven for primacy. The great debates about the power, sovereignty, and their legitimacy
are reflected in the both normative and analytical competition. The question of sovereignty is
“what is sovereignty?” Asking this question about ‘sovereignty’ does not mean limiting oneself
to describing its effects, but relating those effects either to a cause or to a basic nature. Yet, the

5% Aristotle, Pol.1273".; See also Ostwald, From Popular Sovereignty to the Sovereignty of Law: Law, Society,
and Politics in Fifth-century Athens. (Berkeley: University of California, 1986.)

** The critiques regarding the concept of sovereignty will be addressed when we are discussing the legitimacy of
legality.

% Gandhi and Przeworski, "Authoritarian Institutions and the Survival of Autocrats". Comparative Political
Studies 40, (2007): pp.1279-1301.

%! Given our core theory of the political consciousness. See this work, p.7-8. See also Sternberger, Grund und
Abgrund der Macht, Schriften VII, (Frankfurt am Main: Insel Verlag, 1986), p.20.
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question of “who holds sovereignty” is not accurate.®” The question of who holds it asks in
particular the subsidiary question of whether it belongs to an individual or a collective, hence
making the concept of ‘sovereignty’ either mysterious or relative. In fact, the question of ‘who’
should be designed for ‘power’ not sovereignty. The question of sovereignty is not whether it
belongs to individuals or a collective since it is a qualitative character of a political actor
whether it is individual or a collective.

Furthermore, the historical-political process in which an observation to reach a form of
sovereignty occurs can be called ‘the rivalry of political power’. The main aim in the rivalries
of political power is to establish a power structure that is controlled by a sovereign political
actor, and that is based on some ideology and norms.®> The main problem is to solve the
problem of justification and legitimacy and to reach some level of these to thrive.®* This does
not mean, as C. Wright Mills implied, that "the ultimate kind of power is violence",” or as
Max Weber elaborated, that power is "rule of man over man,” which is allegedly legitimate
violence.®®

On the contrary, in On Power, Bertrand de Jouvenel admitted that if we take a close look
at history, it shows us that it is the register of political rivalries.®” Every sort of rivalry between
political powers or organized political units would utterly end in one form of sovereign order,
since norms and ideology cannot be applied in chaos or maintained in demoralized
nothingness.®®

In fact, the rivalry of political power is something beyond violence and war; it is the
formation of sovereignty, which is a result of a continuing integration process.”’ Furthermore,
politics is a realm in which the rivalries between political powers can be resolved by victory
and can be defeated by a conciliation which is a compromise’”. In the realm of politics, the
clash of decisions or result of their interactions is ended by the concept of a sovereign who
consists of both a legal force of a hegemonic political unit and political consciousness. It is in
the harmony between the state’s authority and the political consciousness of a society that the
collective “will”"" of the political unit — as it is comprised by both the government and the

62 Grimm, Sovereignty: The Origin and Future of a Political and Legal Concept, (New Y ork: Columbia University
Press, 2015), p.4.

% See also Shokri, "Islam and Politics: The Case of the Islamic State." Studia Humana 5.2 (2016), p.3.

%1 inz, “An Authoritarian Regime: Spain.” In Erik Allardt and Stein Rokkan (eds.), Mass Politics, (New York:
The Free Press, 1970), p.254. Gandhi, Political Institutions under Dictatorship, (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2008). Comparative Political Studies 40, (2007): pp.1279-1301, p.xix.

% Mills, The Power Elite, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1956), p.171.

% Weber, Politik als Beruf, (Miinchen, 1921).

%7 Jouvenel, On Power, Its Nature and the History of Its Growth, (New York : Viking, 1948), p.135.

% See also Schmitt, Political Theology: Four Chapters on the Concept of Sovereignty, (Cambridge, MA: MIT,
1985), p.22.

% See also Smend, Staatsrechtliche Abhandlungen: und andere Aufsitze (Berlin, Duncker & Humblot, 1994).

"0 See also Haugaard and Ryan, (ed.) Political Power: The Development of The Field, (Opladen: Barbara Budrich
Publishers, 2012), p.41.

"' See Kelsen, General Theory of Law and State, (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1949).
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governed - is manifested, which is the guarantor of order within the boundaries of constituent
72
power.

" Ernst-Wolfgang Bockenforde, “Die Verfassungsggebende Gewalt des Volkes-Ein Grenzbegriff des

Verfassungsrechts,” Staat,  Verfassung, = Demokratie.  Studien  zur  Verfassungstheorie —und  zum
Verfassungsrecht (Frankfurt-am-Main: Suhrkamp, 1991), 11-12; Andrew Arato, “Forms of Constitution Making
and Theories of Democracy,” Cardozo Law Review 17 (1995): 202—54; Antonio Negri, Insurgencies: Constituent
Power and the Modern State (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1999), 1; Martin Loughlin,
“Constituent Power,” in The Idea of Public Law (Oxford University Press, 2004), 100; Martin Loughlin and Neil
Walker, The Paradox of Constitutionalism: Constituent Power and Constitutional Form, ed. Martin Loughlin and
Neil Walker (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 6.
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3. Concept and definition of Political Power

3.1.  The Single-dimension Concept of ‘Power Over’

Power is a problematic concept according to its variation or, at least, the interpretation of it.
Based on the ruthless pragmatism and the order of nature, one may believe that the concept of
power is taken-for-granted, which, self-evidently obtains immunity for the powerful. This is
possible only if power sustains an intense and sometimes brutal love of self that is fully
expressed by ‘domination’ or the concept of ‘power over’.”

In the context of the more theoretical-political tradition, the critique of power will always
ultimately constitute a critique of domination, albeit in a broad sense of this term, for if the
understanding of power is focused paradigmatically on the case of the ‘will and political
rights’, or the external determination of the performance of an action in accordance to
right/authority, then the fundamental problem with power necessarily leads back to precisely
this moment of heteronomy or external influence, the problem of ‘power over’. Based on these
fundamental premises, let us see how power evolves.

A detailed investigation of the antique and classical literature of power suggests the
existence of a single, unified concept of power, i.e. domination, centered on the ability-based
definition of the concept. In Plato’s Republic, power is virtue in the hand of a few for the sake
of the interests of all. This power is the guarantor for the virtuous and ideal society and works
under the hierarchical and dominative power relation. For a long time after Aristotle, power
remained what it was for Aristotle: a movement of power within a system for the survival of
the domination of the state. In Machiavelli’s The Prince, power is presented as a coercive and
military imperium which uses the most out of the movement of power for domination and
control.”* In Hobbes, although the movement of power and restrains to the states’ power from
individual is considerable, the ultimate backing for power is coercion and violence. He
assumed that such a concept of domination is the only remedy to overcome the political
problems, and that it is a presupposition for the commonwealth. In Nietzsche, power is the
reality and the definition of human fate. His theory of denunciation of cultural and moral values
was a critique of social totalities. His project of a theory of the ‘will(s) to power’ promotes the
idea that power is an ontological principle; power has the life of its own that may be suitable
for the description not only of a specific type of intersubjective process, but also of all
expressions of life.”> Hence, to complete the philosophical tradition started from Aristotle
which implies that power has to define the real and moral to create the condition of
legitimacy."®

The definition of power which was prevailing in the era previous to the two World Wars is
primitive, tautological, and traditional, therefore it would satisfy neither the modern

> Jouvenel, On Power, Its Nature and the History of Its Growth, (New York : Viking, 1948), p. 120.

™ Machiavelli, The Prince, (Oxford: Oxford University Publication, 2005 [1513]). For more discussion on the
problem of this approach to power that produces ‘the problem of authoritarian control’, see this chapter 1.3.1.

3 Nietzsche, The Will to Power, (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1968), p.51.

"® Nietzsche, The Will to Power, (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1968). Clegg and Haugaard, The Sage
Handbook of Power, (London: Sage, 2009), p.2.
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philosophers, nor the political scientists or sociologists.”” The need of the post-war period was
to systematically reformulate a number of social-political elements to fit the new emerging
concept of modern power. Despite this dissatisfaction, need, and the historical experience of
the two World Wars, this theoretical trend of power as domination still continued in the post
war period; some of the classic and modern renowned political and social theorists, namely
Max Weber,”® formulated a definition of power similar to the primitive and biased one:

“Power is the probability that one actor within a social relationship will be in a position to
carry out his own will despite resistance, regardless of the basis on which that probability
9979
rests.

In Weber, the definition of ‘power’ covers both the German Herschaft as authority, and
Macht as coercive or military domination.*” Since the early years of the twentieth century, this
definition re-emphasized the traditional and prevailing single concept of power — power over -
which was repeated and refined by other theorists many times.

Surprisingly, even Robert Dahl, a prominent American theorist of democracy, writing in
‘the Concept of Power’, formulated this single and primitive concept of power as the
alphabetical ‘zero-sum’ one and presented it as if it is the ‘bedrock idea of power’: “A has
power over B to the extent that he can get B to do something B would not otherwise do.”®'

To put aside a long list of different analyses and interpretations of this theory, especially
this sentence that shortly became famous, a point is obvious enough that we can mention it.
Dahl believes that A, based on the ability, resource and actual domination, can exercise control
over B. This also means that the theory of power by Dahl suggests that: if B wants to do x, A
either wants B to do x or does not. If A wants that, then there is congenial or controlled exercise
of power.” If A does not want B to do x, then A exercises its control to the extent that B does
not do x; then there is uncongenial or uncontrolled exercise of power. Either ways, A can
exercise its control over B directly by force and coercion, or indirectly by manipulation.

Although the conflict of interests is obvious in Dahls theory of power, his definition left no
room for the possibility of the general concept of constituent power. Moreover, the word
“otherwise” in Dahl’s famous quoted-sentence stands against everything that the legitimate
power stands for. It also implicitly denies any notion of democratic government where power
is defined as the collective will of people.

In this tradition, Steven Lukes introduced the ‘three dimensions of power’. His attempt was
responding to the ‘pluralist’ and ‘behaviourist’ approaches to the study of power emanating

" Clegg and Haugaard, The Sage Handbook of Power, (London: Sage, 2009), p.2.

21 April 1864 — 14 June 1920

" Weber, Economy and Society: an outline of Interpretive Sociology. (California: University of California Press,
1978), p.53.

% Weber, Economy and Society: an outline of Interpretive Sociology. (California: University of California Press,
1978).

81 Dahl, “The Concept of Power.” Behavioral Science, 2, (1957): 201-215, p.202-3.

%2 For the congenial and uncongenial aspect of power, see Pettit, ‘Dahl's power and republican freedom’, Journal
of Power, Vol. 1 (1), (2008), pp.71-73.
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from Yale University, and articulated by Robert Dahl*’ and Nelson Polsby.* In the first edition

of his Power: A radical view, he followed the question of power in general. So his view, more
or less, concentrated on the concept of power over:

“Is not the supreme and most insidious example of power to prevent people, to whatever
degree, from having grievance by shaping their perception, cognitions and preferences in such
a way that they accept their role in the existing order of things either because they can see or
imagine no alternative to it, or because they see it as natural and unchangeable, or because they
see it as divinely ordained and beneficial?”"®

In the second edition of Power: A radical view, there is a shift in Lukes' argument. This
time, his real concern is not with power itself, but with the question: how do the powerful
secure the compliance of those they dominate?™ He argued against Dahl who refers only to the
exercise of power. Lukes differentiated between “potential and actual power, between its
possession and its exercise.”®’ Thus, although in essence he presented the same prevailing
definition of domination in his theory of power, he admitted that power is a capacity that may
never be, and may never need to be, exercised; yet you can be powerful by satisfying and
advancing others’ interests.®® Given the ‘three dimensions of power’, Lukes admitted the
existence of the perception and the consciousness of people on the debates on power. However,
Lukes’ ‘three dimensions of power’ does not rest upon the clear idea of power as right, since
he considered rights as the negative and subsidiary of the concept of ‘power over’ or
‘domination’.*” However, he regard domination or the concept of ‘power over’ as a tool that
impedes the subject’s ability “to use reason correctly.””” In general, Lukes’ concept of
domination and ‘power over’ define the power relation to the extent that related to the ‘relation’
in the theory of domination. His argument sharpens the ill effect of domination and the concept
of ‘power over’ in conflict with the outgrowth of the consciousness of the ‘subjects’ of power.

This belief and the instinct of domination promoted by Lukes reminds us of the concepts
of power and autonomous will which Jouvenel argued in his work, On Power:

“In every condition of life and social position a man feels himself more of a man
when he is imposing himself and making others the instruments of his will, the means to
the great ends of which he has an intoxicating vision. To rule a people, what an extension
of the ego is there!””"!
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Thus, power for Jouvenel, it turns out, is an instrument of domination. This is one step
further for reformulating and redefining the Hobbes’ single concept of power as ‘domination’.
Jouvenel defines power as ‘power over’ but beyond the confines of its primitive and biased
concept. He refers to power as the right to use means and instruments. As an English state-
theorist in the seventeenth century, his definition of power encompasses a wider aspect of the
concept of ‘power over’ than of those Weber in the twentieth century:

“The Power of a Man is his present means to obtain some future apparent Good.””

A better definition of the single concept of power is highlighted by Barry Hindness. In
Discourse of Power, he refers to the other concept of power, namely the concept of ‘power to’.
However, he regards the concept of ‘power over’ and the concept of ‘power to’ as variants of
a notion of power, regarding them as the quantitative capacity to realize an actor’s will.
Although this conception mostly encompasses the concept of ‘power over’, it appears in
relation to the concept of sovereign power, “the power that is thought to be exercised by the
rule of the state or by its - central - government.””> Thus, his approach was a starting point to
consider power as some form of ‘right’.

3.2. Beyond the Single-dimension Concept of ‘Power Over’; Understanding The
Concepts of ‘power to/of’ and Legitimacy
In contrast to Hobbes and Lukes, Hannah Arendt’s positive concept of power refutes the
violence. Following the work of Alexander Passerin d'Entreves, The Notion of the State,”*
Arendt formulated the concept of power distinguished from force or mere domination.
“Power”, for her, “is always, as we would say, a power potential and not an unchangeable,
measurable and reliable entity like force or strength.”> Arendt places emphasis on the concepts
of empowerment, rights, and ‘power to’.”® In short, she concentrated her critiques of power on

the concept of power qua rights:

“When we say of somebody that he is ‘in power’ we actually refer to his being empowered
by a certain number of people to act in their name.””’

However, Arendt does not only emphasize the concept of ‘power to’, but also formulates
the concept of power as the collective will, and as a function of human relations:
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“While Strength is the natural quality of an individual seen in isolation, power springs up
between men when they act together and vanishes the moment they disperse.””®

The relation between the concept of ‘power to’ as a right and collective will introduces a
new concept of power which might be called ‘power with’. In fact, the concept of ‘power with’
is “a kind of collective version of ‘power to’ proposed by Arendt.””’

Jirgen Habermas is among the other modern thinkers of the post war who helped the
development of the concept of ‘power to’ as the classical critique of domination. In his work,
The Theory of Communicative Action, he reformulated the classical critiques of ideology,
which was inherit in the Frankfurt School from Marxist, to overcome the vague and inadequate
conception of social domination that it formerly promoted.'® He used this critique by
developing a conception of rationality to investigate the ‘condition of systematically disordered
*%"In two of his prominent works, with the titles of Hannah Arendt’s
Communicative Concept of Power'" and Between Facts and Norms,'” he took over the idea
of Arendt’s communicative power to show that legitimate power is not restricted to the narrow
and prevailing traditional concept of domination, but it is empowered by the political and civil
rights in the realm of public discourse.

Habermas’ complimentary theory of Arendt’s presents a complex theory of power within
the paradigm of domination, which was not possible to overcome with the concept of ideology
(and the Marxist concept of class domination). His theory of communicative power is affected

communication.

by strategic interactions, and represents an understanding-oriented form of communication that
reshapes an idea of power.'** Such an idea of power encompasses the political and civil rights
of citizens. It overcome the pure idea of domination as the zero-sum concept which emphasizes
having power at the expense of others. This opened an important window to the discussion of
power: communicative power is the expression of citizen’s political autonomy. As a result,
power appears as a reciprocal relation between domination and rights which forms a legitimate
institutional power.

According to the normative view of power, it is clear that no power is exclusively based on
the single concept of ‘power over’. Furthermore, according to the pragmatic exercise of power,
no regime can exclusively be based on the means of violence, since violence and the integrated
concepts of power can be juxtaposed, but they are antithetical. Even the theorists of the concept
of ‘power over’ which is traditionally regarded as the single and the only concept of power,
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indirectly, refer to the other aspects of power in their arguments. In fact, no theorist of power
can escape from a determinate but historically coined interdisciplinary field of interpretive and
pragmatic social relations.

The single concept of power is also logically impossible where the concept of power always
needs a claimant to power, whether such a claimant is an individual, or a group, or a society.
To understand that, we need to recognize how power emerges, operates and thrives.

3.3.  The signature of power

Indeed, history shows that the rivalry of political power is inevitable. The location of man to
the office and his possession have always been deployed for his will and design to possess
power. However, I mentioned that the definition of the rivalry of political power is something
beyond violence and war, and I must now qualify this statement. First, political rivalries are
the product of differences between theories and ideologies that show the concept of power on
which a regime should rely.'® So the rivalry of political power is between the authorities which
are different in kind. Second, various forms of political powers may be threatening each other.
This is due to their different nature of authorities which is based on the different combination
of the concepts of political power, i.e. ‘power over’, ‘power to’, and ‘power of’. ' So we
should ask, what is the combination of the concepts of power?

For a long time authorities have used the concepts of power as if they are antinomies and
binary oppositions: ‘power to’/ ‘power over’, power as right/ as authority. Even when instances
of power as right reveal both concepts of ‘power over’ and ‘power to’, this may be held in
opposition to ‘power of’ gua capacity. This helps us to consider power not as a competing
concept, but as a comprehensive phenomenon of social commodity. Thomas Wartenberg, a
critic of ‘power over’ as a single concept of power, argued that most of the confusion in the
literature about power has been created by an ignorance of its ‘fundamental duality’ of ‘power
over’ and ‘power to.”'"’

Relating this empirically founded theory to the normative criteria, power can be seen as a
‘dynamic element of social interaction.” In The Signature of Power, Mitchell Dean argues that
“what is distinctive about the concept of power is the way the notion refers us to a set of
oppositions that in turn can become unities in relation to other oppositions”.'”® He called this
movement, which is the “unity and renewed opposition” of the concepts of power, the
‘signature of the concepts of power’.'”

It is helpful to add this definition to a number of known categories of regimes. Where a

3
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a constitutional monarchy or parliamentary regime would rely on both concepts of ‘power
over’ and ‘power to’. Yet, with the emergence of the concept of ‘power of” in a hierarchical
power relation, begins the process of politicization which is the major cause for reforms in
power structures or system change. It is the process of politicization that turns an autocracy
into a monarchy or a constitutional democracy, i.e. republic.''® This principle can be obviously
seen in a long list of today’s prominent and Western powers such as Canada, England, Sweden,
and Norway, which have been transforming for centuries toward being more democratic by
trying to make a balance - a concept of checks and balances - between the concept of
monarchical ‘power over’ and the concepts of ‘power to’ and ‘power of”.

Along with Dean’s argument on the signature of power, we can argue that to detect the
nature of a political regime is to view the ways in which the concepts of power is dynamically
generated and constructed. If they are generated and constructed as dispersed sets of apparent
oppositions, the regime is to some extent despotic, or it lacks the concept of sovereignty. If
they are generated and constructed as integrated concepts, the regime is sufficient and
legitimate. This transformation is the signature of power which dynamically moves from the
concept of ‘power over’, that is regarded of as necessarily conflictual and is mostly used as a
synonym for domination, to ‘power to’, that is regarded as a consensual and intrinsically
legitimate instance of power.

3.4. What is Political Power?

Here, we may ask: what is “political power’? Based on its social aspect, can we define power
in a way that it can comprise all the aspects of dynamic social elements on which the different
power structures rely?

As political power is crucial and the rivalry of political powers is inevitable, there have
been discussions between political philosophers, sociologists, political anthropologies and
political scientists on the different definitions of political power and the different ways in which
political power can be justified. Obviously, political power is not a mere force, violence, or a
mere authority.'"!

The most appropriate way of understanding ‘power’ from a social sciences standpoint is to
consider it as an intrinsically relational concept, as a substantive element more than a
conceptual one.''? The understanding of this should be quite limited to how power functions
in real life. The substantive understanding of the concepts of power should be heartily welcome
to admit that: power necessarily involves some relationship with other people,'" i.e. co-
foundation of ‘power over’ and ‘power to’, and also power is involved with one’s self, i.e. co-
foundation of ‘power to’ and ‘power of”.
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Moreover, if we refer to the three concepts of power, i.e. power over, power to, and power
of, we can also refer to the normative-logic priority between them. Priority is for the concept
of ‘power to’, as the political and civil right, to have the power and authority. For instance,
Dowding and Morriss are among the prominent scholars who advocate such priority,
emphasizing that any instance of ‘power over’ necessarily includes an instance of ‘power to.”"*
However, a normative priority of ‘power to’ over ‘power over’, based on the essentially
integrated concepts turns out to be similarly ill-founded. This is because facts about ‘power to’
are necessarily also facts about ‘power over’. This means the priority of either of the two
concepts cannot be made without the basis of a moral evaluation. This moral evaluation is
‘power of”: the intrinsic normative value of right in itself which obligates the right to claim the
civil and political rights. Thus, if ‘power over’, 'power to’, and ‘power of” are the different
aspects of a dynamic element of social interaction which from time to time form a signature of
power, can we then have a comprehensive understanding of power?

From what we have gone through, and based on the historical and political consciousness,
political power can be defined as a collective will'"® (direct democracy, republic), or
representative of a collective will'' (representative regimes, republic, aristocracy, monarchy),
or a quasi collective will (dictatorships, oligarchy, autocracy, etc.), to produce effects,'’” soft
and hard,''® within the territory'"” of its reproduction of justification of its authority,'** which
claims moral, rational,'*' and historical responsibilities. The fatherhood of power is not only
“found in violation, in the raw will to domination, in some divine sanction which makes of
power a second religion; in some moment of contract between members of incipient political
society,”'** and not only in decisions or policy “involving severe sanction (deprivation)”'* o
coercion,'** but also in constant involvement of equilibrium,'* in an intuition of others and
their rights.'*

T

This makes power a crucial element of respect, in the recognition of benefit,

capability, and resource, in a ‘processual relation’,'*” in the autonomous will to influence

asymmetrically. Moreover, political power is a resource which can never be a mere projection
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of will from the powerful to those subject to them, from ruler to ruled, and which cannot be
monopolized by any one group.'*

Moreover, power is comprised of something attributed to objects, personalities, and
institutions. Power is more than ‘a thing’, i.e. the power of a person or institution; it is a
combination of availability of means of violence, or control of others and needed resources -
puissance - with the empowerment element in the dynamic social interaction - pouvoir.'*
Thus, power is the cornerstone of both the conceptual/normative and the causal/substantive
realms.

Without the recognition of the concepts of power, namely ‘power over’ as authority, ‘power
to’ as right, and ‘power of” as capacity, it is hard to criticize the concept of power and to
understand its rich — modern - and complex definition. For instance, Michel Foucault, albeit
defining power as ‘force relation’, fails to see the combination of the conceptual/normative and
the causal/substantive realms. In his book, The Will to Knowledge, he defines power as the

following:

“...power must be understood in the first instance as the multiplicity of force relations
immanent in the sphere in which they operate and which constitute their own organization; as
the process which, through ceaseless struggles and confrontations, transforms, strengthens, or
reverses them, as the support which these force relations find in one another, thus forming a
chain or system, or on the contrary, the disjunctions and contradictions which isolate them from
one another...”"*

Thus, Foucault tried to separate the ‘how’ and the ‘why’ of power, which is incoherent. In
other words, he tries to avoid attributing any points of origin of power to anything; rather there
are just ongoing ubiquitous force relations, flowing through everything.

Learning from this failure, we adhere to the idea that political power covers various
reciprocal concepts which cannot be limited merely to one of its concepts. Hence, power is
something beyond a mere force and a mere authority. It is difficult to even consider the concept
of 'power over' as the only concept of power, since the structure in which power should be
exercised always consists of relations between the different groups whose activities constitute
it.

In fact, the integrated concept of power and right and the concept of political consciousness
make the maintenance and effectiveness of power possible. Furthermore, we can merge these
three concepts of power (‘power of’, ‘power over’, and ‘power to’) to show the historical-
political process, in which the normative and empirical perspectives are inseparably laying on
the reciprocal or integrated concept of power and rights, and pave the road for its justification
and legitimacy. In other words, for being legitimate, the power of a regime should be comprised
of the three concepts of power.
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The justification of political power is an assessment to the effectiveness of power as well
as its legitimacy. Individuals, societies, and institutions seek to justify their political power
since it is one main angle of preservation - obtaining immunity - and effective rule.””' The
history of blood shows that despotic authorities from time to time use the different instruments
of political power - or the polygon of political power - in order to obtain their immunity, hence,
to prove that their concept of ‘power over’ implies a certain shape and method of justification.
Explicitly and implicitly, they try to redirect the historical-social process of politicization in
order to produce and exercise sovereignty and legality. In this sense, the ‘essentially contested
concepts’, do help to implicitly recognize the semi-concepts, but they do not help to recognize
the essentially integrated concepts of power and rights and the polygon of political power (its
instruments), nor the ‘signature of the concept of power’ through the history of a society. In
contrast, arguing for ‘no essence of power’ ** also divorces completely the normative
evaluation from the historical consciousness.

The theory of ‘the essentially integrated concepts of power and rights’ as well as ‘the
signature of the concepts of power’ are in conformity to explain how power is born, how power
can be defined, exercised, transferred, or refuted.

In Political Power, a prominent work in political theory, Charles E. Merriam presents the
context of political power as mobilization of the need for “organized political action.”'** This
mobilization requires “the personality types to be adjusted and adopted in social living.”"** He
emphasizes that “power is first of all a phenomenon of a group cohesion and aggregation, a
child of group necessity or utility, a function of the social relation of men.”"*> In this sense,
political power can similarly be seen as an inseparable recurrent character of a political
community or a political institute, and function in order to satisfy its “need”, or to its
“advantage.”'°

When we rightly evaluate any concept of power, any notion of state or any power structure
and power relation, then it can be observed that we, as the legitimate child of our own history,
are representing and carrying the souls of historical sequence with a certain definition of power
and right in our mind."’ Power and rights do not corrupt nor are they corruptions, they reveal
both the nature of state and the nature of the people.'®

Taking this argument to the next step, it is the recognition of ‘need’ or ‘advantage’ of
power, which are rooted the historical consciousness. If such recognition is shaped by the
political consciousness of a society, it creates the un-contested reciprocal constitutive concepts
of political power, which includes the concepts of ‘power over’, ‘power to’, and ‘power of’.
Here, we are beginning to get a sense where the — justification and - legitimacy of power might
lie.
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Thus, when we do talk about the legitimate authority and sovereignty, we are not merely
emphasizing the empirical form of a systematic power relation, i.e. ‘power over’, we are
implicitly referring to the origin of the ‘constituent power’,"*” the right to claim such power,
and the concept of empowerment, i.e. ‘power to’, which is normatively reprehensible, and, we

are referring to the autonomous act and the scope of power, i.e. ‘power of”.
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4. The Justification and Legitimacy of Political Power

“Politics is our destiny,”'*" as are power and authority; that is what we know. But do we know
what ‘the characteristics of such authority’ are? Today, there are various discussions on
authority and political power. Yet, how often do we think about the state, collective
organizations, unity, and the element of war and peace in relation to such an entity? How often
do we think about the public binding to the authority and benevolent political integrations?

If we know one thing about power and its relationship with the modern nation-states, it is that
power is like the old stone building that stands for centuries, yet justification and legitimacy
are not the painting on the building, which is applied after the building is completed, and leaves
the building essentially unchanged. They are more like the cement that permeates the concrete
and makes the building what it is. In other words, justification and legitimacy are part of the
foundation of political power.

Legitimacy and justification are among the main factors that contribute to discussions of
political power and the state, and how could it be otherwise?'*' Thus, whenever we hold our
breath and try to make a good argument on the concepts of political power, in the very silent
moments of thinking, we do realize that we cannot ignore discussions on their justification and
legitimacy. Our awareness is heightened by revealing that power, state and government are
reflecting our own nature; we furnish the means by which we suffer or we enjoy.

The elements of justification are various. Justification and legitimacy may refer to a
strategy, a policy, an arrangement or an institution. They also may refer to a power structure
and a power relation.'** All of these aspects are the workings of power in four dimensions of
politics, economics, ideology,'* and military.'** Moreover, all of these aspects may be
justified or legitimized, but power, as it is manifested in constant organic action, is hard to fully
predict and evaluate, it is difficult to reduce it “ultimately in the last instance.”'*> However, the
events and incidents of politics are moving towards a better understanding of its rules and its
relations.

One of the elements which provide us with a specific form of justification is the rational-
normative principles.'*° By ‘rational’ or ‘rationality’ we mean the habit of acting by reason: “a
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commitment to the principle that all of one's convictions, values, goals, desires and actions
must be based on, derived from, chosen and validated by a process of thought.” '*’
Nevertheless, ‘normative’ principle means the desirable, rational and analytical ‘righteous’
norms set forth by logic which obligate an autonomous political actor — whether a person or an
organization — in their act or will.

The rational-normative-principles is in fact can be based for a ‘legitimate justification’.
Here, as it is alleged in this work, a form of justification which is based on the rational-
normative- principles plays a crucial role for the legitimacy of political power. In this sense,
such principles connect the notions of rightfulness to norms, which are related to the
appreciation of civil and political rights of people. Here, if rational principles are right,
principles of reasoning that are based on such principles are normative principles of reasoning,
“namely they are the principles we ought to reason in accordance with.”'*® This approach is
important in order to gain a clear perspective and understanding of the legitimacy of power.

In other words, the account of justification and legitimacy in this work is to mix a properly
definition of them — based on the normative-philosophical project, - with the social-scientific
judgment about legitimacy-in-context and power behavior. It is an assessment of the
underlying structure and logic of legitimation in general as well as the developmental sequence
of historical forms of legitimation after the pattern of cognitive developmental psychology.
Thus Jiirgen Habermas critique, namely legitimacy is “abstracts from the systematic weight of
grounds for validity” or “untenable because of the metaphysical context in which it is
embedded”'*” are not accountable here.

4.1 Sources

As history shows, authorities have acquired and exercised political power according to three
sources: the traditional Natural Law or divine law, inheritance tradition, and rational-normative
principles. Each of them can be divided in various forms. Political power that is based on
justified natural or divine law can result in two forms of political orders: monarchy or
autocracy. Political power which is based on justified inheritance tradition can be divided to
three forms of political orders: monarchy, oligarchy or aristocracy.

Political power which is based on justified rational-normative principle can be various
forms of political order or regimes such as monarchy, aristocracy, republic, and democracy. In
this sense, if we say that a regime — no matter in which form — is ‘based on justified rational-
normative principles’. The principles which help all concepts of power to thrive and then it
encompasses a critical characteristic for its justification or its legitimacy."”® Nevertheless, if
the rational-normative-principle accompanied with the political consciousness in a power
spectrum — viz. this means that both the governors and governed be aware of their political
rights and appreciate the rights of the other side - it makes the legitimate political order. It is

47 Rand, The Ayn Rand Lexicon: Objectivism from A to Z, (New York, NY: Meridian Book, 1986), p26.

'8 Mele and Rawling. The Oxford Handbook of Rationality, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), p.285.

'* Habermas, 'Legitimationsprobleme im modernen Staat', 332, pp.37-56 (revised English version in Habermas,
1979) p.204.

130 See also Barnard, Democratic Legitimacy: Plural Values and Political Power, (Montreal: McGill-Queen's
University Press, 2001), p.26.
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assumed that the ultimate balance between the authority and political consciousness is
manifested in the democratic power structure in which power is equilibrium.

However, each of the forms of political orders can diverge from one another by considering
different elements. Some of the vital elements are: who can claim power and who can claim to
political rights. Moreover, it is important to investigate why they can claim power and rights.
While the latter is the question of legitimacy, the first and second are the questions of
justification.

So, what is this enigmatic concept of justification, and what is its connection to a power
relation and social order? There is vast skepticism about the concepts of justification. This may
partly be because the contemporary works have a lack of clarity and understanding of the
concept of justification and its associated concepts, namely the concept of legitimacy. In other
words, we must assess the concept of justification with her cousin, the concept of legitimacy."'
Some others exclude them from discussions, arguing that they are purely evaluative yet
unstable. They believe that justification and legitimacy are changing from one society to
another.

Regarding the theological origin of the definition of justification, to justify is to declare
righteous, to make one right with God. Justification is God’s declaring those who receive Christ
to be righteous, based on Christ’s righteousness being imputed to the accounts of those who
receive Christ (2 Corinthians 5:21).">* Though justification as a principle is found initially
throughout the scripture, the main passage describing justification in relation to believers is
Romans 3:21-26:

“But now a righteousness from God, apart from law, has been made known, to which the
Law and the prophets testify. This righteousness from God comes through faith...”

It seems that the concept of ‘faith’ and ‘belief” are the constitutive elements of
‘justification’ of an authority.'” So we should ask how this concept of justification after two
millenniums evolved and how its use shifted from theology and entered the realm of politics?

The main core of Western modern politics is secularization. This is not the refutation of the
religion, as it is an important cultural-historical element and one aspect of individual life, but
of the decisive role of religion in politics.'>* Secularization means that the principles which are
applied in the modern nation-state are working through a rationalized and institutionalized
power relation, affecting the instruments of power and forming a politicized ideology and a

! Simmons, Justification and Legitimacy, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001); Morris, “State
Legitimacy and Social Order.” Kihnelt (ed.), Political Legitimization without Morality?, (Springer
Science+Business Media B.V. 2008).

12 See also Wright, Justification: God's Plan & Paul's Vision, (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2009).

133 See Beetham, The Legitimation of Power, (Palgrave Macmillan, 1991), p.15.; According to cultural theories,
societies hold beliefs that shape collective action and government. Some societies are so intolerant or distrustful
that their governments simply cannot function effectively. See also Banfield, The Moral Basis of a Backward
Society, (New York: Free Press, 1958), Weber, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, (New York:
Charles Scribner’sSons, 1958).; Putnam, Making Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in Modern Italy, (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1993), and Landes, The Wealth and Poverty of Nations, (New York: W. W. Norton,
1998).

13 Referring to religion in this work is not an attempt to criticize any specific form of it or try to understand which
religion conveys what massages. The approach of this work is in the realm of political theory, not theology.
Throughout this work religion respected as an instrument of power and is assessed in this sense.
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legal order. Thus, we shall ask: do the justification of state and justification of political power
hinge upon the — religious - values? Moreover, by answering this question we have to ask
whether values justify ‘religious belief’, or is it the other way around? Here, the comprehension
of such a concept gets a bit harder.

The traditional concept of justification is often relying on righteousness as a concept which
is originated in tradition, culture, religion, and other value-origin premises. On the one hand,
righteousness, which causes immunity to ‘the non-comparative moral objections’, is the
cornerstone of the concept of justification.'> Rule of law, on the other hand, is one of the
indicators for the justification of a state or political power. Yet, justification — as well as
legitimacy - is nullified in the absence of the concept of political rights.

Even Achilles was only strong as his heel: the values which are merely based on the
religiously anointed belief are not rationally accountable. They are relevant to the historical
and cultural contexts; rooted more in belief of people than anything else. Moreover, they miss
the logical component of the evaluation.

However, we can argue that the modern concept of justification, while still relying on
righteousness, presents righteousness as it is originated in the logical and rational premises.
This is where the major challenge appears: we argue that both modern definitions of
justification and legitimacy are originated in the logical and rational premises but this causes
an unwanted confusion. To address this confusion, we should distinguish between the source
and content of justification which - albeit not perfectly - conforms to the distinction between
the concepts of legitimacy.'>® So what is justification and what is legitimacy?

4.2 The Concepts of Justification and Legitimacy of Power
Justification work through the concepts of political power: exercise of power, domination,
subject dispositions, freedom or empowerment. All of these can be assessed by three concept
of justification: input as source, output as performance and result, and throughput as
exercise."”’ If a political power, power relation or power structure can be justifiable, it is not
only due to the existence of an authority but also due to the utilization of the instruments of
political powers - the polygon of political power — in the boundaries of their exercise of power
and their effects.”>® Such analysis can be done in the three interrelated approaches of input,
output, and throughput justification.

When John Locke argued for a sort of state or government, or an authority to be justified,
he took for granted that such political power has the output justification, that it is an

133 See also Simmons, Justification and Legitimacy, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), p.203.

'3 Barnard, Democratic Legitimacy: Plural Values and Political Power, (Montreal: McGill-Queen's University
Press, 2001), p.27.

""" The concept of input, output, which was introduced by Scharpf, and throughput, which was introduced by
Schmidt, have been used for legitimacy. Here I borrow these three approach for the concept of justification. See
Scharpf, Governing in Europe: Effective and democratic?. (New York: Oxford University Press, 1999).;
Béckstrand, Multi-Stakeholder Partnerships for Sustainable Development: Rethinking Legitimacy,
Accountability and Effectiveness. European Environment, 16, (2006): 290-306.; Pierre and Peters, Governance,
politics and the state. (Houndmills, Basingstoke: Macmillan, 2000).

"% See also Dahl, A Democratic Dilemma: System Effectiveness versus Citizen Participation. Political Science
Quarterly, 109(1), (1994): 23-34.
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unobjectionable and preferable status to the “state of nature”, as its outcome is morally
permissible. When Nozick encountered the anarchist fundamental question: “whether there
should be any state at all. Why not have anarchy?”'”® He argued to show that the state is
justified, even in its minimal form. The state is preferable than the “most favored situation of
anarchy”'® in a morally permissible form since as nothing but heaven is impregnable to vice.
But his approach was not enough for the modern discussion on justification.

In line with the arguments of James Madison on the separation or division of powers in
the state, the justification of state in its reasonable form takes its premises from the practical
philosophy, as he argues:

“The interest of the man, must be connected with the constitutional rights of the place. It
may be a reflection on human nature, that such devices should be necessary to control the
abuses of government. But what is government itself, but the greatest of all reflections on
human nature? If men were angels, no government would be necessary.”!

Individuals at some point will begin to relax in their duty and attachment to each other and
this remissness will point out the necessity of justifying some form of government and state to
supply the defect of moral virtue.'®” From these three different modules, one thing is crystal
clear about the main concept of justification: justification appears to be a defensive approach
to block the alternatives which are based on the moral and normative evaluation, and it will be

raised to bind people together to a ‘common cause’.'®

4.2.1 Ability to Consent and Capacity of Mutual Respect

However, the unwanted confusion that we just mention still exist. So, we should ask: if the
moral and normative evaluation can be found in the concept of justification, how are the
differences between justification and legitimacy comprehensible? To answer this question, let
us briefly summarize what we have proposed: Legitimacy ‘is multi-dimensional in
character.”'® The concept of legitimacy considering the present categorizations, namely input,
output, and throughput.

In the Two Treatises of Government, a renowned work of Locke, one of the concepts which
makes a balance between the definitions of justification and legitimacy is presented. This is
because of Locke’s emphasis on, what he called, the “consent.”® For Locke, it is not enough
that political power is merely justified, it must carry a form of legitimacy. This laid the
foundation of the theory of consent in which the political rights naturally belong to the people.

(1) The legitimacy of a state — to some extent - relies on a transition of power from the
subjects to an institutionalized authority known as the state. This can only happen when the

%9 Nozick, Anarchy, State, and Utopia, (NY: Basic Books, 1974), p.4-5.

10 Nozick, Anarchy, State, and Utopia, (NY: Basic Books, 1974), p.4-5.

1! Madison, et al., The Federalist, (Indianapolis : Liberty Fund, 2001, first pub.1788), Nr.51, pp. 268-169.

12 paine, Common sense, (Philadelphia : printed. And sold by W. and T. Bradford, 1776).

13 Bevir, Democratic Governance: Systems and Radical Perspectives. Public Administration Review, 66(3),
(2006): 426-436.; See also Osborne and Gaebler, Reinventing government: How the entrepreneurial spirit is
transforming the public sector. (Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley Publishing, 1992).

1% Beetham, The Legitimation of Power, (Palgrave Macmillan, 1991), p.15.

165 Locke, Sec.95.
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concept of ‘power over’, can be separated from the concept of ‘power to’. In this sense, then
through a deliberative recognition of rights, the concept of ‘power to’, has the ability to
transition itself based on autonomous will. This ‘capacity’ as the concept of ‘power of” is to
transition political rights for forming a legitimate power structure. Moreover, the process in
which this deliberative transition of right takes place can be referred to as the process of
politicization.

Yet, the critiques on the absolute theory of consent are numerous, and Locke should have
known the impossibility of unanimous consent, or the consent to cede the inalienable rights,
and the fine line of the separation between consent and the concept of legitimacy (we get back
to this point in part four of this work)."®

Sternberger took a further step for assessing the concept of legitimacy. He introduces the
justification of the state based on its reciprocal existence which recognizes the consent of the
subject. This, of course, occurs not in the sphere of legitimacy, but in the initial forms of
justification. Sternberger claimed that:

“When our concept of state comes from Polis or [this concept] encompasses the idea
of a contact, a compact, a contrat, an agreement in itself, - it is not only important to see
that a state is not made by such agreement, but to see that agreement, contract, or
compatibility of the unity of the opposites which is continually made through time, are
important for the existence of the state - then, in fact, we should hesitate to confer the
name of a state to a totalitarian system. Where there is no subject, there can be no
agreement. Where there is no agreement, the interior peace is just an appearance which
is partly consisted of violent repression and party consisted of directed civil wars.'®’

(i1) So, the legitimacy of state partly consisted of the rational-normative-principles, which
are the cornerstone of the excise of power and its effectiveness, and partly consisted of the
political consciousness of people. This level of legitimacy can be reached when the state and
people — the governors and the governed — constantly recognize and appreciate their own
political rights and the other side. This ‘ability’ as the combination of the concepts of power
forms a legitimate power structure.

In short, justification of a state or a regime does refer to the alternatives and possibilities of
moving from one to another form of state, government, or power, and can be used as a

1% An elaborated collection of critiques is presented in: Barnett, ‘Constitutional Legitimacy’, Columbia Law
Review, (2003), 103 (111), pp.111-148.; See also part four of this work: “Justification and Legitimacy: Legality
and Political Power”.

7 The author’s translation from the German text: “Insofern unser Begriff des Staates sich von der Polis
herschreibt oder die Idee eines Vertrages, eines compact, eines contrat, eine Vereinbarung in sich tragt — nicht
dalB3 er aus solcher Vereinbarung hervorgegangen sei, ist wichtig einzusehen, sondern da3 Vereinbarung, Vertrag
und Vertraglichkeit, Einigung der Gegensétze in der Zeit immerfort hergestellt werde, ist notwendig, damit der
Staat lebe -, insofern miissen wir sogar zogern, dem totalitdren System den Namen des Staates zuzuerkennen. Wo
keine Subjekte sind, kann auch keine Vereinbarung stattfinden oder hergestellt werden. Und wo keine
Vereinbarung stattfindet, ist der innere Frieden nur ein Anschein, der auf dem teils gewaltsam unterdriickten, teils
gewaltsam gelenkten Biirgerkriege beruht.” Sternberger, Grund und Abgrund der Macht, Schriften VII, (Frankfurt
am Main: Insel Verlag, 1986), p.117. On the definition of Polis and citizenship see Miller, Nature, Justice, and
Rights. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995), p.3.
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defensive moral, legal, or political instrument. The legitimacy of the state refers to two
important points: power as authority and right as empowerment.

- First, it refers to the historically-rooted mutual relationship between power and its
subjects by which it shapes historical consciousness. Moreover, it refers to the political
consciousness which directly affects the power relation. In this sense, the concept of
consent conveys and important aspect of legitimacy: mutual determination and
appreciation of political rights by the governors and the governed and the knowledge
of the capacity cede the rights by the people comprises and important part of the notion
of legitimacy.'®® Furthermore, the existence of the state and its authority, as Sternberger
argues, face a dramatic challenge when they loose the consent and trust of their subject.

- Second, the legitimacy of the state, a regime, or a political organization, refers to its
origin: The legitimacy of state is the product of the essentially integrated concepts — of
power and rights - and the equilibrium between the concepts of power.

Here, we have to ask whether the concept of justification, which is the matter of the
possibility of alternatives, is far from the concept of legitimacy? While Justification refers to a
minimal concept of power, due to the lack of or blocked alternatives, and due to the moral
preference, legitimacy refers to the concept of rational, moral, and institutional interactions
between an authority and its subject. To take a look at the essentially integrated concepts of
power, we can say that unlike justification, “legitimacy is the reservoir of loyalty on which
leaders can draw.”'®”
legitimacy.

In many cases, the concepts of consent and trust parallel the process of

4.2.2 Weberian Herrschaft

The interaction between the concepts of consent and trust is critically based on the moral and
rational premises. This means that power that is not legitimate “offends our moral sense; in an
underlying logic common to moral argument everywhere” and “in the needs that are shared by
all societies.”'”” The point mentioned here and the integrated concepts of power and right
provide a social scientist or political theorist with the framework to undertake three different
tasks in studying legitimacy. The first is the definition of legitimacy appropriate to different
historical types of social and political system. The assumption made here is that this definition
should be confirmed with the essentially integrated concepts of power and rights and the theory
of political consciousness. The second task for a theorist in studying legitimacy is assessing
the degree of it in the context of a specific power relation, “as a necessary element in explaining
the behavior of those involved in it.”'”' The third task is a systematic comparison between
different forms of legitimacy in different regimes.

' Simmons, On the Edge of Anarchy, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1995).
' Tyler, Why People Obey the Law, (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1990), p.26.
170 Beetham, The Legitimation of Power, (Palgrave Macmillan, 1991), p.22.

"1 Beetham, The Legitimation of Power, (Palgrave Macmillan, 1991), p.23.
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Thus, Weber and his proponent confirm one dimension of justification and they have
related it to the legitimacy. Following Weberian view, in “Alternative Future”, Charles Taylor
argues that:

“Legitimacy is meant to designate the beliefs and attitudes that members have toward

society they make up.”'’*

However, Weber’s typology of legitimate domination does not contribute to the
substantive characterization of legitimate power. This is because, for Weber, legitimacy is
an intrinsic element to domination yet an additional element for the concept of power. While
he reduces his definition of power to domination as the ‘probability that certain specific
commands (or all commands) will be obeyed by a given group of persons’, he immediately
adds that the every such system of domination ‘attempts to establish and to cultivate the
belief in its legitimacy.”'”

Following the Weberian tradition to identify legitimacy through belief of people, Seymour
M. Lipset, a contemporary American political sociologist, argues in “Social Conflict,
Legitimacy, and Democracy” that:

“the capacity of the system to engender and maintain the belief that the existing political
institutions are the most appropriate ones for the society.”'”*

Based on this tradition to define legitimacys, it is hard to move from the absoluteness of this
concept of legitimacy — as Weberian view implies - towards higher and different forms of
legitimacy. Though these statements —, and in general, the Weberian view, - on the capacity or
actual belief of people in a state’s power explain the instrument of power - belief - which
authorities use for their justification and legitimacy, they cannot sufficiently explain legitimate
power.'” In fact, the Weberian attempt which aimed to define the concept of legitimate power
once and for all is only an introduction to a dimension of justification by using one of the
instruments of power, namely the admiration and belief in power (or the miranda and credenda
of power), which without a doubt produces compliance and support based on ‘inducement and

attraction’.'’® Hence, this approach is more related to the concept of sovereignty - or Herrschaft

'72 Taylor, “Alternative Future: Legitimacy, Identity, and Alienation in Late Twentieth Century Canada.” in

Communitarianism: A New Public Ethic, ed. M. Day, (Belmont: Wadsworth, 1994), p.54.; Taylor, “Alternative
Future: Legitimacy, Identity, and Alienation in Late Twentieth Century Canada.” In Constitutionalism,
Citizenship and Society in Canada, edited by A. Cairns and C. Williams (Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
1985): 183-229 (reprinted in C. Taylor, "Alternative Future." In Reconciling the Solitudes, edited by G. Laforest
(Montreal: McGill, Queen's University Press, 1993): 50-120.

'3 Weber, Economy and Society: an outline of Interpretive Sociology. (California: University of California Press,
1978), pp.212-13.

"7 Lipset, “Social Conflict, Legitimacy, and Democracy.” in Legitimacy and the State, ed.W. Connolly, (New
York: New York University Press, 1984), p.88.

175 See the full discussion in part two of this work. See Banfield, The Moral Basis of a Backward Society, (New
York: Free Press, 1958), Weber, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, (New York: Charles
Scribner’sSons, 1958).; Putnam, Making Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in Modern Italy, (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1993), and Landes, The Wealth and Poverty of Nations, (New York: W. W. Norton,
1998).

176 Simmons, Justification and Legitimacy, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), p.133.; Nye, Soft
Power: The Means To Success In World Politics, (New York: Publication Affair, 2004).
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- than legitimate power. Moreover, Weberian view has based its justification on its own terms,
not on the non-comparative rational and moral objections.

4.2.3 The Concepts of Power and Legitimacy/Justification as Political Rights and
Duties

On the contrary to the Weberian view, not admiration nor belief is a determining factor for the

legitimacy of an authority, it is more related to the justification of it, yet its deficiency also

challenges both the concept of justification and legitimacy with the same pragmatic

consequence: the weakness of power.

Christopher Morris recognized this challenge and distinguished the belief as the source of
legitimacy and the belief in legitimacy. In “State Legitimacy and Social Order” he argues that
“the belief in a state’s legitimacy is crucial — a state that was legitimate but not believed to be
so would be no more effective than an illegitimate one thought to be legitimate (it might even
be less effective).”!”” Given the concepts of “power over’ and ‘power to’, which emerged under
the concepts of political ‘rights’, the concept of legitimacy cannot be an absolute definition nor
one-dimensional. So we shall ask what can we offer more than this one-dimensional approach?

The concept of legitimacy can be divided into three dimensions or forms of, input, output,

and throughput:

- Input legitimacy may explain the questions of: 'What is legitimacy?’, ‘Based on its
origin, is it good or bad?', etc. To answer this question, we have to rely on the rational-
based argument and the normative analysis, in which the nature of ‘power’ and the
subject are identical. Hence, empowerment and the concept of ‘power to’ is in the center
of discussion. This is, in other words, referring to the questions regarding the sources:
‘Who makes the claim to legitimacy?’, “What are the sources of legitimacy?' (these
questions will be answered in the present Part of the work).

- The output legitimacy is referring to the outcome of power relation, the outcome of the
concepts of ‘power’ and ‘rights’.

- Furthermore, throughput legitimacy is referring to the question regarding the
implementation, the question of power relation, and the question of the instruments of
power (these questions will be answered in chapter two).

We redefined and distinguished the concepts of justification and legitimacy from their

traditional definitions. Here, we can say that:

First, justification is about alternatives of power and beliefs of the subject. It is not the
existence of an authority but also is “a particular level of development of an organization
necessary to secure the law.”'’®
the polygon of political power.

It is the utilization of the instruments of political powers- or

7 Morris, “State Legitimacy and Social Order.” Kiihnelt (ed.), Political Legitimization without Morality?,

(Springer Science+Business Media B.V. 2008), p.17. See also Mack Smith, Modern Italy: a Political History,
(Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1997).

'8 Heller, Staatslehre [The Theory of the Sate], (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck; Auflage: 6,1983, first pub. 1934), p.
332.
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Second, Legitimacy, as it is implied hereafter in this work, is the complex moral and
rational rights, a combination of ‘power to’, ‘power over’, and ‘power of’; it is a vital apparatus
of essentially integrated concepts, which is manifested in the three grounds of input, output,
and throughput; it is the observation of interactions based on a high regarded ‘political
consciousness’. Legitimacy allows the authority the ‘right’ “to be the exclusive imposer of
binding duties,”'” and rights, to be the exclusive imposer of coercion, e.g. sanction and
punishment, to observe the duties and to recognize and safeguard the rights of its subjects, and
to constantly maintain its justification through which the authority and subject would comply
through their duties, recognize the rational and mutually constitutive concept of power, and to
maintain the political stabilities.

Third, legitimacy, although it composes all concepts of justification, it is about civil and
political ‘rights’,'®® mutual recognition and observation of it, and the scope of its entitlement
and empowerment.'®' In this sense, in a legitimate regime, the concept of legitimacy of state’s
power and its justification is almost in coexistence. As both legitimacy and justification are
divided to three dimensions of ‘input’, ‘throughput’, and ‘output’; the throughput dimension,
where the exercise of power is manifested in the different form of legality and coercion, is the
highest point where the justification and legitimacy work together. In input dimension, the
moral and rational political rights, '®* and in output dimension the social function and civic
cohesion are the highest points where the justification and legitimacy work together.

To move on to the next part, [ have to say that the discussions on the justification of political
power, legitimacy of political power and political systems are as old as the discussions on the
social order, and the justification of social orders and power relations. In The Legitimation of
Power, in which David Beetham combined the insights of social science and political
philosophy to show that:

“An understanding of legitimacy helps explain, for example, why people have the
expectations they do about a power relationship, why institutions of power differ systematically
from one type of society to another, why power is exercised more coercively in some contexts
than others. Above all, it helps to explain the erosion of power relations, and those dramatic
breaches of social and political order that occur as riots, revolts and revolutions. It is not just
because these events are particularly dramatic and fateful that they interest the social scientist.
As with so much else about society, it is only when legitimacy is absent that we can fully
appreciate its significance where it is present, and where it is so often taken for granted.”'*?

According to the structure of this work and the proposed questions, in the forthcoming
pages, we concentrate on the traditional form of justification of hierarchical power relation,
which is originating in natural/divine law. The aim of the following part of work is not to argue

7% Simmons, Justification and Legitimacy, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), p. 130.

%0 Simmons, Justification and Legitimacy, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001); p.133.

'8! Beetham, The legitimation of power, (London: Macmillan, 1991); Coicaud and Curtis, Legitimacy and politics,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002); see also Tankebe, Policing and Legitimacy in a Post-Colonial
Democracy: A Theoretical and Empirical Study of Ghana. Ph.D. Thesis (Unpublished), University of Cambridge.
'%2 An in-depth analysis of this concept of legitimacy will be presented in part three of this work, see ‘Article 48
and the Theory of Political Consciousness’.

'8 Beetham, The Legitimation of Power, (Palgrave Macmillan, 1991), p. 6.
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the applicability of the ancient political thoughts to our own.'® It is not to underestimate
ancient Greek tradition of thought in its consistency; while this tradition is richer than conceded
to a narrow aspect of analysis. Similarly, is not to argue about the essence of Natural Law or
Divine Law. There is an enormous amount of pure philosophical works from both medieval
and modern scholars and theorists on these topics. Given to our theory of power and political
consciousness, the aim of this part is a new interdisciplinary approach to a mutual criticism to
argue how the hierarchical power relation, which emerged from such laws, is not justifiable,
legitimate and accountable.

'8 With this assumption, some scholars such Field, tried to verdict that others such Popper, Russel and Crossman

misunderstood Plato’s political thoughts in historical context. See G. C. Field, “On Misunderstanding Plato”.
Plato, Popper And Politics: Some Contributions to a Modern Controversy, Bambrough, (ed.), (Cambridge:
Heffer, 1967), p.71.;Bambrough presents a moderate criticism of this point in “Plato’s Modern Friends and
Enemies”. Bambrough, Plato, Popper and Politics: Some Contributions to a Modern Controversy, (Cambridge:
Heffer, 1967), p.6.
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Part Two: Authoritarian and Totalitarian Regimes in Ancient and Modern Politics
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1. A Short background of the Justification of Political Power: The Birth

and the Death of Power
The justification of political power is not only one of the key concepts in the Western tradition
of thoughts, but also a vital concept for any functional or effective power.'® The justification
reflects the characteristic of political power - and vice versa -, its face, its shape, its movement,
and its involvement. Yet, the justification assesses the rightfulness and also the legitimacy of
political power. This concept has changed from time to time in societies. The changes in the
concept of justification present themselves as serious challenges for authorities. Such
challenges mostly leads to the transformation of power, the death of on authority (Herrschaft),
and the birth of another. The challenges are not the causes but the symptoms. Yet, we may ask
what are the causes and situations under which political power can be trapped in its own
“morbidity and mortality”?'*® Is it the ideology in a power structure which it holds dear, is it
the practice of power in a great variety of tension situations, or, is it the people's disaffection
and the power - hungry office holders?

It is easy to argue that there is an implicit relationship between the justification of power,

as the righteousness of an authority to other alternatives, and the recognition of the rights.
Moreover, it is easy to say that the legitimacy of an authority perpetually closes the doors of
morbidity and mortality to power. But is it not correct, if we base our idea on the theory of
absolutism? Hence, we may not only investigate how powers, especially authoritarian and
hybrid powers, collapse but also question the variety of ways in which they operate.
From the historical point of view, the endeavors of authorities have been not only to justify
political power but also to find the best form of power structure which would be infallible,
healthy, and secure. This intellectual path goes back to ancient Greek political thought. Plato
and Aristotle are the most notable and accountable theorists in this tradition.'®’ Although their
accounts of state and power is completely different to what we have in our time, their
contribution to the concept of justification of power is recognizable. They encountered the
question of the justification of power, and questioned the structure on which power relies. This
question has remained as one of the fundamental problems of politics, inciting us to assess
further questions, such as, ‘which form of government is good and which one is necessary?’ or
‘what kind of power structure should be ultimate?’. This was the starting point to the long —
lasting problem in the history of political theory.'®®

The endlessness of the problem of justification of political power is rooted in a very simple
rule: the carefully designed and detailingly devised power structures and political systems are
theoretically elaborated, so it has been assumed that such perfect systems can be perpetual in
reality, but history itself has generally abandoned them. The theories of states and political

185

79.

18 Merriam, Political Power, (New York: Collier Books, 1934), p. 237.

"% My method to assess Plato and Aristotle would not lay down their differences. At least, I am sure that there are
enormous accountable and insightful works in this perspective. What I have done is to single out some common
points to assess the justification that they based their power structure theories on. Grote emphasized that, “The
scheme of government [political structure] proposed by Aristotle, in the two last book of his Politics, as
representing his own ideas of something like perfection, is evidently founded upon the Republic of Plato: from
whom he differs in the important circumstance of not admitting either community of property or community of
wives and children.” See Grote, Aristotle. (New York: Arno Press, 1973), p.539.

1% See also Popper, The Open Society and Its Enemies: The Spell of Plato. (London: Routledge, 1947), p.106.

La Porta, et al., “The Quality of Government.” Journal of Law, Economics and Organization 15(1999): 222—
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regimes can be not detached from their people, their situations, and their transformations.
Hence, no matter good or bad, legitimate or illegitimate, strong or weak, popular or infamous,
all are doomed, some day, to the hex of morbidity and mortality. At least, this is the most
obvious lesson that we can learn from history. Moreover, we can see that history repeats itself.
Yet, we have to ask, what can be left for the concept of stability of a regime?

1.1. Ancient Athenian City Politics and the Stability of Authority: The question of
Justification of Power

The importance of a specific approach to justify a social order in a political community,
arguably, is comprehensible since it almost provides a sufficient way to illustrate how political
power can be exercised, how the power relation can be structured, and in which way can it be
legitimate. In the pragmatic realm, we can observe that any authority needs to justify its power.
In his prominent book, Grund und Abgrund der Macht, Sternberger vividly explain the
importance of justification for an authority where he said:

“any state that wants to wield authority'® tries to convince its subjects or its rivals that its

rule is justified. An authority without the justified concept of its power will die.”'”°

There are some rules and elements of justification that help regimes to stabilize social order
and safeguard authority regardless of what that social order is. James Madison, one of the
founding fathers of the United States, stressed that one of the reason for stability of a regime is
residing on the ‘origin’ of the decision of people. In one of letters to his jurist friends, William
T. Barry, he wrote:

"A popular Government, without popular information, or the means of acquiring it, is but
a Prologue to a Farce or a Tragedy; or, perhaps both. Knowledge will forever govern ignorance:
And a people who mean to be their own Governors, must arm themselves with the power which
knowledge gives.”'”!

This concept is similar to the theory of knowledge and power which addressed long time
ago by ancient Greek political philosophers, namely Plato and Aristotle. Here, a question may
appear: I there any connection between the present study and the political work of Plato and
Aristotle?

Given the central theory of this work, i.e. theory of political consciousness, the concept of
knowledge'”* among people is important for justified power. So, the argument here refers to
the basics of this idea and get all the way back to what, which at least, is part of our heritage in
political theory: political thoughts of Plato and Aristotle regarding the justification of power.
However, modern theorists and scholars see the political theories of ancient Greece very

"% Gewalt

" Translated by author: ,, Jedwede Regierung woher auch immer ihre Gewalt riihren mag, fiihrt eine Uberzeugung
ihrer Rechtmaéfigkeit mit sich oder stirb doch danach, sich zu rechtfertigen.” Sternberger, Grund und Abgrund
der Macht, Schriften VII, (Frankfurt am Main: Insel Verlag, 1986), p.20.

91 Letter from James Madison to W.T. Barry (August 4, 1822), in The Founders' Constitution, Volume 1, Chapter
18, Document 35, (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1987/2000).

12 By knowledge, I mean the awareness or conscious of possessing civil and political rights.
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differently. Different modern interpretations cause confusion and one may soon become very
uncertain as to the intended meaning of Plato and Aristotle regarding some of the important
points in the Republic and Politics. The comprehensive focus of this part of the work is to give
a critical sketch of the general and fundamental ancient and modern theories of the justification
of power which serve the purpose of ‘historical background’ of the concept of justification of
political power.

At the very starting point to understand the research question in Plato and Aristotle’s
political works, we can detect a problem. It seems that when the ancient Greek political
philosophers summed up their ideas of cosmology, society, and Natural Law in their political
theories, they started assessing the normative principles to determine which form of society
was best. However, they misread the concept of power as they tried to form a political system
which fit their own scale of Athenian traditional values. In fact, the question of ‘what is the
best?’ was the question of ‘what is the fittest?”.'” In any case, it is clear that their question in
their political works was considering the justification of political power.

In this sense, this part of the work takes a further step and ask: to what extent would the
tenacious issues of modern politics, such as justification of a state or regime have affected by
their works? So, we must assess whether there is a noticeable gap between the ancient Greek
theorists and modern theorists in recognizing the concept of civil and political right of people.

To answer this question, there are two general approaches. Few have argued that in ancient
Greek political thought “the State exists in order to serve the wants of men.”"** This is simply
false because of the nature of hierarchical power relation in Athenian Ideal city-state. Others
have argued that there was no concept of ‘civil and political rights of people’ in ancient Greek
political theories.'”

R. G. Mulgan argues that the notion of individual rights is scarcely, if at all, present in
Aristotle:

“Like all ancient Greeks, [Aristotle] has little conception of individual or human rights, of
obligations which are due to individuals because they are individual human beings [. . .]
Because the individuals had no inherent rights, there was less sense of conflict between

193 See also Merriam, Political Power, (New York: Collier Books, 1934).

194 Copleston, A History of Philosophy: Greece and Rome, (London: Burns, Oates & Washbourne, 1966), p.225-
232 Barker, The Political Thought of Plato and Aristotle, (New York: Russell & Russell, 1959), p.235. See
Aristotle, Politics IT 1261°%.; Miller, Nature, Justice, and Rights. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995), pp. 87-88.

'3 Rahe, Republics Ancient & Modern: The Ancient Régime in Classical Greece, (The University of North

Carolina Press, 1994), p.19, 31; Ostwald, ‘Shares and Rights: "Citizenship" Greek Style and American Style’, in
J. Ober and C. Hedrick (eds.), Démokratia: A Conversation on Democracies, Ancient and Modern, (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1996), pp. 49-61.; Burckhardt, Griechische Kulturgeschichte, (Berlin &: W. Spemann,
1898), p.29. For counter argument see Wallace, ‘Law, Freedom, and the Concept of Citizens' Rights in Democratic
Athens’ in J. Ober and C. Hedrick (eds.), Démokratia: A Conversation on Democracies, Ancient and Modern,
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996), pp. 105-19. P. Cartledge and M. Edge, ‘*‘Rights,’” Individuals, and
Communities in Ancient Greece.’ in R. Balot, 4 companion to Roman and Greek Political Thought (UK: Wiley-
Blackwell, 2009), pp.149-63. Strauss argues that “that man cannot reach the perfection of his nature except in and
through civil society and, therefore, that civil society is prior to the individual. It was this assumption which led
to the view that the primary moral fact is duty and not rights.” Strauss, Natural Right and History, (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press), p. 183.
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competing claims of individual and state and therefore less sense of sacrifice in depriving
individuals of their property or liberties.”'*°
More strongly, G. H. Sabine also denies that the Greeks had any conception of rights:

“The modern notion of a citizen as a man to whom certain rights are legally guaranteed would
have been better understood by the Roman than by the Greek, for the Latin ius does partly
imply this possession of private right. The Greek, however, thought of his citizenship not as a
possession but as something shared, much like membership in a family. This fact had a
profound influence upon Greek political philosophy. It meant that the problem as they
conceived it was not to gain a man his rights but to ensure him the place to which he was
entitled.”"”’

Following Sabine, Alasdair Maclntyre promote the idea that it is anachronistic to impute any
concept of rights to Aristotle or indeed to any ancient thinker. MacIntyre assumed that:

“there is no expression in any ancient or medieval language correctly translated by our
expression ‘'a right” until near the close of the Middle Ages: the concept lacks any means of
expression in Hebrew, Greek, Latin or Arabic, classical or medieval, before about 1400, let
alone in Old English, or in Japanese even as late as the mid-nineteenth century.”'”®

This claim may be partly considerable to the extent that among more recent political
theorists it has become almost an accepted assumption that there is no trace of rights (natural
or otherwise) in Aristotle or other Greek or Roman political philosophers. This dictum is often
coupled with the claim that the very notion of ‘a right’ is so alien to the ancients that any
interpretation of Aristotle, which imputes rights to him must be guilty of anachronism."””

In Fundamental Legal Conceptions, Wesley Newcomb Hohfeld, a prominent American
jurist, asks what would constitute such rights claims. Although his argument is in the realm of
legal rights, his account strongly related to the realm of jurisprudence and moral rights.**’One
of the concept of right presented by Hohfeld is to ‘claimed right.”*”' Indeed, the core essence
of right is to claim it: the moral significance to right. Claim to right is also a ‘side constraint’
upon the actions of others. With this approach we can investigate in the Plato’s and Aristotle’s
works.

(1) Consider these two following texts:

19 Mulgan, R. G. Aristotle's Political Theory: an introduction for students of political theory, (Oxford: Clarendon

Press,1977), p. 33.

17 Sabine, A History of Political Theory. (Illinois: Dryden Press, 1973), p.5.

'8 MaclIntyre, After Virtue: A Study in Moral Theory, (London: Duckworth, 1985), p.67.

199 Green, Lectures on the Principles of Political Obligation, (London: Longmans, Green, and CO.), sect. 39.
Mulgan, R. G. Aristotle's Political Theory: an introduction for students of political theory, (Oxford: Clarendon
Press,1977), p. 33.

% Hohfeld, Fundamental Legal Conceptions as Applied in Judicial Reasoning, (New Haven: Yale University
Press).; Martin and Nickel, ‘Recent Work on the Concept of Rights’, American Philosophical Quarterly, 17
(1980): 165-80.

1 See this work, page 16, foot note 19.
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“... having and doing of one’s own and what belongs to oneself would admittedly be

justice.”%*

“. .. when people dispute, they have recourse to a judge; for the judge is meant to be a sort
of ensouled justice. And they seek the judge as an intermediary, and in some places they call
judges mediators, assuming that if they get an intermediate amount, they will get justice. The
just is therefore in some way intermediate, if the judge is also.”**

The line of argument implies that resolving dispute is getting justice. The process comprises
the level that the disputants “say that they have their own.”*"* In this context, the definition of
one receives in a just settlement of a dispute is to get that which is ‘one's own.*?’

(i1) Freedom was an important concept in Greek tradition and in Greek politics. This
can be seen in the comparison of Greeks and Barbars, Men and Women and in the
concept of household. The concept of “free” in contrast to slave also implies the
right to be free. “To the ancient Greek a free man or free woman was fundamentally
contrasted with a slave who belongs wholly to another person.”*%°

(iii)  The concept of authority also implies the concept of right. By exercising authority,
one or an organization can create specific rights, duty, and obligation. Having

authority is also implies that one or an organization can execute law or a person.*’’

Aristotle states that :

“Solon seems at any rate to grant the most necessary power to the people, namely
to elect and audit the offices, for if they did not have the authority over this, the
people would be a slave and an enemy to the government.”**®

Thus, it is clearly another tradition of thought against Mulgan, Subin and MacIntyre which
shows that the concepts of power and right are inseparable. According to these foundation,
Ernest Barker offered that:

“Plato thinks of the individual as bound to do the ‘duty’ to which he is called as an organ
of the State: Aristotle thinks of the individual as deserving the right which he ‘ought’ to enjoy
in a society based on (proportionate) equality.”*"

“The life-breath of the State [. . .] is a justice which assures to each his rights, enforces on
all their duties, and so gives to each and all their own.”

292 plato, Republic IV 433° 6-434* 1

293 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics V 4, 1132* 19-24.

2% Aristotle, 1132% 27-9.; See also Plato, Republic IV 433° 6-434°,
205 justice is the virtue through which individuals have their own things.” Aristotle, Rhetoric 9, 1366° 9-10. See
also Aristotle, Politics 1280°11

2% Miller, Nature, Justice, and Rights, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995), p.102. See Aristotle, Politics 1254a10;
6 1255b11.; Plato, Republic 11 359¢7).

27 Aristotle, Politics 111 14 1285a

298 Aristotle, Politics 111 1274*15-18. See also Aristotle, Politics 111 1272* 5.

9 Barker, The Political Thought of Plato and Aristotle, (New York: Russell & Russell, 1959), p.235.
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More interestingly, Andrew C. Bradley called attention to the parallel between the debate
over suffrage in nineteenth-century England and the discussion of constitutional justice in
Aristotle's Politics. Like Aristotle, the English used the word ‘right’, as well as ‘justice’, in a
double sense. Bradley distinguished these senses as follows:

“When we say that a man has a right to the franchise, what do we mean? We may mean
that according to the constitution, the English political dikaion, he can claim it, because he
satisfies the conditions laid down by the law as necessary to the possession of it. But when the
franchise is claimed as a right by those who do not satisfy these conditions, this cannot be the
meaning. They really affirm that the actual law, the English dikaion, is not properly or
absolutely just and does not express ‘natural right’, that, according to real justice, they ought
to have the suffrage, and that, if they had it, the state would be less of a parekbasis [deviation]
and nearer to the ideal.”*"

In this sense, the concept of claim to right, right to liberty, and right of authority gua domination
primitively is expressed in Plato’s Republic and Aristotle’s Politics. However, it is clear that
the concept of ‘right’ of individuals who possessed a set of ‘inalienable’ rights in the sense
advanced, for example, in the American Declaration of Independence. In this sense, Newman
argued that:

“The State does not come into being, in Aristotle's view, in derogation from, or limitation of,
man's natural rights: on the contrary, it calls them into existence. It enunciates what is just

(1253a37): it is in the State, and with reference to its end, that men's rights are to be determined
(1282b14).7%!"

Beside the discussion of justice, and more importantly, Plato in Republic and Aristotle in
Politics argue for the justification of a hierarchical state. An attempt to justify a power structure
or aregime leads to another issue: the possession of political power, hence the question of “‘who
is entitle to such power’ or question of ‘right to power’. Here, we can see that the possession
of political power is related to the alternatives which is obviously the question of the
justification of power, and on the other hand, it is related to the origins of power and the concept
of rights, its effectiveness, and its compliance which is the question of legitimacy.*"?

We already argued that at least each political regime, more or less, needs to be justified, so
it needs the concept of rights in both sides of the power spectrum, that is the governors and
those who are governed. Without such concepts, historically and pragmatically speaking, there
would be no political power, nor would any power relation hardly be stable. In this sense, the
concept of civil and political rights of people in ancient Greek political thought is somehow
covered, and coexists with other discussions. Although there is no direct discussion in ancient
Greek political works on rights and political power, and its legitimacy, almost all were

210 Bradley, ‘Aristotle's Conception of the State’, in E. Abbott (ed.), Hellenica, (London, (1991 first pub. 1880),
181-243. pp. 49-50.

2! Newman, The Politics of Aristotle, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1886), p.32.

12 See Sternberger, Grund und Abgrund der Macht, Schriften VII, (Frankfurt am Main: Insel Verlag, 1986),
p-119.

51



implicitly concerned with these questions. Furthermore, without the concept of civil and
political rights, there would be no process of civilization or politicization.

Thus, the critique utterly ignores the concept of political power which is not changeable in
any time. This critique also ignores the theory of political consciousness: the idea that
legitimate political power is the mutual recognition of right in the relation of an authority and
its subject, and the idea that political power is the essentially integrated concepts of ‘power’ -
qua power over - and ‘right’ - gua power to/of.

For example, the main issue of Plato’s Law and Republic and Aristotle’s Politics is
distribution of political power. The Aristotelian concept of justice is nothing more than a
philosophical discussion about inequality between equals, or his theory of the states is about
the justification of specific form of distribution of power. What Aristotle believed, first, was
the idea of elementary differences between Greeks and Barbars, by which he meant any non-
Greeks, and, second, the theory of master and slave and his controversial theory of ‘slaves
based on their nature’, and third, the theory of the relation between husband and wife in a
household which refers to the natural inequality in which he believed. In contrast, we see that
he believed, as he argued in his famous theory of the state, the statesmen (politikos) established
the state and the concept of share power. Even though Aristotle's approach to the civil and
political rights and power is hard to be comprehended in the modern, western political world.
Given his theory of the distribution of power, the concept of ‘right to power’ is one of the
cornerstone of his political thought.

The answer presented here to the question ‘whether the discussion about the civil and
political rights is comprehensible in the ancient Greek political thought?” should not be
compared to the modern criterion for the civil and political rights of people, especially the one
which is introduced as the official concerns in the United States and in France.*"® In fact, it was
around three centuries ago that we were officially vaccinated with the modern concepts of
human rights and political rights. Today, one may ask, ‘why should we even make an effort to
understand the antique passages in which the idea of political power and rights may esoterically
be mentioned, especially after all the changes in the Western history?’

It is important to know that the concepts of rights and power, implicitly, were among a long
list of concepts which are addressed by Plato and Aristotle. Yet, I may warn that for the modern
thinkers, the ancient theory of state may appear as a paradox but it should not let us ignore that
the ancient innovation in justification of power aimed at the stability of Athenian city-state,
even though is the primitive form, are vying our attention. Plato and Aristotle approach to
justified power is one of the roots that help us to better understand one form of the modern
concept of justification. *'*

1.2. To Harness power

In the last decades, the increase of the scholarship on the concept of power and criticizing the
authoritarian/totalitarian and semi-democratic — hybrid - regimes has so far generated only a
fragmented understanding of despotic forms of politics. It also became an increasingly
common trend to do studies on the authoritarian parties, legislatures, bureaucracies, and

213 Sternberger, Drei Wurzeln der Politik, Schriften I1,1. (Frankfurt am Main: Insel Verlag, 1978), p.87.
*1% See Sternberger, Drei Wurzeln der Politik, Schriften II,1. (Frankfurt am Main: Insel Verlag, 1978), p.88.
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elections, *'° as well as repression, leadership change, and regime stability across
dictatorships.”'® Yet in most cases, these facets of despotic powers and dictatorships are
examined individually and in isolation.*'”

In contrast to this modern trend, the consideration of this part is to investigate for a unified
theoretical framework that would help us to identify the different concepts of
authoritarian/totalitarian regimes, their sources of justification, their key instruments, and to
identify their enormous variations.

To do so, comprehensible aspects of the concept of justification are necessary, which can
be traditionally found in Plato’s Republic and Aristotle’s Politics. Yet, we have to consider the
chronological and thematic understanding of Plato and Aristotle’s works. As Plato and
Aristotle wrote their works in Arts, Philosophy, and Politics, any given concept is treated
slightly different throughout their works when it is related to a specific theme. It is for this
reason that firstly, we only consider Plato’s Republic and Aristotle’s Politics that are related to
our discussion, and secondly, these works are selected because they are still the foundation of
Medieval and modern theories of the hierarchical and mostly despotic power structures. In
classical period between seventeenth and twentieth centuries, those who argued for European
monarchies such as Robert Filmer and his followers, for European aristocracies such as
Hobbes, Schmitt, and Strauss, and in the twenty-first centuries, those who are arguing for the
Middle-Eastern monarchies and theocracies furiously use these ancient works as their main
resources. Finally, we only address the context of these selected works restricted to answer our
question of justification in a ‘historical consent. This concentration helps us to prevent from
wandering or getting lost in numerous works of Plato and Aristotle and to make sure that our
argument follows a linear path.

Plato, as a pioneer in theorizing a systematic power relation, tried to justify a certain power
structure, where he discusses the Philosopher-King, whom he assumed has the natural right to
rule. Plato was concerned about the hierarchical power structure so much that he extended the
theory of power of his Philosopher-King excessively over all levels of private and social
spaces. One reason to abandon the search for Plato’s perfect and unchangeable form of state,
would be the power that the ruler holds. When we look deeper, we can realize that along with
the ‘perfect state’, Plato had cared much about stability and harmonization of the state.
Although, the idea of the perfect state fits the most to the idea of healthy and stable authority,
but reaching the latter has been not always addressed the “perpetuation of ideal condition.”*'®
Both unattainable ideology and manipulative securitizing the authority is not as the same as
possession of political power. Hence, they threaten and sometime beaten authority in its own
game. Yet, the bold changes for such aims bring morbidity and mortality to power.

Aristotle, as Newman mentioned, “with some variations, followed in Plato’s footsteps.219
His idea about an ideal power structure in Politics was more democratic compared to Plato’s
Republic. Yet, at the very core of Aristotle’s idea is the question of the due and justice in the

*1 Gandhi and Przeworski, "Authoritarian Institutions and the Survival of Autocrats". Comparative Political
Studies 40, (2007): pp.1279-1301, p.1283.

*1% See Green and Gerber, Get Out the Vote! How to Increase Voter Turnout, (Washington D.C.: Brookings
Institution Press, March 24, 2004).; Cox, Making votes count. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997).
17 Svolik, The Politics of Authoritarian Rule. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), p.2.

I8 Merriam, Political Power, (New York: Collier Books, 1934), p.237.

1% Newman, The Politics of Aristotle, (Oxford, 1886), vol.1, p.82
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distribution of power. Following Plato, Book I to III and Book V of Aristotle’s Politics
represented the same theory of justification of power of hierarchical power structure in which
power satisfies the interests of the few at the expense of others or the majority. He believed
that in order to theorize the most stable political order he needed to justify the hierarchical
power structure, and as one of the traditional thinkers, who held the metaphysical approach so
dear, he based his political theory on the theory of naturalness or naturalism.

In Nature, Justice, and Rights, Miller argues that:

“Aristotle's politics may be characterized as ‘naturalistic’, in the sense that it assigns a
fundamental role to the concept of nature (phusis) in the explanation and evaluation of its
subject-matter. Indeed, naturalism, in this sense, is a dominant theme throughout his
philosophy.”**°

However, his intention was clear. Aristotle knew that the stench of injustice affects the
health of the political community and its power relation. Injustice, whether between
individuals, between social groups, or in a general concept of distribution of power or function
of law, produces a fever of disaffection, anger, and rebellion which can be a dangerous foe
against an authority.**'

In modern times, the defender of the same naturalness and natural rights of hierarchical
power, such as Filmer, Hobbes, Carl Schmitt, and Leo Strauss, emphasize on the same line of
reasoning to justify the hierarchical and authoritarian/totalitarian power, as they found the
concept of traditional natural right to be a truism.*** This common point between the traditional
and the modern advocators of hierarchical power structure and theory of naturalness can be
vividly seen in Strauss’ argument where he admittedly expressed: “since men are then unequal
in regard to human perfection, i.e. in the decisive respect, equal rights for all appears to the
classics as most unjust.”*** Thus, he concluded that “the best regime is that in which the best
men habitually rule, or aristocracy.””** Yet, these modern theorists did not seek for the ideal
justice anymore, since they realized that ‘justice’ is an irrational ideal without the concept of
legality. They may believe that the ideal justice is not the subject to cognition. Furthermore, it
has been assumed that in modern-day politics, at least after the age of Enlightenment, the
concept of common interests which has strongly emerged from rational cognition would be
more comprehensible than the ideal justice. We can see that the endeavors of both ancient and
modern political theorists are aimed to introduce an order that satisfies one or some interests at
the expense of others.**

Here, it must be stated that neither the hierarchical power relation nor the inequality
between individuals are what Western political values and our normative theory of power rely
on. The pioneers of modern Western politics in the classic era such as Locke, Charles

220 Miller, Nature, Justice, and Rights, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995), p.28.

22! Merriam, Political Power, (New York: Collier Books, 1934), p.243.

22 See also Shapiro, Legality, (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2011), p.15. Shokri, "Strauss’s Farabi."
Studia Humana 2:2 (2013).

*3 Strauss, Natural Rights and History, (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1953) p.135, see Birgit Haas
(ed.), Macht: Performativitdt, Performanz und Polittheater Seit 1990, (Wirzburg: Konigshausen & Neumann
GmbH, 2005), p.82-84. See also Shokri, "Strauss’s Farabi." Studia Humana 2:2 (2013).

2% Strauss, Natural Rights and History, (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1953) p.140

2 Kelsen, General Theory of Law and State, (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1949), p.13. The concept of
legality and legitimacy will be addressed in part thre.
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Montesquieu, Rousseau and a long list of other thinkers (from the seventeenth century through
the twentieth century) have had significant different views from ancient political thought and
their modern strings. The most important difference that diverged the modern politics from the
traditional one is that the nature and the content of the traditional divine law are not accountable
anymore to call the inequality between men as a natural fact, and hence to give a privilege to
the so-called naturally selected individuals, the philosopher-kings, and the blue-bloods.**’
fact, neither the stability nor the security of power holders cannot justify such means.

On the contrary to this critique, the founding fathers of modern politics, such as Locke,
refer to the political and civil rights such as liberty, life, and property. These rights became the
principal of the modern theory of natural rights.”*’

In

To argue that there is the natural right or divine right of the people is just as hard as to argue
that there is the divine right of kings. Yet, looking from the political angle, the nature of men
as political beings is comprised of interdisciplinary concepts of individual gua parts of a power
structure which entitles them to claim certain rights. The concept of rights which are based on
the normative, rational, legal foundations concerning one’s own behavior, somebody else’s
behavior- jus in personam-, and certain things- jus in rem.**® These rights cannot be ignored
when we are concerning the concepts of power. A normative, rational, and legal right
presupposes a normative, rational, and legal duty. It also presupposes a spectrum to exercise
the claim to the right. As an individual qua part of a power structure, I have had a right to my
life, my liberty, and my property always, and based on this awareness or consciousness, |
consciously bound myself to an authority and a certain legal order in which both the authority
and I are morally, rationally and legally obligated to recognize our rights and the boundaries
of our powers as well as the others. Here, we can see that political power is not only comprised
of (i) the concept of ‘power over’, or domination, but also it is comprised of (ii) the concept of
‘power to’ which implies the rights that the members of each side of political spectrum®* are
entitled to, and of (iii) the concept of ‘power of” which implies the right to claim the rights-
the moral significance of rights.>*°

Yet, get back to the basics, political power is inevitably transformed in each society. This
is the starting point for the traditional-political thoughts. The morbidity and mortality of power
are based on vast organic elements and situations. An authority can do its best to protect itself
from the political fluctuations by adopting an appropriate justification and legitimacy in
different spheres and dimensions. Yet, there are the other factors that should be addressed,

*® However, for Plato “individuals are incapable of apprehending the truth”. See Rice, A Guide to Plato's

Republic, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), p.53. Farabi, Medieval Islamic political theorist followed the
footsteps of Plato for saying that others imitate selected or privilege individuals “because neither nature nor habit
has provided their mind with the gift to understand them as they are”. Farabi, On the Perfect State (abadi’ ara’
Ahl Al-madina Al-fadila), a Revised Text with Introduction, Translation, and Commentary Richard Walzer,
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Authority, and Law: Essays in Second-Personal Ethics, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), p.114.
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which are that each regime tries to address and fortifies the justification and legitimacy of its
own. These two elements certainly are an advantage for an authority. Hence, if a regime fails

to do so, the questioning about these concepts is fatal.**!

To address the challenge of
justification, authorities have to tackle a long list of predicaments which can take place in each
following realm:
1. Ideology (input justification)
Social functioning (throughput justification- output justification)
Diversity in race, religion, and gender (throughput justification)
Civic cohesion (output justification)
Personnel and officials (throughput justification)
Techniques of organization and actions (throughput justification)
Law (input justification- throughput justification)
Moral (input justification)

o RS

Symbolism (input justification- output justification)
10 International relations (output justification)

Here, we have to ask, ‘how is an authority to harness power without falling prey to a charge
of lost of justification and legitimacy?’, ‘Can a regime that upholds the flag of authority be
considered as a justified and legitimate one?’

From the assessment of the ancient Greek political theories, indeed, we learn that the
justification of power is vital for a regime. However, their theories of the justification of
hierarchical power relation are not accountable today, since they were strictly related to the
political problem of their time.”** The idea of Ideal-state, after all, turned out to be that it was
not universally ideal. Moreover, we can dismiss much of their political thoughts, especially
Plato’s, since their theory lacks the lens through which one can see the reality. Of course, any
modern theory of political power and its justification is not merely centered around the output
approach, namely the Ideal State, but also it covers more concepts of power, and in a way that
it is more related to the reality.

Moreover, we learn from the political theories of Plato and Aristotle that wisdom and
knowledge can weaken the shock of political change and can explain the morbidity and
mortality of power.”>> From their negative emphasize we learn positively that the justification
of power is not only about the common good and the perfect state- which related to the output
justification- but also is about the political rights and the moral significance of rights. It is only
in this way that an authority can address the dissatisfaction and ineffectiveness which threaten
its existence.”* A shift in Aristotle’s political thoughts from Plato’s indicates that to some
extent such knowledge is tied to the historical and political consciousness. These two elements

2! Merriam, Political Power, (New York: Collier Books, 1934), p.253-254.

2 Jacoby, Picture Imperfect: Utopian Thought for an Anti-Utopian Age. (New York: Columbia University Press,
2005), p.167.

3 See also Merriam, Political Power, (New York: Collier Books, 1934), p. 237.

2% Merriam, Political Power, (New York: Collier Books, 1934), 263.; see Letter from James Madison to W.T.
Barry (August 4, 1822), in The Founders' Constitution, Volume 1, Chapter 18, Document 35, (Chicago: Chicago
University Press, 1987/2000).

http://press-pubs.uchicago.edu/founders/documents/v1ch18s35.html
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are directly linked to the evaluation of the patterns of ‘political equilibrium’, which puts a vast
amount of time in the actual process of personalities and situation by which the processes of
justification and legitimacy are being shaped. We can learn from the patterns of ‘political
equilibrium’, that is the recognition of the rights on both sides of the political spectrum, to
avoid people lost their civil and political rights, their dignity, and their property.**

Yet, the question remains regarding how the authoritarian/totalitarian state could be
justified. How can authoritarian/totalitarian states thrive in the rivalries of political power? And
how can they wield their power, even for a while?

233 See also Merriam, Political Power, (New York: Collier Books, 1934), p.263.
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2. The Justification of Authoritarian/Totalitarian States
Is power involuntary bad, voracious, and brutal? This question is important, yet difficult to be
answered. It is important since it affects almost every other aspect of politics. It is hard to be
answered since we pose this question only when there is a political predicament. Today, what
we consider as political power after both world wars, has at some points diverged from the
medieval and ancient concept of authority, and at other points less so.
The common point between the modern and ancient political theories is the concept of ‘power
over’ or domination. The questions such as ‘what is an authority and its origin?’, and ‘what is
political power’? cheerfully lead us to the old-fashion stories and histories of people in
hierarchical power relations. These traditional theories still are held dear by some modern
scholars who try to use the ancient Greek theories to answer today’s questions. Indeed, the
ancient political thoughts glitz as one of the unbelievably clever, interdisciplinary, and original
approaches to the concept of justification of political power.
The notion and the concept of political power in ancient Greek political thought, especially in
Plato and Aristotle, is, however, an elusive concept. If we want to take each of the arguments
on power and authority which are presented in the Republic and Politics and compare them
with other arguments in other works of their authors, we could easily get lost in the details and
loose track of the general direction of these works.”® So to understand the approach of Plato
and Aristotle to these concepts, we must bear two points in mind. First, the core essence of
Republic and Politics define the justification of power as identical with the definition of the
concept of ‘controlling’, ‘domination’, or ‘power over’. Second, both the Republic and Politics
imply that the initial concern that leads to the formation of an authority is the preservation of
life,”’ yet the initial concern that leads to establish a political order is the natural excellence in
practical and calculative wisdon: virtue.”® Both elements are the inevitable premises for the
teleological politics in which there is an ‘Ideal city.” For Plato and Aristotle, this hypothetical
city is located “back from the sea so that distributing contacts with sailors or other strangers
might not operate to upset the equilibrium of the community”,>*” and so that the stability of
authority unquestionably remains. The preservation as an initial concern to justify an authority
implies that the concept of ‘power over’ is a natural concept.**” Considering virtue as an
inseparable part of the concept of power implies that the concept of ‘power over’ as the only
concept of power, in identity and existence, is a good thing. Thus, the power of preservation
not only as a necessity but also assumed to be a virtue. This approach to the concept of power
means that the hierarchical principles in a power relation are the only possible and natural ones,
since the preservation was the main ground to serve a bigger entity- i.e. community, which
emerges out of the man’s experience of life. It also entails that the so-called natural concept of
‘domination’ is the good one.

2% Rice, A Guide to Plato's Republic, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), p.40.

237 Aristotle, Pol. 1252b—1253a; See also Newman, The Politics of Aristotle, (Oxford, 1886), vol.1, p.80.

238 On Aristotalian virtue see Miller, Nature, Justice, and Rights, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995), p.11.

% Merriam, Political Power, (New York: Collier Books, 1934), p.237.

% Montesquieu, The spirit of laws, trans. by Thomas Nugent, (Kitchener: Batoche Books, 2001, first pub. 1748),
p-172.
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The combination of the concepts of naturalness and virtue to define the concept of power
shaped a systematic teleological politics in which the arguments for the justification of power
provide a concept of unequal and unchecked notions of domination for an authority.**!
However, the problem of the concept of political power is not only related to the exercise of
power. In fact, the question is wrongly proposed, as the ancient Greek political theorists wanted
to comprehend: what are the highly regarded aims of the power? what about the aim of
‘ideology’? which outcome relates the ideology to the exercise of power? and how an ideology
can be laid down for such power structure?***

The theory of teleological-political concept of power implies the necessity of preservation for
justification of power. For Plato and Aristotle, this concept can be broken down into two
general notions of power relation: (1) the control of men over the external factors and (2) the
control of some men over others.

Let us elaborate on the first notion of power relation. For the ancient Greeks, the control of
men over the external factors is only possible with the knowledge of the cosmos.** This
element can be vividly seen in Plato’s politics.*** In this sense, the ancient philosophers (Plato
and Aristotle) have seen that nature is a hierarchical order, and they assumed that this
hierarchical order would be an ideal model to imitate to build a perfect human society. ** Any
fluctuation was a movement to change toward corruption since it was understood as being
against the stable Ideals. This sense of controlling over the external factors was a movement
against the accepted theory of “everything is in Flux” proposed by Heraclitus**°, one of a
prominent philosophers of ancient Greece. This theory is one of the sources of modern
relativism.

We have to ask how the concept of ‘control of man over the external factors’ is related to the
concept of ‘control of some men over others’? To answer this question, we need to understand
the relationship between the doctrine of Flux and the justification of power. According to the
ancient Greek theorists, these concepts are linked based on two assumptions. On the one hand,
society as a natural being and as a part of cosmos has a decaying trend, so every law of the
universe is true for human community. In this sense, the theory of flux was not only
concentrating on the nature as material but also on the human society.**’ On the other hand,

>V Wolff, An Introduction to Political Philosophy, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996) p.75.

22 See Sternberger, Grund und Abgrund der Macht, Schriften VII, (Frankfurt am Main: Insel Verlag, 1986),
p.118.

43 Universe. See Susemihl and Hicks. The Politics of Aristotle, (London: Macmillan, 1894), p.48.; See also Vogt,
Law, Reason, and the Cosmic City: Political Philosophy in the Early Stoa, (New York: Oxford University Press,
2008), p.97-98.

% Popper, The Open Society and Its Enemies: The Spell of Plato. (London: Routledge, 1947), p.17, 40-44; Wolff,
An Introduction to Political Philosophy, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996), p.73-74

¥ This idea emerged from a school which some scholars called “Natural Philosophy”. See also I. H. Gran,
Philosophies of Nature After Schelling, (London and New York: Bloomsbury Academic, 2008), p.35-6. Paul Avis
Argues that this Idea could be deduce syllogistically. Cf. Paul Avis, God and the Creative Imagination, (New
York: Routledge, 1999) p.40-41. See also Susemihl and Hicks. The Politics of Aristotle, (London: Macmillan,
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46 Cratylus 402a = DK22A6; (D. 61, M. 35) Hippolytus, Refutatio 1X.10.5.; Charles Kahn, The Art and Thought
of Heraclitus, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 1979). Heraclitus of Ephesus. c. 535 —¢. 475 BC. was a
pre-Socratic Greek philosopher, and a native of the city of Ephesus, a part of the Persian Empire.
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the interdisciplinary aspect of the ‘study of nature’, and ‘philosophy’ dictated that there is a
direct connection between the natural law of the universe and the natural law of the state. The
theory of Flux, which was at first a study on the nature as whole,** was a way of addressing
the political problem of the time which was the ways of democratization and the rebel of people
against power holders,”>* Here, we can see the emergence of the second notion of the so-called
natural power relation which is ‘the control of some men over others’. ‘Others’ became the
foundation of the concept of power relation and formed a primitive concept of political
spectrum.

The ancient Greek political theorists could not ignore the role of people, at least in a sense that
the idea of their ideal ruler in their theory of hierarchical power relation is manifested in the
personalities who were the few white, free, Greek landlord males. In this sense, we can argue
that based on the presumption that the concepts of ‘power of’- or the moral significance of
rights- was not utterly obscure for the ancient Greek philosophers, and their endeavors for the
justification of political power were not for the specific individuals, but for the ruling class.
The notion of ‘control of some men over others’ does not imply any democratic elements, but
only is an assessment to the theory of Ideals and an answer to the problem of Flux.

For ancient Greek philosophers, this rivalry was a vital part of a hierarchical power structure.
Heraclitus tried to find a solution for his doctrine of Flux and tried to demonstrate a stable
ground beyond the world of flux. Plato followed along this line of thought by trying to assess
this question of justification of power of ruling class, and to find a way out of the problem of
instability, i.e. Flux, which was a destructive wave against the Athenian ruling class, a class
that Plato saw himself as belonging to.*>° In other words, beyond the philosophical point, there
was a personal motive for Plato since he considered himself to be of royal blood.”' This
fluctuation in Athenian society was a high price for Plato who lost Socrates and his family
members in the process of democratization.>” Thus, based on both his “philosophy of Nature’
and his ideology, Plato, took for granted that fluctuation is degeneration. Similarly, this
assumption was also the concern of his descendants. In particular, one can see that the
degenerating fluctuation is one of the fundamental presumptions in Aristotle’s Politics. The

% Armstrong, (ed.) The Cambridge History of Later Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy. (London: Cambridge
University Press., 1967) p.24.

¥ See also Crossman, Plato To-day, (London and New York: Oxford University Press, Routledge, 1937, 2013),
p.16.

*% See Perry, Western Civilization: Ideas, Politics, and Society, (Boston: Wadsworth, 2013) p.82.; Barker
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Plato and His Predecessors (London: Methuen, 1960), p.48.
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family tree see B. Witte, Die Wissenschaft vom Guten und Bésen (Berlin: Waker de Gruyter & Co., 1970), p.53.;
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Dispelling the Myths, (London: Faber and Faber, 2009), p.14.
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‘control of some men over others’ is the core essence of Politics for the justification of political
power gua domination on a stable grounds of a harmonized state.>

2.1. Knowledge and Hierarchical Power Relation

Though the ancient Greek political theorists were the pioneers in the theory of state, finding a
stable ground that they could ultimately refer to was harder for them than the modern and
western political theorists.”>* The theory of ideal city or ideal state was not easy to elaborate in
the time of the prevailing concept of relativism. History of political thought was at its early
stage and the ancient Greek political theorists have had no sample and very little political
experience. In this sense, Plato, following Heraclitus, made an attempt to use the theory of
Logos to build his own critical theory of state and power.>> As nature was one of the strong
representatives of power and a great concern for philosophers, his political theory was
excessively centered around the theory of nature and the natural law.>*° Plato maneuvered his
way toward the theory of hierarchical natural structures, which implies a divine ideal of being
on the top of his pyramidal theory.>’

For Plato, the stability of the ‘ideals’ implies an order, which can be known and used as the
sample to control the men. Plato stressed this point in his ontology which is a top-down
approach to demonstrate that this hierarchical structure should be used for engineering the
human society to avoid the fluctuation. Hence, he assumed that the ontological view of the
‘reality’ requires a hierarchical order for controlling the society to gain the stability in the state.
The stability and controlling seem to be parallel elements and a stable ruling class is assumed
to be a vital part of such community. Furthermore, both for Plato and Aristotle, to know this
structure is to possess wisdom, and to control the community according to this wisdom is to
naturally possess the excellence.*”®

To elaborate on this point is to know how it helps to understand the hierarchical political
order that it implies. As Aristotle and Plato believed, the first step is ‘to understand’ such
structure. This step combined two fin lines.

(1) The first fine line in Plato and Aristotle political thought is a fundamental difference
between the truth and opinion. In Book Six of Republic, Plato stated:

“Let us agree that their”’ desire is for the whole [truth, knowledge] of it; there is no part
whether greater or less, or more or less honorable, which they are willing to renounce.”*®

233 See also Grote. Aristotle. (New York: Arno Press, 1973), p.7-8.; Barker, The Political Thought of Plato and
Aristotle, (New York: Russell & Russell, 1959), p.232.; Merriam, Political Power, (New York: Collier Books,
1934), p. 186.
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7 Grene, A Portrait of Aristotle, (London:Faber, 1963), p.47.
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We can continue to agree that knowledge proceeds values in the justification and
legitimation of power structure. However, we cannot agree that such values cannot be the
assessable ones.”*' For Plato, to know the order of being is to know the truth.*** This specific
and holistic approach to a knowledge of a subject not only demonstrates that there is a
presumed difference between the truth and opinion but also such difference is generalized to
give an absolute view to the concept of knowledge of universe .’

(i1) The second fine line in Plato and Aristotle political thought is ‘knowledge’. It is the
core essence of the redefined concept of virtue. They assumed that who possesses this virtue
also possesses political power over others. They believed that to understand the ‘structure’ —
of this universe - is to reach a certain wisdom. In Plato’s theory of wisdom, this point is
elaborated in the famous allegory of the cave. He regarded the people trapped in the cave and
have no knowledge of the outside world. He, especially, downgraded the place of cave in the
hierarchical universe.”** He believed that this comprehension, namely to recognize the role and
place of state, was knowledge rather than a belief and those who have this privilege are directly
connected to the stable world of ideals. Moreover, he believed that the knowledge of the whole
hegemonic body of the universe,”® i.e. the order of being- ordo essendi-,’*’ shows a path in
which the cosmos as the highest rank reveals the truth about the order of the lower rank: the
state.”®’ Thus, ‘knowledge’ qua virtue. Both Plato and Aristotle believed in knowledge qua
virtue since as the ideal state is ‘the product of mind’**® it is assumed that it has accompanied
by a mere teleological priority. Thus, who has virtue also has power.

In Plato’s and Aristotle’s political thoughts, what makes this sort of knowledge as a virtue
and as instrument for emphasize on the concept of ‘power over’ or domination is the
assumption that the state is part of the nature and it must follow its natural hierarchical
structure. This sort of knowledge considers the people, the individuals, merely as parts of the
state and their function merely aim to benefit the state.”® They excessively believed that state

%1 See above p.3.; Berger and Luckmann, The Social Construction of Reality; a Treatise in the Sociology of
Knowledge. (England: Penguin Group, 1966), p.111.

282 Plato, Republic V, 475°
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is prior to the individuals as a whole and its hierarchical structure is natural.*”’ Hitherto, we
have to admit that the ancient concept of state elaborates an excessive existence of hierarchical
character of power,”’" and that is what we are mainly concerned with here.

The theory of state, for Plato and Aristotle, was the first and the last thing. In The Open
Society and its Enemies, Karl Popper, a prominent contemporary Austrian philosopher, argues
that to justify state as a hierarchical structure, the initial question was ‘who should rule’? and
that introduced a major problem in moral philosophy to the world of politics:

“It is my conviction that by expressing the problem of politics in the form ‘Who should
rule?’ or “Whose will should be supreme?’, etc., Plato created a lasting confusion in political
philosophy. It is indeed analogous to the confusion he created in the field of moral philosophy
by his identification, discussed in the last chapter, of collectivism and altruism. It is clear that
once the question “Who should rule?” is asked, it is hard to avoid some such reply as ‘the best’
or ‘the wisest’ or ‘the born rulers ' (or, perhaps, ‘The People’ or ‘The General Will” or ‘The
Master Race’ or ‘The Industrial Workers”). But such a reply, convincing as it may sound for
who would advocate the rule of ‘the worst’ or ‘the stupid’ or ‘the born slave’? is, as I shall try

. 272
to show, quite useless.”’

In fact, Plato and Aristotle did not emphasize on the rule of privileged individuals unless
it was in the line of their primary aim. The primary aim of Plato and Aristotle was to justify
the hierarchical power structure and its aim. The obfuscated concept of power relation in Plato
and Aristotle’s political thought is on the contrary to the pragmatic process toward equilibrium.
Consequently, the equality of all men, which is one of the values of the democratic power
relation, is sacrificed based on the assumption that the aim of society can be reached only as a
stable hierarchical system.*"

The teleological and natural political ancient political theories convey that all men are not
naturally equal.”’* Plato condemned democracy as he argued that democracy as an aberration
is a constitution that ‘treat[s] all men as equals, whether they are equal or not’.*”* In book six
of Republic, Plato strongly argued against democracy where he uses ship analogy:

“Imagine then a ship or a fleet in which there is a captain who is taller and stronger than
any of the crew, but who is a little deaf and has a similar infirmity in sight, and whose
knowledge of navigation is not much better. The sailors are quarreling with one another about

70 Armstrong, (ed.) The Cambridge History of Later Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy. (London: Cambridge
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the steering—everyone is of the opinion that he has a right to steer, though he has never learned
the art of navigation...”*"

Plato condemned democracy not because of its potential danger of the ‘mob rule,” but
because of his preference to the authoritarian/totalitarian form of power. For him, a certain
class or certain individuals are necessary for the aim of the state, so as their power. This would
be a class that can control the rest of the population with a minimum risk of decay for the state;
a class that has knowledge of the stable world of ideal. In this way, the virtuous- teleological
politics rule out tons of individuals to find 'the wisest' men or ‘the born rulers’; hence tagged
everyone else as ‘mob’, the ‘stupids' or the ‘slaves'.””” This way of justification of power
structure has dictated that the most members of a state have neither the knowledge nor the right
to power. We can realize that the reason for this problem is that the definition of the power is
reduced to merely the concept of ‘power over’ or ‘domination’. The ancient political theorists
argued that only those who have the knowledge are entitled to claim the right to rule over
people’s life and liberty.

This knowledge and these virtues, in Plato’s political thought, can be found only in
philosophers.*”® In book six of Republic, Plato explicitly chose his ruling class, used their
knowledge as an mere instrument for teleological politics:

“It is necessary to understand the nature of philosophers first, for I think that, if we can
reach adequate agreement about that, we will also agree that the same people can have both
qualities and that no one but they should be a leader in cities.”*”

Hence, according to him, only the philosophers have an opportunity to be the ruling
class.”® In other words, Plato makes a king out of philosopher. That is how the concept of ‘to
have knowledge’ is the same as the virtue ‘to control’ of others gua domination. **!

The distinction between a philosopher and the rest, here, is a certain virtue which Plato and
Aristotle interpreted it as the wisdom.*® In particular, this distinction is the bedrock of Plato’s
political thought, which aims for flourishing a class of rulers with the certain privilege to
control others.?® Hence, the concept of political power and its justification in the power
relation in the ancient Greek political philosophy, especially for Plato, was merely reduced to
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the concept of ‘power over’ or domination.”**Moreover, if the character of the ruler class at
different moments in the Republic and Politics can be justified with the theory of knowledge,
teleological-political philosophy might be the most flexible and telling of all concepts in their
political works. Their theory of justification of hierarchical power appears to be a persuasive
philosophical argument, rather than a thought-provocative and political one, however, it was
likely acceptable among all philosophers.

Overall, Plato and Aristotle's theory has only enough of a share in truth to narrowly dodge
a charge of despotism, hypocrisy, and disaffection. If we want to ignore the philosophical
arguments and see the political aspect of their arguments, their theory of justification of power
based on the teleological premises and naturalness trappings (or cosmological politics) of the
sort of authority, only inspires devotion in those who are not entirely lovers of wisdom but only
the lovers of power qua domination over others. After all, the reinvented concept of
justification of hierarchical power is faintly familiar with the modern concepts of ‘power over’
but symbolic and suggestive of the deepest truths of philosophical reason. Yet, it fails to emerge
in the pragmatic instances. The novel power of the ruling class in the theory of justification of
hierarchical power, which is based on the theory of teleological politics and theory of
naturalness, assumed to be stabilizing the Athenian city state. However, this theory threatens
the state and its unity.

2.2. Reluctance to Control or to Knowledge: The Problem of Education in
Philosopher-King’s Autocratic Role.

The knowledge qua virtue, as a qualitative aspect, gives the ruler a general mean to claim
power. The general concept of virtue is a pure qualitative concept in Plato’s political thought
on which he theorized the character of the ruling class. Yet, we can further see that the general
concept of virtue, including both the knowledge and the way to apply it, are the theoretical and
practical aspects of the same qualitative concept.”® For Plato, the qualitative aspect was the
only important cornerstone of having political privileges. Thus, for him, the virtue of wisdom
is what makes the ruler a leader per se.”*® Plato’s ruler is adorned with the concept of virtue
with which a philosopher can be transcend to the world of ideal. Indeed, as long as the
qualitative aspect could have been the only aspect of qualification, such theory of
transcendence would have been flawless.

However, both the concepts of knowledge and virtue, which Plato presented in his political
theory, are in fact indifferent to what the community could have consisted of or what historical
process it has been gone through. This could be one of the major fault lines in Plato’s thought.

On the contrary to Plato’s theory of virtue and power, the function of ‘the claim to power’,
which in fact is the right of every human being, and the function of ‘philosophy’, which in fact
is an acquisitive quality, belong to the different worlds. This was a problematic point that put
an acquisition on the philosopher for the grievance in power and makes Plato’s theory with an
injustice. It seems Plato was aware of in Republic. We might believe in this allegation due to
the metaphor of the cave. So, he continued to justify the domination of philosopher over people.

%% See also Lukes, Power: A Radical View, (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005).; Haugaard and Ryan, (ed.)
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Plato used the metaphor of the cave to argue that for the philosophers this world is like a
cave. In book seven of Republic, when we read through the Plato’s argument that philosophers
are the ones who can complete their journey outside of the cave with the mean of philosophy,
it is not surprising for us if we continue reading that they might be “unwilling to occupy
themselves with human affairs,”287 thus there is no motivation for them to come back. But Plato
believed that philosophers are the real — political - rulers. So, he must address some paradoxical
points here: first, why a ‘freed’” philosopher must return to the cave after such exodus? And
second, why a philosopher should claim to power after his return?

At the beginning of the discussion Plato mention that:

“It won’t be surprising, if those who get so far are unwilling to involve themselves in human
affairs, and if their minds long to remain in the realm above.”***

As it has been mentioned, the unwillingness of philosophers seems to mean that they are
reluctant to claim power. At least, this would be the logical conclusion. In contrast, from a
deeper analysis of Plato’s Republic we can understand that Plato used this point to advance his
argument on the concept of justice. In other words, it seems that Plato somehow used this
concept of unwillingness merely to argue that this would be the character of a just ruler. For
readers of Plato remains either a confusion or an active imagination. Either way, today we face
the numerous interpretations and critiques of Plato’s work. For the same reason, we will
abdicate any duty to interpret this theory and restrict ourselves to discussing two main
arguments regarding this issue:

1. Plato argued that merely those who have experienced a just way of life are preferable to
govern the state. Yet, the ‘just way of life’ for him was the life which is built by the
philosophical education and is full of deliberation.”*” He believed that given the philosopher’s
experience in the philosophical life, they would not seek “self-satisfaction”**’ with, or abuse
power. The contradiction between the theory of the philosopher-king and the reluctance of
philosophers to rule is obvious. In this sense, we can see that Plato mostly argued that the
reluctancy of philosophers to rule is necessary, but we also see that such necessity is ignorable
in Plato’s theory of philosopher-king.*"

2. We have mentioned that Plato has set himself an immense task. His intention was to
theorize a system of political thought in which he elaborates upon a new concept of justice and
a new definition of just state. Plato’s ideal which he assumed as the just one. As he argued, the
ideal state, imitating the imaginary world of ideals, is constructed on the social definition of

justice, which is defined by the “Principle of Specialization”.”?
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2.2.1. Principle of Specialization
To assess these issues and the related theories thereof requires that we supply a sufficient
amount of time, so here, these issues will be assessed as long as they are related to the theme
of the present work. We will start with the latter issue and then will move on to the first one.
The Principle of Specialization is related to the distribution of power based on the Natural
Division of Labor.”>> So to understand, Plato has had set the idea that each person fits into a
specific position and fulfills a certain task in a society. Yet these tasks are arbitrary since, as
he assumed, they are set by nature.””* The specific concept of this premises is to identify a form
of “justice with the principle of class rule and the class privilege” so that no class can interfere
into the business of other class.””
“The interference with one another’s business, then, of three existent classes, and the
substitution of one for the other, is the greatest injury to a state.”**®

For the principle that every class should attend to its own business means, briefly and
bluntly, that the state is just if the ruler rules, if the workers work and if the slave slaves.”*’’
However, Plato move further to show his theory of justice and justification of power of
philosopher as a king follow by force. So, he continued to insist that ‘the interference with one
another’s business’ “would most rightly be designated as the thing which chiefly works it
harm.”*"®

The nature of power qua domination proves that the key role played by the credibility of
the people’s threat — the emergence of democracy in their time - to replace a ruler also accounts
for why Plato’s theory of political authority formally vested in authoritarian/totalitarian
leadership posts can only rarely be separated from the person holding the post or from the
personalities.*”

Despite this general rule, Plato argues strongly in the favor of the philosopher’s claim to
power. However, based on ‘one man, one role’, the role of a philosopher and role of a king
seem to be two roles, as a philosopher and as a king, and the theory of reluctant philosopher-
king seems to be paradoxical.’” It is in this sense that Plato violated his own rules of ‘one
person, one role’.

2.2.1. Give with One Hand and Take Back with the Other: Philosopher or King?
Plato assumed that philosopher returns to the cave — or to this political world - based on the
presumption of the nature of justice. Julia Annas wrote in her introduction to the Republic:

293 See also Samaras, Plato On Democracy, (New York: P. Lang, 2002), p.55.
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“the philosopher-kings know what is just because they have the knowledge that is based on
the form of the good. Their return is demanded by the justice that prescribes disinterestedly
what is best for all.”*'

Even if it is ideally true, it seems that the paradoxical claim of Plato - that philosopher is
reluctant to power but he claims power and wants to be a king - shows that his philosopher is
eternally trapped between two worlds: the world of contemplation and the world of action. Yet,
in Plato’s political thought the connection between the two world made when he argued that
philosopher should return because it is the only way to be just. Here we can see how Plato
assumed that the notion of just and the claim to power is identical.

If we follow Plato’s argument on the definition of justice, we realize that what Plato
presented as the account of justice is in fact based on his theory of the Principle of
Specialization and his presumption of the distribution of power. He centered his theory and the
presumption around the idea that the state has priority. Due to the prevailing concept of Nature
in Plato’s ‘just state’, people as individuals must play their role which is imposed by nature.’”*
Thus, though individuals are differentiated by their arbitrary characters, namely some are
assumed to be servant and some others peasant, they all have a common prior aim: The aim of
people — or the parts - is to serve the state.

Furthermore, to justify his theory of hierarchical state, Plato also argued the theory of
arbitrary character of individuals. He started from the metaphysical arguments. So, he argued
that the human soul consists of three parts: the rational part, the spirited part, and the appetitive
part. For Plato, those men in whose souls the appetitive part is dominant belong to the class of
‘artisans and businessmen’;>* for those whose souls are dominated by the spirited part belong
to the military class; and for those whose souls are dominated by the rational part belong to the
ruling class (the class later named the philosopher-kings). Yet, his excessive anti-democratic
position made him believe that the majority of the people are those who have souls in which
the appetitive part dominates the others, and in contrast, there are very few people in whose
soul the rational part dominates the others: the philosophers.

2.2.2.1 Justice for a Part or Justice for a Whole!

Strictly speaking, Plato tried to labor ‘what just is?’. In Book four of Republic, the concept of
individual and their function is comprehensible merely as a part of the concept of state. Based
on Plato’s argument on the comparison between the parts and the whole, we can see that an
individual is an ‘unjust’ entity since as an individual they lacks the harmony that can only be
found in the state.’®* Moreover, the philosophers as the ruling class are powerful since they
recognize and safeguard this harmony which is imposed by the state.

It is necessary to examine the motive of Plato’s philosopher; not only in relation to the theory

of ideals but also to his crowing vision of the good qua virtue.’”” In other words, we have to
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examine his motives not only in the realm of the cosmological concept of naturalness but also
the teleological aspect of virtue politics.

Plato should have shown that how philosopher’s claim to rule could be justified. However,
he chose a hard way. He excessively relied on the theory of naturalness, the ground on which
he argued that recognizing philosophers as the ruling class is a must.

We see the arguments of Plato on the concept of justice which may trick us into assuming
that such arguments present the concrete ground for justification of philosopher’s power.
Indeed, Plato was concerned about the concept of justice which was the prevailing subject of
discussions, yet he was also concerned about a way that he could elaborate on the theory of
justice which could match the rest of his political thought. He argued that the only way that the
distribution of power would be ‘just’ is when the philosophers possess the political power.
Thus, to match the concept of naturalness, justice, and holism, he tried to marry philosophy to
metaphysics, teleology, and politics, as if they are the same things.’*® According to Plato, given
the strong connection between philosophy, politics, and nature, each man is a small part of a
system which is linked to another and such connection builds the unity of the whole, the
political community.

But we cannot stop there. To understand Plato, we have to take one more step back again
and see the argument from a wider point of view which refers to the first aforementioned issue.
Plato regarded the political community as an inseparable component of nature and the cosmos.
In this way, Plato could have argued that as long as the political community would be the
component of nature, and politics would be the only instrument to regulate and control this
community, the philosophy could have been regarded as a major instrument to know the ideal
state and to recognize justice. However, he merely argued for the teleological aspect and
stability of his hierarchical regime:

“The object of our legislation [...] is not the special welfare of any particular class in our
society, but of the society as a whole; and it uses persuasion or compulsion to unite all citizens
and make them share together the benefits which each individually can confer upon the
community; and its purpose in fostering this attitude is not to leave everyone to please himself,
but to make each man a link in the unity of the whole.” [Plato, Rep. 519e-520a]

He argued for the teleological aspect and stability of his hierarchical regime since he
wanted to overcome the paradoxical roles of philosopher and king. So, he merged the idea of
usefulness and value.”®” This lead Plato to assume that philosophy and politics are the same,
just as a philosopher and a king. The claim to establish the just state, for Plato, seems possible
only if the philosophers would have became the rulers and the rulers would have became the
philosophers, and “political power and philosophy thus come into the same hands.”*"*
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However, the theory of philosopher-king harms the teleological politics of state. To
overcome this critique, Plato refers to the functions which imposed by nature. For Plato, the
claim that the philosopher should be the king is not the matter of intention and the individual
goals, but he argued that it is an inescapable task for the philosopher which is set forth by
nature. This claim demands a strict identification of the philosophical and political concepts:
the philosopher-king is required to rule and their ruling is assumed to be in the nature of the
ruler, yet the philosopher-king must acquire a specific wisdom and that contains the education
of the forms or the ideals.’”

Plato argued more specifically that one of the tasks of the philosopher-king is to unify and
harmonize the community with the cosmos.’'” Interestingly, Plato excessively relied on the
arbitrary characters of human soul and assumed that it must agree with nature. He used this
premise to argue that the philosophers must rule in order to fulfill their function or their tasks
which are in fact fitted by nature. Plato argued that to properly understand the philosopher’s
ascent out of the cave and know the real world is in itself to understand the duty to return and
duty to force the inhabitant of the cave to obey the divine laws, the natural rules and the
hierarchical structure. Having said that, it is the strict and interwoven identity of philosophy,
metaphysics, and politics that is manifested into the half-arbitrary and half-acquisitive Principle
of Specialization.’"'

However, Plato’s theory of philosopher-king detach morality from philosophy and politics.
The philosopher-king’s claim to power is devoid of any moral significance of right. For Plato
claim to rule is just a duty set by nature.

2.2.3. Different View: Justification by redefining Justice in Authoritarian and
Totalitarian Power

Although Plato tried to argue that the philosophers must complete their final task by being the
kings, his main challenge was the justification of such office. He has done to succeed in this
mission, however, his theory of teleological politics, principle of specialization, and justice are
full of paradoxes, as they are in contradictions with each other.

2.2.3 Different View: A Lesson from History

As it has been argued, Plato assumed that the political duty of philosophers is to go back to the
cave — or this political world - and rule people, as Plato called them the mob. Given the social
and political changes of the time and the emergence of direct democracy in Athenian city-
state,’'” the political intention of Plato was to give the concept of despotic hierarchical regime
a new sense of justification. Consequently, he wanted to convey his readers that only the
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philosophers just like him are entitled to be the ruling class. To secure such concept both for
the sake of the ideal hierarchical state and for his followers, he gave the concept of heredity to
his theory of justice and principle of specialization. Plato wanted to make sure that such high
political positions would be guaranteed to all of his fellow philosophers and all of his
descendant, similar to a hereditary kingdom where a king think about his descendant.

Today, when we think about the real motives, we realize that it seems unrealistic, even for
Plato himself, to rely merely on the idea of the ‘duty’ or the obligation of ‘fulfilling function’.
The real motive of hierarchical and despotic rulers is not to fulfill their duty. Moreover, the
teleological reasoning, such as ‘fulfilling the natural duty’ cannot justify the claim of the
philosopher-kings to power. Since there are other power relations that can reach the aim of the
idea city without imitating the hierarchical and despotic power relation of it.

However, today, it has been seen through the history that the rulers of the
authoritarian/totalitarian regimes try to present their motives as nationalistic, ideological, or
religious as possible.’"> So, we might try again to answer the question which address the
motives of the long list of rulers, the philosopher-kings, the autocrats, the dictators, the Caliphs
and the Mollas: on what ground and for which motives would the ‘reluctant’ philosophers or
any other personalities, if such reluctancy is plausible at all, agree to rule? Well the answer is
simple: may the philosophers agree not to rule for wealth, power, and honor, which have been
always the strong motives for every man, they would find themselves to be ruled by others,
especially by the sophists who were their opponents, which would endanger their philosophical
life and their existence in the first place. This was the lesson that Plato learned the hard way in
his early age when he lost his family members and his teacher, Socrates.

Furthermore, the ruling of others over the philosophers does not match Plato’s political
thoughts whose core essence is in fact to believe in the arbitrary or natural function for every
man and believe in the teleological aspect of life.>'* Thus, Plato could not possibly divest such
an important privilege, namely having an authority to rule over others, from his philosophers
and give it to the other claimants of power. In this way, for Plato, not only ‘philosophizing’
and ‘ruling’ are one and the same position, but also their shared task is to regulate community
under a hierarchical principle of nature, the principles by which he assumed that the
philosopher-kings are only able to grasp, comprehend, and interpret the rules of nature for the
state.

We can conclude and expand this theory: when a class or a group or an individual be
reluctant to rule, they find themselves to be ruled by others and do what others demand. From
the political behaviourism point of view, this founding can be seen in any hierarchical and
despotic power relation. The motives of a despotic ruler or, more practical in these days, the
real motives of a collective, will of entity who presents itself in some form of political
organization or political party, are to win the freedom and power over others to have the most
political effectiveness, ranging from their will to their action.

As the right to rule is the concept of ‘power over’ and the only dimension of authority for
an absolute hierarchical power, weather for the ancient or modern regimes, it is assumed that

33 See Shokri, "Islam and Politics: The Case of the Islamic State." Studia Humana 5.2 (2016).; Shokri. A New
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such a right to dominate others is among the-taken-for-granted-things. This is one of the
fallacies of Either/Or by which politics is assumed to be reduced to a set of rules, that is
restricted to a one concept of power: ‘power over’. One side rule over others and the other side
ruled by others.

Following Plato, most of the modern authoritarian/totalitarian regimes rely on the same
teleological arguments. Authoritarian and totalitarian regimes, on the rights and left, using the
corrupted concept of justice and duty to fight and justify their concept of ‘power over’. They
use these concepts to encroach on the people’s life and to ‘control’ them for reaching their own
aim. They interpret their aims through their theory of justice and duty, following Plato, the aim
of the state and for its good. For Instance, Saudi Arabia, Sudan, and Yemen presents different
forms of Islamic theocracies which are concerned with the aims of the state based on the
religion.315 Moreover, Syria, Libya, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Egypt, Jordan, Kuwait, Iraq, United
Arab Emirate, Oman, Qatar, Russia, China and Yemen are among a long list of states which
present some form of autocracies concerned with the aims of the state based on some form of
nationalism in which they promote an egalitarian social order parallel to the rapid economic
growth.”'¢

However, the authoritarian/totalitarian and hybrid regimes challenged by their own
weakness. The question of justification and legitimacy. In this sense, any despotic personalities
attempt to justify their authorities by dictating and forming the consciousness of people.’!”
Following Plato, they try to convey people that they are rulers by nature and their natural duty
is to serve as rulers which is set by God. They often utilize a sort of education which suppresses
the political consciousness, and consequently the political and civil rights of people, for the
sake of the ideal city.’'® The concept of justice, which they sell in their educational system, is
the paradox that exists in the nature of the authoritarian/totalitarian power relation. This
paradox can never be solved.’"’

2.3.  Despotic Authority and the Expenses of Self-Justification; Virtue vs. Justice

If we look at the structure of reasoning that Plato provided in Republic and his argument about
the connection between reason and authority, we can realize that his approach to the concept
of power does not differ from what he perceived as the norm of the Athenian society. He tried
to defend the same traditional form of Greek ruler but in the guise of philosophers. This can be
a sign to argue that the type, or characteristic of a ruler is linked to the history of the society or
states in which they could emerge and rule.’* The ruler and the ruling class cannot be
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understood apart from their state, their community, and their power structure in which they
emerged and they thrive. Here, let us elaborate on what we claimed to see how this ends in the
expense of the concept of justice and justification of power.

Though Plato could not escape from his attachment to the Athenian tradition, he tried to
deal with it in a different and unprecedented way, he tried to deal with it normatively. To
establish his political thought and to elaborate on a new character of the ruler, Plato worked on
the concept of virtue. Yet, his innovation was not the concept of virtue, which was already the
prevailing concept of his time, but it was to make a shift in the ‘definition of virtue’. The new
concept of virtue that he proposed in his works seems to be based on the didactic and normative
principles.’*' However, this new concept is something between a quality that can be achieved
and a quality that, as he believed, is set by nature. That said, the concept of virtue that Plato
proposed is also accompanied by an arbitrary character of a soul, for which he tried to provide
a justification of right and privilege for the few, for his philosophers.

One of the important problems of Plato’s political thought is the assumption that only the
philosophers, which are by nature philosophers, possess these virtues and hence, only they are
entitled to the right of authority. The nature of such hierarchical power is asymmetric which
implies a form of despotic power “with reference to the special class recognized as citizens.”***
For Plato, the control of man over himself was the product of the theoretical knowledge about
universe,*> and the control of man over the external factors would not occur without the
control of men over themselves, since “man and city are alike.”*** Plato’s presumptions lead
us to two points. First, Plato believed that merely philosophers can recognize the cosmological-
hierarchical order, thus they can claim to possess an intrinsic and natural virtue. Second, based
on such recognition, he believed that the philosophers are the right leaders whose force over
people to imitate the cosmological-hierarchical order is justifiable. Here, Plato found his way
to a new approach based on the natural and virtue politics to theorize a stable ruling structure
in which ‘the natural knowledge plus virtue equal authority’ are the foundation. The questions
are, how this method of justification would assess or reject the legitimacy of such political
power, and whether the ancient Greek method of justification results in an absolute and
despotic power.

Plato’s politics appear to be destructive in practice. As Ellen Wood, one of the
contemporary commentators on Plato’s work, stressed on, “power over men”, which is the
power to command the service of dependent laborers who are obliged to serve by virtue of their
juridical or political status, was typically the most highly prized possession of the property for
the ruling classes in the pre-capitalist societies’.’*> Hence, Plato’s philosopher-king is the one
who would “think about what is the best only for what is under its control.”**® Yet, what Plato
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could not address in this normative approach is the basic civil and political rights of people.
He, consequently, sacrificed the normative principles for the sake of the teleological concept
of state. The philosopher-king despotically possess power while trying to justify his power
based on possession of the virtue. Given such practice, it is clear that:

(1) Plato’s philosophical knowledge, which assumed to be power, was in reality a powerless
accessory. (i1) What Plato introduced as the concept of virtue in fact is not the concept of virtue
at all in our modern philosophical arguments.’*’ Plato’s idea of hierarchical order demands
primarily that the natural rulers rule and natural slaves be the slaves. He could not detach his
thought from his Athenian society and what he argued is rooted in the traditional Athenian
race-thinking. This theory of virtue politics and the way to claim power is the dismissal of the
concept of ‘power to’, and hence it is proved unfit to be the framework for further development
in politics.

In the ancient Greek political theory, the concept of political power is emerged from the
concept of state, by the concept of state, and for the concept of state. Yet, the notion of people,
whether as a collective or as the individuals, is intentionally obfuscated. It is not very clear that
whether political power, in the ancient Greek political thoughts, is entitled to some chosen
individuals or the state’s power is bestowed upon some individuals. Obviously, for Plato and
Aristotle, power should be merely exercised by the philosopher-kings and the virtuous men
respectively.

Once the theory of nature of justice and teleological politics were used exclusively by
claimant of ‘power over, philosophers, and aristocrats, and had spoken the proud language of
conquest, however, it in our modern time is translated into the rather bitter language of people
and the nations who have had the struggle for their political progress, for their politicization
and who have fought their way to build legitimate power relation. It is now clear to say that
when only one person or some people are naturally entitled to particular rights, is
simultaneously to deny the same rights for others, and hence ignore the other important
component of the state.

Based on the traditional prejudice of inequality, which can be found both in ancient and
modern states, it is only the self-justified approach that can explain some men are the rational
beings and some are not, some men are free while some others are enslaved, and some men are
citizens while others have no social status, as some have political power over others while
others are being denied of that right.**® This is one of the reasons why the ancient philosophers
could afford to develop the idea of virtues politics along natural and hierarchical concepts of
power and the ancient Athenian city-state traditions. Furthermore, one also can easily theorize
the notion of a despotic power and a hierarchical state based on such prejudice. The
philosopher-kings of Plato, virtuous men of Aristotle, and religious rulers of modern Middle
Eastern regimes are among a long list of despotic rulers who commonly justify their own
power. They dictate their own definition of virtue to make up a ruling class who control much
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of the life, labor, and liberty of others.’” This form of despotic power is justified by the

knowledge that appears to be a virtue, yet, especially for Plato, it is not the virtue of free
deliberative action in the political realm; it is in fact the knowledge to follow whatever natural
law or the words of God imply and that is assumed to be a mere emulation of nature as an ideal
structure for the state.”* In other words, political power is another form of half-arbitrary and
half-acquisitive virtue in a hierarchical power-oriented system. As we can see, Plato’s
argument on the office of power-holders in the community sounds like a concept which
assumed to be among the taken-for-granted things since he thought that the imitation from the
hierarchical order of nature is justifiable.

One may ask, however, ‘do the holders of political power or the rulers at least present a
sort of concept of civil and political rights of people?’ This can be a difficult question to answer.
However, we try to address it by making bridge between the concept of virtue and function —
or teleological politics.

Though the concept of despotic power cannot be presented without the idea of some
individuals and personalities grabbing the authority and though it is combined with some
functional personalities, philosopher-kings, virtuous men, Fiihrer, and Caliphs are merely
playing a symbolic role to shape a hierarchical concept of political order and the state. In
ancient Greek virtues politics and, subsequently, for the traditional theory of the just state, the
personalities are the necessary ‘means’ for the state®' since the virtues cannot be fulfilled
without the concept of these individuals.** This is true when we assess the same principles
under the teleological-political aspect. In this way, individuals are assumed to be like the raw
soil, ready to be cultivated for the blossom of the state’s order. According to ancient Greek
political thoughts, although individuals do not have the political rights, some of them do have
tasks. Those who are chosen due to the arbitrary character of their souls are required to reach
and fulfill two tasks: to acquire knowledge and to be virtuous. These two tasks are vital, since
both are the principles to obtain immunity in the traditional concept of power. The aim of such
power is that such that one or some men have control over others. Here, political power in a
hierarchical power structure puts a measurable despotic force not only on the individuals, but
also on the power structure itself, on the legislative, administrative and judicial branches, (if it
appears that there is such division at all). Despotic rulers make sure that the dictated definition
of halcyon, (a concept power that merely contains the concept of ‘power over’, mostly rooted
in tradition, in the idea of patriarchy, or in the concept of belief), would be respected by
everyone and by every sub-organization.

We can see that the hierarchical theory of the state that Plato and, to some extent, Aristotle
presented, as the interpretation of the cosmos, provides a ground upon which to justify such an
unchecked force on the people as the just power relation.

%% See Samaras, Plato On Democracy, (New York: P. Lang, 2002), p.53.; Barker, The Political Thought of Plato
and Aristotle, New York: Russell & Russell, 1959), p.112.

3% Rice, A Guide to Plato's Republic, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), p.48.

! Diiring, Aristoteles, (Heidelberg: Carl Winter Universititsverlag, 1966), p.490.

3% See also Annas, Julia. “Aristotle on Human Nature and Political Virtue.” The Review of Metaphysics 49 (1996),
731-754, p.736.
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Plato gives the absolute right of political power, e.g. right to rule over all or ‘power over’,
to his philosopher-king®>* since he assumed that the philosopher-king is the only person who
can use the knowledge of the hierarchical order of the cosmos and the source of knowledge of
such structure for the state. He emphasized that; “[u]ntil philosophers rule as kings or those
who are now called kings philosophized...cities will have no rest from evils, nor I think will
the human race.”**

It is important to investigate whether Plato argued the origin of such entitlement beyond
what he proposed as the concept of justice and teleological politics. In fact he did not address
this question directly. Plato’s philosopher-king is entitled to his own observation of the concept
of ‘power to’ to conclude his own concept of ‘power over’. Yet, self-entitlement -or self-
justification- was not the innovation of Plato in the discussion of justification of power. At
least, we know that self-justification of power is the common standpoint of almost every
authoritarian/totalitarian power throughout history. Furthermore, those who establish such
hierarchical power structures were not philosophers at all.

In sum, we have to echo one point that was mentioned 2.1. of this part. In Plato’s politics,
the ruling class is assumed to have a natural privilege which is used as the reason to argue ‘why
the position of philosopher-kings should be preserved’ and ‘why they should be at the top of
the state’s hierarchy’.>> For Plato, to entitle one person as a ruler is simultaneously to claim
his right to power over others since he is assumed to be the only one who possesses the wisdom
of governance. As minimum recognition as it is, Plato implicitly recognized the concept of
‘power to’ of a philosopher as a ruler, yet he deceptively transformed it to the concept of “power
over’. Equally, we can see in Aristotle’s Politics that the virtuous men are endowed with
political power by the same deceptive transformation method.

Even if the concept of ‘power to’ can be implicitly comprehended form the role of
personalities, it is malevolently presented in a way that not only would not restrain the concept
of authority, i.e. ‘power over’, but also fortifies it. Knowledge and virtue of faceless rulers as
the philosopher-kings, virtuous men, and religious ruler, who are faceless for the sake of the
state’s aim,>° are the main instrument to claim the absolute ruler’s privilege over others.
However, we can see a contradiction. In fact, political knowledge is not important for despotic
rulers as well as the theorist of despotic power.”*” The concept of knowledge as a foundation
of justice and despotic power relation is paradoxical when taking into account that forming a
hierarchical power has already been done by rulers who were not philosophers and virtuous
men at all. Thus, acquiring the knowledge of philosophy, in a sense that the ancient Greeks
understood it, is in question in the first place, if we can be skeptical to the natural hierarchy as
the just structure.

Here, we realize that the self-justified political power is one of the rock-solid presumptions
that Plato and Aristotle as well as any sort of despotic power took for granted. However, the

333 Plato, Rep. 473 431°, Apologia 21°

3% Plato, Rep. V, 473 ©*

333 See also Samaras, Plato On Democracy, (New York: P. Lang, 2002), p.28-29

33%See also Barker, The Political Thought of Plato and Aristotle, (New York: Russell & Russell, 1959), p.233. See
also Svolik, The Politics of Authoritarian Rule, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), p.80.

337 See also Farabi, Selected Aphorisms, 2001, Aphorism 4: 25, p.13.
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self-justified despotic political power denies the right to freedom of other men in the political
community.>*® The monopoly in possession of political power is merely a combination of the
teleological and the theological theories of the universe. In this sense, the absolute rule of the
philosopher-king or the possession of power by the virtuous men are merely despotic and a
form of tyranny.

This is not only true for the ancient hierarchical power structures but also for any
hierarchical regime that tries to justify its despotic authority. The enormous gap between the
legitimate states and the rest, not only and not primarily in authority, but in political
consciousness, technical knowledge, and general competence, has plagued the concept of
power ever since the beginnings of genuine world politics.

3. A missing Piece of Puzzle: Self-destruction of Despotic Power Structures

Hitherto, the origin and ancient theories of justification is criticized. Here, we continue this
critique with a missing piece of puzzle in the theory of justification: the self-destruction of the
self-justified despotic power. So, let us take a different approach in our critique.
It seems impossible to convey the idea of those who are advocating the absolute and
hierarchical political powers and power structures, respectively, just by saying that they should
recognize the right of individuals and the necessity of the political consciousness. The simple
but important reason is because no absolute political power attempts to restrain or limit its
authority.

While we have based our own values, i.e. Western democratic values, of human rights and
the justification of power structure on the solid foundations of mutual recognition of rights and
the rule of just laws; we must bear in mind that others may have a different approach to the
concept of justification which may not be based on the moral values nor on the mutual
recognition of rights. So, although it is hard, we must put ourselves in the different possible
positions and see how we can address absolute political power from a different approach.

Here, 1 would echo the idea that was brought up before, in section 2. Of this part.
Specifically, I will argue against the absolute political power and indicate its presumed ‘myth
of the flawlessness’. This myth is excessively believed by those who possess the
authoritarian/totalitarian power or those who gain profit from such systems. To do so, I will
simply consider the other side of political spectrum rather than power holders, namely ‘people’
for whom an absolute power governs.>*

So, let us begin with an assessment of the assumption that absolute political power is
‘absolute’. This assumption implies that absolute political power does not need any
justification of authority in a way that this justification depends on those whom it governs. For

3% Ophir, Plato’s Invisible Cities: Discourse and Power in the Republic, (London: Routledge, 1991), p.86.
3% See this work above, chapter one, part one
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example, the philosopher-king of Plato or the modern autocracies are assumed to be absolute
powers who are the rulers “whether ... he finds a group who accept him or not, is obeyed or
not.”**

Absolute power is in fact the one-dimensional form concept of power gua domination
which is adorned with an unchecked and unlimited form of authority, and it is supported merely
by the concept of self-justification, regardless of other possible bases on which this power
rests.”*' So, an absolute concept of power, if it is possible at all, encompasses two other sub-
concepts: (i) the one-dimension of authority, i.e. ‘power over’, and (ii) the theory of self-
justification of power.

However, given our theory of power and as it has been seen in history of power, an absolute
power cannot be absolute. Because any form of power at least need a minimum level of political
consciousness, no matter negative or positive, to exist and thrive. The political consciousness
is assessable when we consider the origin of power and the justification of power. In other
words, whether or not an authority can admit it, it inevitably needs the concept of political
consciousness to wield power.

3.1. Self-Justification and Political Consciousness

Here, there might be an objection. As the political consciousness is the foundation of legitimate
power in which the mutual recognition of rights in both sides of political spectrum is
recognizable, how come the authoritarian/totalitarian and hybrid regimes abuse it? and what is
negative political consciousness?

Despotic authorities use a trick to gain immunity from such trade. The institutionalized
absolute dominant authorities use the disinclined common-sense of their population, they shape
the negative political consciousness: they partly recognize people as their subject and form a
system of education that decisively convince people that the power of power holders are
justified.’** These authorities strive to organize “the infinite plurality and differentiation of
human beings as if all of humanity were just one individual.”** Their total domination is to
interpret these plurality and the will of people to the concept of singularity and a single will of
the state. Today, the clear examples of such a regime is the North Korean monarchy. Though
the form of the regime exhibits a totalitarian dictatorship, the notion of party politics plays a
strong role. The Workers' Party of Korea (WPK), the Korean People's Army, and the
government have come to acquire respectively different and considerably strengthened roles
to deceitfully provide a foundation for the justification of regime for their people.***

Thus, we can find the concepts of the ‘justification of power’ and the ‘absolute power’ in
an ironical antagonism. There is no justification of absolute power that can qualify by specific
attributes, but in such concept is merely the concept of ‘domination’ of an authority. Thus,
despotic hierarchical authority would be an absolute one-dimensional concept of ‘power over’

%% Farabi, Selected Aphorisms 32, in The Political Writings, Transl. by Charles Butterworth, (Ithaca: Cornell

University Press), p, 28.

31 ee this work, chapter two, the concept of the ‘Political’

**2 See 3.3. This work

3 Arendt, The Origins of Totalitarianism, (New York: Schocken Books, 1948), p.438.

*#* Kim, Kap-sik. "SURYONG'S DIRECT RULE AND THE POLITICAL REGIME IN NORTH KOREA
UNDER KIM JONG IL." 4sian Perspective 32.3 (2008): 87-109. Web.
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with a deceitful ‘appearance’ rather than a legitimate political power. In fact, such an absolute
authority cannot wield power without some form of justification.

Here, we should pause and think: what is really impetuous and implicit in the theory of
‘absolute power’ that seems unemployable both theoretically and pragmatically? What is
ignored in this idea which is otherwise observed many times in pragmatic politics?

What has been observed is that: at least each political system, more or less, needs the
concept of rights on both sides of the governors and those who are governed.** This concept
of political consciousness has been indirectly admitted by all form of regimes, even by the
totalitarian, authoritarian and hierarchical regimes.**® The reason is that , despotic authorities
know that the dissatisfaction of the people not only dismisses their effectiveness and their
policy influence in a long-term despotism, but also gradually degrades the authority or even
challenges the domestic stability and even the existence of the state.’*’

In The Dictator's Army, Caitlin Talmadge presents a compelling new argument to help us
understand why authoritarian and totalitarian regimes,’*® with their military apparatus, win the
domination for a short time, especially at wars, but they eventually fail.** Talmadge's
framework for understanding effectiveness focuses on four key sets of organizational practices
for domination: > promotion patterns, training regimens, command arrangements, and
information management. Different regimes face different domestic and international threat
environments, leading their power organization, including their militaries, to adopt different
policies in these key areas of organizational behavior.>"

Based on both the Talmadge’s argument and the political consciousness, authoritarian and
totalitarian regimes facing significant threats from regimes insider and from people. Thus they
are likely to adopt practices that consequently squander the state's power, while regimes lacking
such threats and possessing progressive goals are likely to adopt the effective practices often
associated with democracies. Talmadge shows the importance of threat conditions and
organizational practices for domination, namely by military, in two paired comparisons of

% see above p.9.; Sternberger, Grund und Abgrund der Macht, Schriften VII, (Frankfurt am Main: Insel Verlag,
1986), p.20.

% The existence of ‘Assembly’ that has a decorative role in Plato’s Law is already a concession to the theory of
‘political consciousness’ for admitting that even Plato as the theorist of hierarchical power structure could not
fully ignore the concept of rights. See also Samaras, Plato On Democracy, (New York: P. Lang, 2002), p.236.
7 See Sternberger, Grund und Abgrund der Macht, Schriften VII, (Frankfurt am Main: Insel Verlag, 1986),
p.-117.

**¥ Indeed, we have to distinguish between authoritarian/totalitarian regimes and teleological regimes. But we also
have to distinguish between the authoritarian regimes and the totalitarian regimes. From the first glance, we can
argue that their difference is not fundamental but existential and instrumental. The totalitarian system, particularly,
is consisted of the link between the ideology and structural violence in every possible form, while the merely
authoritarian regime is targeting the main thing, and usually on the concentration of authority.*** In their existence,
they all are the extreme form of utilized power. The concept of political rights is diminished in both forms of
regimes.

** Talmadge, The Dictator's Army Battlefield Effectiveness in Authoritarian Regimes, (Ithaca: Cornell University
Press, 2015).
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states at war: North and South Vietnam (1963-1975) and Iran and Iraq (1980-1988).>>
Drawing on extensive documentary sources, her analysis demonstrates that threats and
practices can vary not only between authoritarian/totalitarian regimes but also within them,
either over time or across different political units. The result is a persuasive explanation of
otherwise puzzling behavior by authoritarian/totalitarian regimes.

Theoretical assessment of the vital practical instruments, likely course, costs, and outcomes
of conflicts involving adversaries or coalition partners of authoritarian/totalitarian regimes
shows us an important lesson: No sovereignty can be established in a community unless it is
followed and backed up by explicit or implicit admiration — which produce inducement and
attraction - or belief of people in a power structure and their position in this system,’> and
hence, direct or indirect, consent of the people to the authority of political power. Simply we
can see such a form of justification, especially in hybrid regimes, in different forms of
participation of people, namely in some kind of bureaucracy or elections.

Getting back to the ancient Greek philosophers as an example, we can see that this concept
of justification, namely recognition of people as one part of political spectrum, was not
admitted. At least this is true for Plato. This is why that Plato tried to justify the power of the
philosopher-king by providing what seemed to be the rational-teleological perspectives. This
is the same reason why Aristotle tried to justify the power structure in which the ruling class is
the only class that has the due to the political authority, and for the same reasons, for the
justification of despotic power.”>* They did not justify the authority with authority flawlessly.
Indeed power can never be a personal instrument. Plato and Aristotle covered the concept of
the authoritativeness of the state by emphasizing the teleological aspect of a state. Both Plato
and Aristotle, in this sense, tried to highlight the ideal aim presumed for the state which was,
at it best, a utilitarian presumption that requires dictatorship: that ‘everyone’ would be better
off at the end.””

To back up our agreement that an absolute political power is not absolute and any form of
regime needs some form of justification, we refer to Sternberger’s argument. In Grund und
Abgrund der Macht, he argued that:

“What we call ‘politics’, obviously, is not a single manner.

Otherwise how the ‘states’ (Staaten), ‘alliance of states’ (Staatenbiindnisse), war and
peace, and a long list of other elements can be described.

99356
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“therefore the state, up to this [modern] age, is held true as the political entity, since it
ensures the peace or promises such insurance through the acknowledgment of the consent of
its citizens and acknowledgment of the instruments of power.”*’

Sternberger continues to argue that the rivalries between the different groups such as state
and its citizens - the government and the governed - emerged due to the different interests. I
would add one more important group too: the regime insiders. We immediately realize that if
there is no acknowledgment of the right of the people by the authority and claim to right and
power by each group, then there would be no conflict of interests. It is in this sense, that the
state makes difference between its friends and enemies and treat the people despotically as if
its power does not partly rely on the acknowledgment of the people.**®

3.2. Deceitfulness

The deceitful form of self-justification and the weakness of the idea of absolute power can be
better observed when we carefully recognize the behavior of the modern
authoritarian/totalitarian regimes and semi-democratic regimes. These regimes are trying to
cover their authoritativeness with unrealistic elections, propaganda and minimum participation
of the people in administrative positions.””” This is because even power that is “incarnated in a
specific person, [...] must be generalized as authority.”?®® This cannot happen unless and
authority rely on admiration, belief, and trust.

How did Mussolini by signing Lateran Treaty, Hitler by running in elections, or Stalin by
showing loyalty to the Bolshevik party, slaughtered peoples, brought famine, and took away
millions of lives? How did Vladimir Putin in Russia and Kim Jong-un in North Korea present
themselves as the representative of their people while slaughtering their own citizens and
threatening the lives of others? Is it a political system, social structure, or the power hunger of
these power holders that help them to stabilize their position? In the past decade, how did Hugo
Chavez in Venezuela (1999), Jean-Marie Le Pen in France (2002), Evo Morales in Bolivia
(2006), Viktor Orban (2002 and 2010) in Hungry, and Donalt Trump in the United State (2016)
gain the highest ‘popularity’ among the people of their countries?

There is no such thing that power is a mere force or domination.>®' These rulers and a long
list of other figures from the old and new time have merged their authoritative forces with
propaganda, designed elections, and the face of their legal systems or political institutions,**>
to control the ‘consciousness’ of people. “Ich bin der erste Diener meines Staates™® (1 am

37 Translated by author. ,,Der Staat gilt seit alters fiir das exemplarische >politische< Gebilde deswegen, weil er

dank der Zustimmung seiner Biirger und dank seinen Machtmitteln einen Bezirk des Friedens gewéhrleistet oder
zu gewihrleisten verspricht.” Sternberger, Grund und Abgrund der Macht, Schriften VII, (Frankfurt am Main:
Insel Verlag, 1986), p.20.
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the first servant of my state)*** is the utterance of any authority who knows how a functional
authority works. It is in this sense, that the propagated ‘trusteeship’*® helps the skilled ruler
“to emphasizes and reiterated their deep sense of responsibility for the general welfare of
people he serves.”*

Today, we can also see that how different forms of endeavors, including the elections with
their special ceremonies, which were organized by the authoritarian/totalitarian regimes have
served as an avenue to recover the concept of justification and legitimacy for their power.
Several Middle Eastern, African and Asian states held national polls and ceremonial elections
during the last decades that merely “served as exhibitions of the unfettered power of longtime
incumbents.”%’

The table below provides a result of a statistical study which backs our argument. It
indicates that how the concept of civil and political rights is declined in the semi-democratic
regimes in the Middle East.

Free Partly Free Not Free
Survey
Edition Number. of Percentage Number' of Percentage Number' of Percentage
Countries Countries Countries

2016 2 11 3 17 13 72
2015 2 11 3 17 13 72
2014 1 6 5 28 12 66
2013 1 6 6 33 11 61
2012 1 6 4 22 13 72
2011 1 6 3 17 14 78
2010 1 6 3 17 14 78
2009 1 6 6 33 11 61
2008 1 6 6 33 11 61
2007 1 6 6 33 11 61
2006 1 6 6 33 11 61
2005 1 5 5 28 12 67
2004 1 5 5 28 12 67
2003 1 6 4 22 13 72

Table 1. The number of the free, partly free and not free states in the Middle East from 2003 to 2016.

Source: Freedom House," Freedom in the World: 2016", www.freedomhouse.org.

%% Translated by author.
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To have a quick general picture of what has been argued, the following statistic designated
by Free House, scales every state from one to seven- one being free states in which people can
enjoy the civil and political rights, and seven being non-free states.

State Rating Scales

7
5 ‘ |

Afghanistan  Bahrain China Egypt Libya Jordan Kuwait Iraq United Arab  Oman Pakistan Russia
Emirates
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W Political Rights Civil Liberty

Figure 1. The scale of freedom in the civil and political rights.

Source: Freedom House,”Freedom in the World: 2016", www.freedomhouse.org.

We can see that a long list of hybrid regimes including Libya, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Egypt,
Jordan, Kuwait, Iraq, United Arab Emirate, Oman, Qatar, Russia, and Yemen have seemingly
relied on some sort of justification, ranging from the concept of election, political party, or
parliaments, to the concept of legality. However, the political rights and civil liberty of people
in these states are excessively suppressed by the regimes. Hence, although these regimes are
trying to utilize some form of justification, they in fact impose their authority despotically. In
such regimes, the concept of ‘power to” and ‘power of” are ignored. The result shows that while
despotic regimes are partly relying on the concept of justification approved by or originated in
the people, they try to ignore it. This means that the people either empower such rulers or
disapprove them. Such empowerment or disapproval is relying on the form and nature of the
‘political consciousness’.

Another reason that approves this result is the concept of responsibility. We can see that
the concept of responsibility and trust are abused in the authoritarian/totalitarian regimes, and
especially in semi-democratic regime, since the concept of responsibility is institutionalized
and also possessed only by power holders. This is why the authoritarian/totalitarian regimes do
not select anybody from the - common - people to work for them, but only those who obey
unquestionably and who believe unconditionally. In other words, they merely choose from
their own team. This is because these regimes partially depend on the justification that emerged
from the minimum or even negative political consciousness of the citizens. For such a
government, as in industry, it is important not only to have production but also salesmanship
which present a face of a community to whom the responsibility and authority of government

83



are imposed. For the good are useless unless to be known, or to be believed to be good, and
there is an effective demand for them.’*® In this sense, we can realize how closely the
justification of power works along the concept of ‘appearance’ in politics.

Plato was right when he said at the end of the ninth book of the Republic: ‘The [ideal] city
is founded in words; for on earth I imagine it nowhere exists.”*®” In addition, we can also argue
that the completely opposite idea of the ‘ideal state’ is also founded in words, for in the real
world its existence is impossible, in fact existence of any absolute form of a state or any
absolute form of power is impossible.’”® The theory of political consciousness coupled with
these pragmatic instances show us that absolute, unchecked, and unrestrained political power
has not and cannot exist, as long as humans remain human. Since the existence of the city states
to our modern national states, there has always been a minimum or even negative political
consciousness within every power relation at any level, including family, community, state,
and international relations. This means that even the most despotic powers cannot completely
ignore the concept of justification of their authority, and they continuously try to obtain their
immunity by producing the negative political consciousness, to gain some sort of justification.

3.3 Negative Political Consciousness

Here we address the final form of despotic power and elaborate on what I claim before on the
concept of ‘negative political consciousness’. Besides the theory of political power, we can
observe from time to time that some power structures are quasi despotic. As an example, we
can mention the power structure of Saudi Arabia and North Korea.

The absoluteness of their power is not only a result of the despotic power structures that
they built, but also a result of the way that they justified their power. Looking back at the
history of civilization, we can see that most of so-called slaves and serfs did not rebel, and this
situation remained as so for a long time from one place to another, so they gave their indirect
consents to their own justification of slavery. This is the same case when we consider the
modern definition of slavery where the hierarchical powers not only try to occupy the labor of
people, but also dismiss or take control of freedom in a despotic manner. Admitting to such
power is also admitting to the concept of right-less-ness’ ' of self or denying your own civil
and political rights.

This form of justification of despotic power is partly owed to those whose governance
fortifies the despotic concept of power. The deficit form of power, false knowledge, and
iniquitous belief produce the negative political consciousness, in which people are not aware
of their own political rights. The negative political consciousness can work all the way up to

%8 Merriam, Political Power, Ch.4, (New York: Collier Books, 1934), p.204.

%9 Plato, Republic 592°; See also Barker, Greek Political Theory: Plato and His Predecessors (London: Methuen,
1960), p.287, 279.

7% Farabi categorized states in 6 groups. Following Plato, he assumed that on the one side stands an Ideal State.
But he took one further step and he theorized the “Necessary City” on the other side, an absolute idea of state
against ‘ideal state’. See Farabi, Selected Aphorisms 28, p.25., This attempt is also can be seen in the recent works
of political scientist. As an example of such approach see Alvarez, Cheibub, Limongi, and Przeworski,
"Classifying Political Regimes." Studies In Comparative International Development 31.2 (1996): pp. 3-36.
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form the concept of power and sovereignty. Such deficit backs up the corrupted version of the
concept of power and helps the despotic power to thrive.

The negative political consciousness also results in those who possess power believing that
they are naturally superior, or knowing that they got this power merely based on the peoples’
unquestionable admiration or belief. Thus, the negative political consciousness, as I would like
to call, is a ‘one-dimension’ justification of power. It is similar to the political consciousness.
However, the negative political consciousness is the corrupted concept of the right to rule of
governors, and the concept of right-less-ness of those who are governed.

What differentiates the negative political consciousness from the political consciousness is
the certain form of admiration or belief.*”> The beliefs of the slave in their slavery, the beliefs
of women in their lower position compared with men,’”” the beliefs of poor people in their
degraded position (compared with the rich people), etc. So, here we should ask about the factors
that help such negative political consciousness grow.

The position of people in a community, their dominated concept of classes and workers,
lack of opportunity in any sense, and specific low-quality education, are among a long list of
factors that shape their beliefs that somehow they have less political rights than others.
However, when we think about the relation between these factors and social variables, we
realize that it is not only these factors but also the whole power structure which is an effective
cause to produce these factors. Those who are born and live in an epoch of hierarchical
authoritarian/totalitarian regimes and royal families are taught and educated by such
regimes.’”* They are taught to believe in the control of one man over the rest, or to believe in
the control of one class over other classes. This means that they are taught that not to think
about the civil and political rights of others as if they do not exist or if they exist, thez should
be in accordance with the regime’s aim and structure. Those who unquestionably regard
themselves as the servant of a person, a community a person, a race or a religious cult, are
those who admittedly deny their own political rights.

3.3.1. Populisms and the Negative Political Consciousness
The lords, monarchs, or the philosopher-kings are members of the ruling class. If we could talk
to them and question their power, they would argue based on edict, how 'great their power' is
and how it is 'the divine will of God’, or ‘divine will of Nature’, and probably 'the best way to
live'. They would passionately tell us how teleological dominance is justified, and that secures
their authority. They would do so to appear as the justified and legitimate powers. This
introduce us to the relation between the collective consciousness of people to create an epoch
that the ruling class appear to be popular among majority: the concept of populism.

Certainly, there is no big difference between the number of beliefs and admirations today
compared to the Medieval time or ancient era. Throughout the recorded history, despotic

°72 See this work, chapter two: “Polygon of Political Power, Beauty and Force”.

313See also Sayers, Plato's Republic: An Introduction, (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1999), p.84

374 Barker argues that “the state is itself an educational system.” Barker, Greek Political Theory: Plato and His
Predecessors (London: Methuen, 1960), p.236.
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powers rely on the fear which is spread among their people or the admiration and belief of their
people which they gained it with seduction and superstition. Today, we may ask whether there
is a freedom of social mobility,””” but this question should not distract us from the question as
to whether the justification of an authoritarian/totalitarian power is possible at all.

Any illegitimate or despotic power voraciously ensures that the people believe in the power
of the power holders, thus ensuring that they believe in the despotically controlled state. The
illegitimate and despotic powers indeed do use the concept of justification, however, the
justification that they use is based not on moral righteousness or rational-normative principles,
but on blocking alternative and the negative political consciousness. As harsh, unequal and
miserable as the life of slaves and serfs might be, they probably swallow most of the ruling
class’ dictates. Furthermore, as harsh and miserable the life of the people under the despotic
power might be, they assumed that such power is the appropriate one. Such assumption rotted
in the elaborately built 'propaganda’ and specific forms of ‘education’.’’® Thus, the negative
political consciousness centers around the world of ‘appearance’ and populism but does not
match the world of reality and awareness of political rights.

3.3.2. Ideology, belief, and the Negative Political Consciousness
“Ideology”, Corbett argues, is that “any intellectual structure consisting of a set of beliefs [and
I would also add admirations] about man’s nature and the world in which he lives.”””” We
cannot, so as Plato and Aristotle could not, imagine our world without political structures and
power relations so as we cannot imagine them without ideologies.
Corbett continue, “it will escape none but the simplest devotee that ideologies serves the
interests of certain institutions, and therefore of those who hold office in those institutions [...]
the social function of ideologies [beliefs and admirations] is to condition man intellectually to
obedience.”’®

This concept is close to one of the Weberian approaches to the concept of belief. Weber
tries to explain the place of belief in the state’s attempt to justify its authority, yet he extend
the concept as an “attempts to establish and cultivate the belief in its legitimacy.”” That is
how the negative political consciousness can be shaped. Based on the negative political

*7 Some of the Plato’s advocates tried to undermine Plato’s emphasis on inequality and the natural privilege of
the highest class. some were in a favour whereof we might call ‘social mobility’. See Taylor, Plato:The Man and
His Work. (London: Methuen, 1960), p.275; Sabine, A History of Political Theory. (Illinois: Dryden Press, 1973),
p.63.; Barker, The Political Thought of Plato and Aristotle, (New York: Russell & Russell, 1959), p.421.

°7% See Grote, Aristotle, (New York: Arno Press, 1973), p.540: On the systematic education system that Plato and
Aristotle presented, Grote argues that “Men so educated, according to these philosophers, will behave as perfectly
in the relation of superior to inferior.” [Grote, 1973, 540]. See also Shokri, "Rhetoric Tradition and Democracy:
Isocrates’ Role in Ancient Greek Political Idea. Start Point of Western Political Philosophy." Studia Humana 4.3
(2015).

37 Corbett, Ideologies, (London: Hutchinson, 1965), p.12.; See also Bell, The End of Ideology, on the Exhaustion
of Political Ideas in the Fifties. (Cambridge, Harvard University Press, New York: Free Press, 1965, 1962), p.435
378 Corbett, Ideologies, (London: Hutchinson, 1965), p.57; See also Adams, lan. The Logic of Political Belief: a
Philosophical Analysis of Ideology. (Savage, MD: Barnes & Noble Books, 1989), p.17.

" Weber, Economy and Society: an outline of Interpretive Sociology. (California: University of California Press,
1978). p.213.
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consciousness, folks assumed that they must consent to the power structure in which they must
give up their ‘equal civil and political rights**” to the things that are not natural at all but
‘appear’ to be so: to the hand-made Gods and leviathans. This is crucial to understand the
relationship between the justification of political power and authority where pouvoir
constituent forms different structures that can then be used against the constituents themselves.

There is a fine difference between political power, its justification and its legitimacy.
Justification helps a power structure to be established. Without it, there would be no ‘political’
authority. This is why even the absolute hierarchical powers try to justify their power. To do
so they indirectly shape the beliefs of people. Even the absolute power ranging from the kings
and philosopher-kings in monarchies, to Hitler and Mussolini in semi-democratic systems,
cannot claim privilege in political rights and accumulate authority unless a ‘minimum negative
political consciousness’ of those whom they governed is presented in their power structures.
This is true not only for those just named but also for any asymmetric power relation that
implies a despotic form of regime such as autocracies, theocracies, and semi-democracies.

Given the concept of power, we can also argue that an absolute concept of 'power over' is
absurd without the minimum concept of 'power to'. If the establishment of a power structure
needs a minimum political consciousness, then it is highly plausible that the absolute and
unrestrained authorities drastically ‘need’ the negative political consciousness.

While the Italian tyrannies of the renaissance era and the aristocracies of France were aware
of the civic spirit in their states, while the National Socialist Party of Germany (Nazi) was
aware of the power of “das deutsche Volk”, and while the theocrats in the Middle East are
aware of their ‘pious follower’, they have emerged through all sorts of claims to rights and
titles, and at the same time they became emancipated from all restraints of power. Such parties
sell a figure along with the awe of their crown, customs and laws.”®' The reign of Napoleon
was characterized with the series of effort for justification and even legitimacy of his authority.
These endeavors are not restricted to Napoleon, but are valid for every form of authority and
regime. That is certainly clear.

3.3.3. A Lesson from the Attempts to Justify Power

What is laid down beneath these historical-political phenomena are the endeavors of power
holders for reaching a certain level of justification and legitimacy. These endeavors reveal a
very simple but very important fact which we have argued: these endeavors, just like what we
have seen in the ancient Greek authoritative power structure theories, reveal that any absolute
and despotic hierarchical authority cannot be absolute power. This mean that they also connote
stop the process of politicization among their people: through the time, people more and more
realize their civil and political rights and help the process of power equilibrium in a power
structure. This process of politicization continues constantly in an authoritarian/totalitarian
regime to the point that it turns it into a semi-democratic or democratic regime. In these cases,
it works in a way that the interests of the state and interests of the individuals reach equilibrium.

%% The modern notions of natural rights of individuals such as right to life, liberty, property and dignity.

38 Sternberger, Grund und Abgrund der Macht, Schriften VII, (Frankfurt am Main: Insel Verlag, 1986), p.20.
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This inevitable ‘process of politicization’ is driven by the ratio between two sides of political
consciousness, which cause closeness between the mutual recognition of rights.

At its best form, ‘process of politicization’ in a despotic regime possibly removes all the
quasi justification and legitimacy elements, and reveals if the naked authority is in fact a
‘usurpation’. ***  So, the authoritarian/totalitarian and despotic states have been always
encountering the problem of the process of decay in their authorities, since the control of self
and control of men is contradictory under the inevitable process of politicization, and
effectively the political consciousness. In this sense, the control of a man over others is neither
absolute, nor rational, nor natural.

The authority of any monarch, autocrat, or dictator cannot do any favor to ‘prevent the
change’ and to secure the position of ruling class. However, relying on force is exactly the fault
point that the despotic powers have been relying on, which is the absolutism of the unchanged
concept of ‘power over’. Yet, it is clear that these authoritarian/totalitarian or despotic power
structures will never reach a further goal other than moiling for their own preservation. This
brings to light a further contradiction that is laid behind Plato’s political thoughts and some
similar  theories of authoritative/totalitarian  power relations, and that is:
authoritarian/totalitarian regimes or any other justified authority that is based on ‘negative
political consciousness’, can, by no means, satisfy the demands of teleological politics.*®
3.3.4. Circle: The Negative Political Consciousness and Populism
It is easy to assume that the end of the process of politicization is when the perfect level of
political consciousness in a democracy is reached and the established power is legitimate. But
neither the appearance nor the nature of power has any formative effect on the process of
politicization. The process would not stop for the sake of any form of power or the political
consciousness; its continuity is infinite. The process of politicization helps to produce and also
to destroy the political consciousness and any form of regime at the same time. This can be
caused, for instance, in a democracy by the excessive emphasis on the liberal or utilitarian
principles or on some form of conservative leadership. It also can be caused by the principle of
appearance and populism in the politics which rooted in the emergence of negative political
consciousness to overrule the political consciousness.”® That is why we see from time to time
that different forms of dictatorship or authoritative rulers emerged from the democratic
regimes.

However, because historical-political judgement is always dependent on the experience of
its contemporary context, the process of politicization will be reserved and ignored. For
example, it is ignore to consider the Ancient Greece for the rise of Peisistratos and the Ancient
Roman Republic for the rise of Caesar. In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries there was a

%2 Sternberger use the term ‘usurpation’ as opposite of legitimacy. Sternberger, Grund und Abgrund der
Macht, Schriften VIL, (Frankfurt am Main: Insel Verlag, 1986), p.21.

%3 This was the major problem for Aristotle, to find a ‘mean’ way for establishing a hierarchical power structure
without jeopardizing the authority of the ruling class, and the mixed government was a reasonable choice. See
Winkler, Geschichte des Westens: Von den Anfingen in der Antike bis zum 20. Jahrhundert, (Miinchen: Beck,
2012), p.179.; Blythe, Ideal Government and the Mixed Constitution in the Middle Ages, (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1992), p.21.

¥ To pursue the problem more deeply, see Fishkin, Tyranny and Legitimacy: A Critique of Political Theories,
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1979).
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social development that led from democracy to Caesarism.”®> Moreover, in the modern Era,
some democratically of the twentieth-centuries, particularly in Weimar Republic, that led from
the democracy to the dictatorship of the Third Reich is less addressed.

If the popular sovereignty would be our objective, then the contemplation into the
dangerous vice of it is inevitable. Karl Lowith was the first thinker who defined the
fundamental character of totalitarian states as a "politicization of life" and, at the same time,
noted the curious contiguity between democracy and totalitarianism:

“Since the emancipation of the Third estate, the formation of bourgeois democracy and its
transformation in to mass industrial democracy, the neutralization of politically relevant
differences and postponement o f a decision about them has developed to the point of turning
into its opposite: a total politicization [fotal Politisierung] of everything, even of seemingly
neutral domains of life. Thus in Marxist Russia there emerged a worker-state that was "more
intensively scare-oriented than any absolute monarchy"; in fascist Italy, a corporate state
normatively regulating not only national work, but also "after-work" [Dopolavoro] and all
spiritual life; and, in National Socialist Germany, a wholly integrated state, which, by means
of racial laws and so forth, politicizes even the life that had until then been private.”**

The instability, injustice and unbalance concepts of power which from time to time form a
totalitarian/authoritarian regime i.e. dictatorships, communists, socialist, fascists, etc., been the
mortal diseases under the popular government in forms of democracy. Then we have to ask
what is the proper cure for it?

There are two instant ideas: Addressing the problem by removing the causes; or addressing
the problem by controlling its effects. Addressing the problem by removing the causes is by
destroying the liberty which is essential to its existence like the cases in dictatorships.
Addressing the problem by controlling its effects is by giving to every citizen the same
opinions, the same passions, and the same interests like the cases in communism and fascism.
However, these two methods are — if not worst — similar to the problem that we just mentioned.
The first method is not practical because liberty is essential for the concept of power, political
consciousness, and political life. Moreover, the second method is not realistic because liberty
causes that different opinions will be formed.

In Federalist, James Madison, wrote about the direct democracies — or as he called it “pure
democracy” - with the prevailing slogan of ‘majority rule’:

“democracies have ever been spectacles of turbulence and contention; have ever been found
incompatible with personal security, or the rights of property; and have, in general, been as
short in their lives, as they have been violent in their deaths. Theoretic politicians, who have
patronized this species of government, have erroneously supposed, that, by reducing mankind

%3 The absolute monarchy that emerged at that time did not find its legitimation in any consensus of the people;

it saw itself as legitimized through God’s grace (Gottesgnadentum), and it placed itself against the estates — which
means, in this context, against the people. Lehmann, Das Zeitalter des Absolutismus: Gottesgnadentum und
Kriegsnot, (Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1980).

%6 1 gwith, "Der Okkasionelle Dezisionismus von Carl Schmit', in Heidegger: Denker in Diirftiger Zeit. Zur
Stellung der Philosophie im 20. Jahrhundert, (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1960), pp.32-71.
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to a perfect equality in their political rights, they would, at the same time, be perfectly equalized
and assimilated in their possessions, their opinions, and their passions.”*’

However, to show the fine line between democracy and republic, Madison emphasize on
the governmental process-oriented quality, namely the quality of decision making in total or
partial inclusion of citizens in decision:

“The two great points of difference, between a democracy and a republic, are, first, the
delegation of the government, in the latter, to a small number of citizens elected by the rest;
secondly, the greater number of citizens, and greater sphere of country, over which the latter
may be extended.”*®

Consider a step beyond the single model of regime to address the problem of despotism
and negative political consciousness is the combination of all concepts of power which can be
found in a constitutional democratic republic. This kind of system emphasize on double-sided:
the liberties and the civil and political rights of the individuals in their conflicts with authority
and rights of the central power of the state simultaneously prepares a tacit but increasing
inscription of individuals' lives within the state order or decrease it to the disaffection; thus
offering a new and more dreadful foundation for the very sovereign power or to threaten it. In
other words, an important and distinguishing character in a power relation is the combination
of the concepts of power and compatibility between them; that is the importance of the
signature of power. Only the constitutional democratic republic can be the most resistance to
these political turbulences which can be caused either by the dictatorships or by the excessive
negative political consciousness.

By this, I mean that republic refers to the mechanism of governmental power and
democracy refers to the appointment, process and quality of government. Where democracy
(Démokratia) alone is not a virtue in itself and is literally translated to ‘people rule’ or ‘majority
rule’ a republic (res publica) is legitimate alone and is literally translated to ‘public affair’ or
‘public assembly’. Democracy is important for the liberty of individual and exercise of such
liberty. Republic is important to uphold the legitimate legal order and to secure the rule of
legitimate law. The combination of both is the balance in power and resistance to both elective
despotism and non-elected dictatorship which is most likely to provide a healthy political
consciousness. In such system which healthy political consciousness causes the legitimate
signature of power, the following outcomes and opportunities are provided:

1. The system that provides the opportunity for an effective participation causes that the
essential civil and political rights be respected.

2. The system that provides the opportunity for equality in voting prevent the signature of
power in favor of tyranny.

3. The system that provides the opportunity for alternative form of information causes the
gaining enlightened understanding and enhances the political consciousness, self-
determination and moral autonomy.

¥ Madison, et al., The Federalist, (Indianapolis: Liberty Fund, 2001, first pub.1788), p.46.
% Madison, et al., The Federalist, (Indianapolis: Liberty Fund, 2001, first pub.1788), p.46.
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4. The system that provides the opportunity for exercising final control over the agenda
protect the essential personal interest and common wealth.
5. The system that provides the opportunity for inclusion of all adults helps general

freedom, prosperity and political equality in civil and political rights.**’

3.3.4.1 The Case of Germany: Populism and AFD

Germany is one of the strong legitimate democracy™ " across the world. However, as a young
democratic nation after the World War 1II, it experienced the first paradox between political
consciousness and negative political consciousness in its democracy. In 1964, The National
Democratic Party of Germany (NPD) as a radical right party gained almost five percent of
votes of the German population and continue to exist in Reichstag (German Parliament). The
similar paradox in Germany occurred in the very recent years. The Alternative for Germany
(AFD), another radical right-wing party reaches five percent in 2013 and gain a seat in German
Parliament.*”!

This trend, however, can be seen from time to time in different countries. In the recent
decades, we witness that there has been people who vote for such radical parties. Both in 1993
and 1997, more than sixteen percent of population in Hamburg and in 1991 ten percent of
population in Bremen vote for these radical parties.

such paradox is also observable from the federal and state perspective. In Berlin, in 1989,
the Republican Party or Die Republikaner Berlin gained 7,5 percent which secured its place in
the Abgeordnetenhaus von Berlin. Since this time, those small and federal parties managed to
be close to Die Republikaner Berlin - such as der Statt Partei, der Schill Partie, der Deutschen
Volksunion (DVU), Partie Arbeit fiir Bremen und Bremerhaven, der Biirgern in Wut, Freie
Waihler, and Piratenpartie, - and gained some success in the democratic elections. Some of the
‘ideologies’ of these parties can gain the title of ‘populism’ and some other ‘extremism’. The
success of these small and most of the time radical parties to exist in Germany, similar to other
democratic regimes, is due to the modification of their approach, ideologies and behavior to
mobilize the mass.*”

However, all of these parties, form of ideologies and justification of their claim have shown
that they cannot stabilize their parties and hold power for a long time. This is obvious when
the popular ideology reveals its extreme or radical roots. Before any election, these parties and,
similarly, any popular ideology or leader try to win new voter, but after victory against their
opponent, they are doomed to use force against those who vote for them. They may be good at
mobilizing the mass, especially in polarized society, but they are surely bad at governing the
mass.

%9 For more discussion on the mentioned point see Dahl, On Democracy, (New Haven: Yale University Press,

1998), pp.37-61.

% Democracy not in a broad a vague sense, but the one which is defined in this work.

! Infratest dimap, Bundestagswahl: Eine Analyse der Wahl vom 22. September 2013, WahIREPORT, Berlin
2013

%2 Infratest dimap, Abgeordnetenhauswahl Eine Analyseder Wahl vom 18.September2011, WahIREPORT,
Berlin 2011
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In polarized and seemingly polarized societies, the people who are not satisfy with some
policies and also critical of the government choose to vote for ‘alternative’ trending ideology.
For example, In Germany, after the crisis of refugees in 2015, the voters who choose the radical
parties such as AFD and NPD increased.’”> What is important for our argument, here, is not
whether a dissatisfaction is correct or not, but that the radical ideologies gain popularity
through such process and with this mean, the radical parties — such as AFD — are able to
mobilize people.

Populism of the radicals in a democracy is occurred when the answer to the certain
problems assumed to be fitted to the proposal of the extreme political left or right. It is also
occurred simply because the theoretical framework informing the most democratic political
thoughts as a virtue in itself preclude grasping the roots of populist politics as an unwanted
child of democracy.”* Through such populism, the emergence of authoritarian/totalitarian
personalities is inventible. This is the argument that shows how the process of politicization
can override the democracy when it over-value and utilize one of the most important element
of justification: the people.

Here, we might have diverged from the main point of this part which is addressing the
justification of power in authoritarian and totalitarian regimes. So after pointing out the
common element between the populism of political right and justification of power in
authoritarian/totalitarian regimes, we shall get back to the main track and leave this discussion
on ‘the justification of power in democracies’ to another work. The important point is that:
indeed, the populist parties and personalities of political right most of the time attempt to
mobilize people through passions — fear and admiration — and belief of people.””> They produce
a strong an aggressive concept of ‘us’ against ‘them’ or ‘friends’ against ‘enemies’ to create a
collective form of identification by which it appeals their discourse and supports the

justification of their power ‘over’ with a deceitful emphasize on the concept of ‘the people’.**®

3.4. Power Holders

The concept of power holders and personalities is problematic. Especially, for the theorists of
the despotic powers who try to justify the concept of ‘power over’ as it is the prevailing
concept- if not the only one- of their doctrine. This problem can be traced in Plato’s arguments
presented in the theory of philosopher-king. A bit further, we can see the same problem for
Farabi, who adopted the ancient Greek political thoughts to solve the prevailing problem of
power in his time. Today, this problem still persists in both the political theories and in the
practice of power. The modern despotic regimes not only try to adopt the semi-democratic
principles, but also present their leaders as the charismatic and benevolent leaders to their
people. To this extent, we see that even when we are considering the justification and legitimate

3% Infratest dimap, Bundestagswahl Eine Analyse der Wahl vom 22. September 2013, WahIREPORT, Berlin
2013.

%% Panizza, Populism and the Mirror of Democracy, (New York and London: Verso, 2005), p.51.

395 Banfield, The Moral Basis of a Backward Society, (New York: Free Press, 1958), Weber, The Protestant Ethic
and the Spirit of Capitalism, (New York: Charles Scribner’sSons, 1958).; Putnam, Making Democracy Work:
Civic Traditions in Modern Italy, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1993), and Landes, The Wealth and
Poverty of Nations, (New York: W. W. Norton, 1998).

3% Panizza, Populism and the Mirror of Democracy, (New York and London: Verso, 2005), p.55.
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power in democracies, the problem of ‘charismatic leaders’ and popular personalities appears
to be problematic. So, we have to ask: is it true that the question about the ruling class has
always been the question about the ruler(s)?

Though problematic for justification of power, we can clearly see that ‘the concept of
personnel’ is inevitable for any despotic power structure. One of the reasons for that is due to
the concept of admiration. Admiration as an important instrument of despotic powers is in fact
related to ‘the world of appearance’ which cannot be depersonalized. If the people would
admire a despotic kind of regime, they could not possibly do that without admiring the leader
of the regime. They would be distracted from their suffering, while admiring the leader in
power, which in most cases was assumed to be holy. Pharaoh, kings of Egypt (1200 BCE),
Constantine the Great (272-337), Cadwalla, king of the West Saxon (685-88), Sebbi, king of
the East Saxon, Friedrich III. (1424-93) are among a long list of rulers who were able to wield
power, since they mired and assumed to be holy for their people. Thus, what is the problem for
a despotic power?

A despotic power with an assumingly justified power faces two problems. One is justifying
a superior place in a community and calling it the office. The other one is justifying the power
of selected leaders whose power has been assumed to be natural, yet their privilege is based on
the political system rather than their position. These problems are contradictory in their nature,
thus even the theorists of despotic power who tried to solve one of them, could not do it without
becoming caught in a circular argument or ignore the other. Furthermore, even if a theorists try
to address one of these problems, they should ignore the essence of political power — which we
have addressed in part one of this work.

For example, the philosopher king of Plato, as one of the ideal rulers of a hierarchical power,
is the first victims of the theory of justice and the theory of teleological politics. In fact, Plato
could not address the concepts of “‘power to’ and ‘power of” in his theory of justice, as he could
not escape from personalizing his philosopher-king in his theory of ideal state. Nevertheless,
Plato could not manage the paradox he faced between the possession of power and the theory
of political right where his philosopher-king is doomed to lose his rights to his own will in
order to have authority over other people. The idea of the servant of the state is presumed in
propaganda of personalities and leaders of the hierarchical power structures.”’ Today, we see
all sorts of leaders who rule despotically but represent themselves as personalized and
identified individuals, as the servants of the state they serve. We will argue this point in part
five of chapter two.

What we have argued addresses the common points which can be found in the ancient Greek
political thoughts (focusing on Plato and Aristotle), and the modern concept of despotic power
in authoritarian/totalitarian regimes. However, there are some glints from Aristotle’s thought
that help us more to assess the concept of justification of political power. In the following pages
of this part, especially in part three of this part, it will be shown that how his specific approach
is related to the modern political justification of power, especially the one in the semi-
democratic regimes.

7 For the concept of losing the right to property for ruling class see Grote. Aristotle. (New York: Arno Press,

1973), p.542
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4. Aristotle’s Politics: A Step Toward the Justification of Democratic Power
or Authoritarian/Totalitarian Power?

4.1.  Aristotle’s Virtue Politics

Aristotle wrote Politics to address the wave of democracy which the ancient Athenian city-
state faced. Following Plato, he tried to address this problem by assessing the concept of
justification of authority. He witnessed that Plato’s theory of justification is somehow bold and
above of all, is far from the ongoing pragmatic stream of his time. So he tried to find a theory
which can provide a balance between what is going on and what should be going on in the
ancient Athenian society.”® To this extent, his approach is normative. The aims of Aristotle
was to include the concept of virtue as a good political instrument under the given
circumstances.™” Aristotle, just like Plato, believed that the traditional ruling class has the
privilege in rights to have the authority and control over others, but the problem he faced was
more about the justification of power.

In this sense, we should ask whether Aristotle insisted on the concept of ‘power over’ and
regarded it as the one dimensional concept of power. This question is as important as it is
difficult. It is important since it helps us to understand the cornerstone of Aristotle's political
thought, yet it is difficult since we need to distinguish between Aristotle’s critiques on different
regimes. This task is not an easy one when we realize that Aristotle’s political thought is
interwoven to his philosophical thought.

To justify the concepts of power and state, Aristotle began to illustrate the empirical power
relation of such an idea at the beginning of his Politics. He took two points for granted. One is
that the state is “the highest of all” that should be served;*” second, that the concept of state
naturally comprises the concept of hierarchical power relation. While the first one is rooted in
teleological reasoning, the latter is rooted in functional reasoning. His starting points were
based on the concepts of ‘preservation’ and ‘sufficiency’. The place of the state, compared to
the household, family, and individuals are appreciated as the whole compared to its parts.*"'
The primary aim of both household and the state is to obtain immunity and sufficiency for their
existence. Hence, although the function of the parts is necessary for the aim of the state, the
aim of the state is superior to the aim of the individuals as its parts.*”* Those who serve this
aim have more shares in political power, in the authority over others.

% Aristotle, Politics 1253 9.

%% Susemihl and Hicks. The Politics of Aristotle, (London: Macmillan, 1894), p.57.

490 Aristotle, Pol. 1252°

1 Salkeve (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Ancient Greek Political Thought, (Cambridge University Press,
2009) p.314.; See Newman, The Politics of Aristotle, (Oxford, 1886), vol.1, pp.28-29.

492 Newman, The Politics of Aristotle, (Oxford, 1886), vol.1, p.31.
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It is likely that the idea of ‘shared political power’ was an innovation that diverged the
politics of Aristotle from Plato’s.*”> However, Aristotle did not turn his back completely to the
traditional justification of power. For him, the hierarchical order of state is not only based on
the idea that the state is natural but also more importantly on the ideas that the state in its
existence and in its order is naturally so.*”* In other words, the state is not just naturally
emerged in its origin but also naturally functions, and its aims are naturally and arbitrarily
oriented. This is the point that connects the ‘study of nature’ and philosophy in the political
thoughts of Plato and Aristotle. This strong connection implies that nature illustrates an ideal
hierarchical order so the state should be like the nature since it is part of it.

In this sense, we see that both Plato and Aristotle argued that the state should be
hierarchical. Yet, the fluctuation in the nature, as they tried to see it, follows some specific
rules. Based on the tendency of these Greek philosophers to emphasize on both the tradition
and the logical argument of justice, we can argue that the concept of virtue was the only choice
for them. In fact, the mixture of the argument on the natural political rights and the rational
principles of justice results in a strong account of the ‘virtue’.**

They believed that being virtuous would “provoke little envy or jealousy, among men of
the ordinary stamp.”*® Aristotle’s theory of political virtue is a hard work which appeared as
a repulsive theory rather than inviting one in favor of the ruling class, and the virtue appears to

be an instrument by which the ruling class can justify, hence stabilize their power.

4.2. Aristotle’s Approach for Justification of Power

We can see in Aristotle’s thought that while virtuous men can serve the aim of the state, they
also safely share the most in political power,*” have the right to rule over others, and thus they
are on the top of the pyramid of the power structure.*”® For Aristotle, since the hierarchical
power relation justifies absolute rights of virtuous men over others, their virtues were regarded
more as a shield for the justification of power and the rulers. In fact, Aristotle believed that
virtue gives the rulers political rights as if they are naturally justified to control other people
and to induce people to follow them. This could happen explicitly and implicitly. The theory
of virtue is the basis of justification which related either to the teleological view or the
hierarchical view of the state by Aristotle in Politics.

Above all, what is important is that Aristotle’s teleological view put the state before people,
and his hierarchical view put some individuals before others. While the latter shows that
Aristotle admitted some form of ‘power to’ and the concept of civil and political rights, at least

403 Evans, argues too, that “the basis of Aristotle’s criticism of Plato’s Ideal state is his recognition of the differe