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In the application of scientific methods to the study of politica
phenonena, it was perhaps inevitable that political scientists should
| ook to overt patterns of behavior as their prinmary focus of attention
For political scientists this has neant a concern for voting, elections,
coalition formation, who wins and who | oses, the nature of policy and
expendi ture deci sions, political |eadership, power structures, politica
elites and masses, etc. In short, the primary concern is with "who gets
what, when, and how," to use a phrase that Harold Lasswell coined to
characterize politics as a field of study (Lasswell, 1958). \Were one
is concerned with who gets what, when, and how, the prinmary preoccupation
of inquiry is with the play of the political game within a given set of
rules. We might characterize this level of analysis as an operationa
I evel .

There is, however, another |evel of analysis where one is concerned
with alternative sets of rules used to structure different ganmes or
variations in a ganme and the effects that can be expected to flow fromthe
di fferent ways of ordering human activities. This second | evel of analy-
sis mght be referred to as the constitutional level. It is constitutive
in the sense that the choice of the rules of a gane is a crucial variable

in determ ning the nature of a gane.

*Thi s paper was prepared for presentation at the Western Political Science
Associ ation neeting in Portland, Oregon, on March 22-24, 1979.



Deci si on makers functioning at the constitutional |evel are concerned
with the choice of a set of decision rules that will apply to the taking
of operational decisions. Choice at the constitutional |evel focuses
upon alternative sets of rules or institutional arrangenments. Such
choices may occur in a variety of political arenas so long as the choice
is among a set of rules that apply to the taking of future operationa
deci sions. Constitutional choices if they are to be informed, depend
upon a body of know edge where it is possible to use alternative rule
structures as intervening variables and infer the consequences that can
be expected to follow as dependent variables. Such a body of know edge
presunmably woul d have substantial relevance for a political science.

Over the course of the last century, reference to constitutions and
constitutional |evel of analysis have usually been rejected as a preoccupa-
tion with the nost sterile formalismin the realmof political science.

Ni neteenth century efforts on the part of European, Latin American, and
other nation-states to rely upon constitutional forns inherent in British
parliamentary institutions or the American constitutional system were
viewed as failures. The fornmal constitutional structures sinply did not

yi el d the consequences that they were presunmed to evoke in their British
and North American circunstances. Constitutions were rejected as having
little or no relevance for the scientific analysis of political behavior

However, after several decades, the efforts of behavioral scientists
to apply the methods of the natural sciences to the study of politica
behavi or have not resulted in a noticeable inprovenment in the quality of
general i zations that can be nade about political phenonena. The anci ent

controversy over whether structures nmake a difference in the way that



peopl e are governed and live their lives is no closer to resolution than
in the time of Al exander Pope and David Hume (Ai ken, 1948: 295-306).

In a recent book on Policy Analysis, Thomas Dye, for exanple, places

strong enphasi s upon his conclusion that structure nakes little or no
di fference on policy outcones (Dye, 1976).

But to determine whether variations in structural characteristics
can be expected to have an effect upon policy outcones would require
that we shift the focus of theoretical inquiry to the constitutiona
| evel of analysis where we mnight address the question of what inplications
can be expected to follow from acti ons based upon one set of structura
conditions as against some other set of structural conditions. The nature
of one's hypot heses should be derived froma reasoned anal ysis of the
inmplications that flow fromalternative structures rather than an ad hoc
arrayi ng of a m scellaneous set of independent variables w th another
m scel | aneous set of dependent vari abl es.

If we are to fornul ate hypot heses about alternative sets of institu-
tional arrangenents we need to array the types of argunments that would
i nform choice at the constitutional |evel of analysis. Conversely, to
test the performance of alternative structures requires that enpirica
research be conducted at the operational |evel of analysis. But the
hypot heses being tested would derive fromtheoretical argunments advanced
at the constitutional |evel of analysis and the research design needs to
be conceptualized so that relevant structural variants are operable in the
systems being conpared. Al research that seeks to clarify the effect of
alternative structural variables needs to be conparative in nature and
grounded in the level of theoretical argunentation that would inform

constitutional choice. If these conjectures are correct, many of the



shortcom ngs of inquiry associated with the behavioral revolution are
apt to result fromfailure to give credence to the constitutiona
| evel of analysis.

In pursuing this inquiry into the constitutional |evel of analysis,
| shall first consider the question of whether there is an effective
choi ce anong alternative political institutions or whether all structures
nmove toward a uniform or standard sol ution. If all structures nove toward
a standard or uniform solution, one would reject tile contention that struc-
ture makes a difference. Second, | shall proceed with the question that
if choice is possible at the constitutional l[evel, what inplications foll ow
fromthe circunstances that political institutions night be viewed as hunman
creations or human artifacts. Third, | shall then proceed to the question
that if institutions are hunan creations or artifacts, what inplications
followwith regards to the artisanship required to design and use institu-
tions as tools of collective action. | shall then conclude with a brief
observation about the inplication of the constitutional |evel of analysis
for the study of political behavior

Question I: |Is There an Effective Choice Anong Alternative

Political Institutions or Do All Structures Myve
Toward a Uniformor Standard Sol ution?

The conjecture that all political structures nove toward a uniform
or standard solution has a great deal of support. Robert M chels' fornu-
lation of the "iron |law of oligarchy” is perhaps the best expression of
this conjecture (Mchels, 1962). Mchels' thesis is that organi zation

implies hierarchy and oligarchy: the few w || exercise dom nance over



the many. Mchels viewed political history as a tragic cycle between and
the struggle of denocratic forces against an oligarchic tyranny. He cl oses

his Political Parties with the observation that, "It is probable that this

cruel game will continue without end" (371).

We find a conparable thesis in Max Weber's work where the organized
dom nance entailed in a nmonopoly over the legitimate exerci se of organi zed
force is considered to be the defining characteristic of political systens.
Modern states are characterized as nonocratic structures of authority
(Gerth and M1, 1958).

Thomas Hobbes woul d al so have | argely supported the conjecture that
all different political structures inply a uniformor standard sol ution
He recogni zed different forms of governnent inherent in denocracy, aris-
tocracy, and denocracy. But Hobbes viewed these differences as being of
relatively mnor inportance when conpared to the general principles of
absol ute sovereignty that applied to all forns of governnent in Hobbes's
formul ati on.

In discussing the office of sovereign representative, Hobbes contends
that subjects are to be taught "not to be in love with any form of govern-
ment they see in their neighbour nations, nore than with their own, nor
what soever present prosperity they behold in nations that are ot herwi se
governed then they, to desire change"' (Hobbes, 1962: 249-250). Hobbes
contends that "the prosperity of a people" derives not fromtheir form
of governnent, but from"the obedi ence and concord of the subjects”
(Hobbes, 1962: 250):

take away in any kind of state, the obedi ence and consequently

the concord of the people, and they shall not only not flourish

but in short tine be dissolved. And they that go about by dis-

obedi ence, to do no npre than reformthe commonweal th, shal
find they do thereby destroy it (Hobbes, 1962: 250).



In Tocqueville's AOd Regine and the French Revolution we also find

some support for the conjecture that political institutions nmove toward
standard solutions. His central thesis, in that study, was that the
French Republic nmaintained the integrity of the French bureaucracy, and
that the bureaucracy continued to dominate the French political system
The differences between the nmonarchy in the O d Reginme and representative
institutions of the National Assenbly were of rather minor inportance.

A narrow oligarchy in both arrangenents naintai ned a general tutelage
over the French people. The new forns in the French republic were not
significantly different than those in the French nonarchy.

In Denocracy in America, however, we find Tocqueville arguing that

structure or formcan nake a significant difference in the way that people
govern thenselves and live their lives. The Anerican republics in con-
trast to the French republic had devel oped quite a different system of
institutions that offered the prospect of mamintaining |liberty under the
conditions of social and econonic equality that increasingly characterized
nodern societies. Tocqueville anticipated the possibility that an egali -
tarian envy mght lead to the centralization of authority in the Anerican
political systemand drive it toward the standard solution of unlinited
despotic rule. He contended that centralization is the "natural govern-

ment." By contrast "individual independence and local liberties will ever
be the products of arts" (Tocqueville, 1966: 1I, 296). People in a
denocratic society, however, mght foreclose natural tendencies toward
centralization of authority, Tocqueville contended, by having recourse to

a "science of association," taking advantage of the "utility of form" and
designing self-governing institutions so as to nmaintain freedom under a

condition of equality.



Men living in a denocratic age do not readily conprehend

the utility of form they feel an instinctive contenpt

for them . . . Forns excite their contenpt and often their
hatred; as they conmobnly aspire to none but easy and present
gratification, they rush on to the object of their desires and
the slightest delay exasperates them This sane tenper,

carried with themin political life, renders them hostile
to forns, which retard and arrest themin sonme of their
proj ects.

Yet this objection which the men of denocracies make to

fornms is the very thing which renders forms so useful to

freedom for their chief nerit is to serve as a barrier

bet ween the strong and the weak, the rulers and the peopl e,

to retard the one and give the other tinme to | ook about him

Forms beconme nbre necessary as the governnment becones nore

active and nore powerful, while private persons are becom ng

nore indolent and nore feeble. Thus denocratic nations

stand more in need of forns than other nations and they

naturally respect themless. This deserves npbst serious

attention (Tocqueville, 1966: |1, 325, 326).
This is why Tocqueville contended that a new political science was needed
for the nodern age.

The American Revolution and the experinents in constitutional choice

t hat acconpani ed that revol ution were conducted on the assunption that the
formor structure of governnent does nake a difference. The Decl aration
of I ndependence had declared that "it is the Right of the People to alter
and to abolish" any form of governnent that is destructive of their unalien-
able rights and "to institute new Governnent, laying its foundation on such
principles and organizing its power in such form as to themshall seem
nost likely to effect their Safety and Happi ness.” Numerous state consti -
tutions and the Articles of Confederation were fornulated as an effort to
articulate the right of the people to "institute new Governnent."

The failure of governnment created under the Articles of Confederation

rai sed the question again whether people could institute governnents of

their own choosing. Alexander Hamilton in the opening paragraph of "Federali st



No 1" presented the basic i ssue when he nade the follow ng observation

It has been frequently remarked that it seenms to have been
reserved to the people of this country, by their conduct and
exanpl e, to decide the inmportant question, whether societies
of men are really capable or not of establishing good govern-
ment fromreflection and choice, or whether they are forever
destined to depend for their political constitutions upon
accident and force. If there be any truth in the remark, the
crisis at which we are arrived may with propriety be regarded
as the era in which that decision is to be made; and a wong
el ection of the part we shall act may, in this view, deserve
to be considered as the general nisfortune of mankind (Hamlton
Jay, and Madi son, n.d.: 3).

The Federalist was witten to articulate the reflections that had i nforned

the choices inherent in the design of the U S. Constitution and the new concept

of federalismthat was entailed in the concurrent authority of at |east

two different sets of government established to govern the Anerican people.
The conceptions inherent in the American experinments in constitutiona

choi ce involved quite different conceptions than had been devel oped in

Hobbes's theory of sovereignty. Constitutions were viewed as fundanent al

| aw that derived fromthe authority of people to establish their own institu-

tions of government. That fundanmental |aw was viewed as placing limts upon

t he exercise of governnental authority, as being alterable only by the

collective action of the people, and as not being alterable by governnental

of ficials acting upon their own authority. Mdison conceptualized a con-

stitution as being "established by the people and unalterable by the govern-

ment," and a | aw as being "established by the governnent and alterable by
the governnment" (Hamilton, Jay, and Madi son, n.d.: 348). Hobbes by con-
trast had argued that those who are the source of |aw are above the |aw

and cannot thensel ves be held accountable to | aw.

The American constitutions contained provisions for the distribution



of authority so that all exercises of authority are subject to limts and
no one can exercise unlinmted authority. Typically these constitutions
provi ded for the fundanmental rights of persons and citizens to exercise
public prerogatives to which each was entitled and placed correl ative
limtations upon the authority of governnental instrunentalities. In
turn, the authority of governmental instrumentalities was linmited by

al l ocating authority for naking law, enforcing law, or determining the
application of Iaw anong different decision structures so that each set
of governnental decision nakers exercised only limted authority and
col l ective action required concurrent action by diverse sets of decision
makers. Finally, many of the American constitutions provided for the
indirect or direct participation of citizens in the legislative, executive,
and judicial decision-nmaking processes of government.

Sinmply formul ating an appropriate constitutional provision for a
system of government that is limted by constitutional rule is however
insufficient to maintain such a system The linits nust be enforceable
if they are to be effective. A system of checks and bal ances as such
are insufficient to enforce such Iimts. As Tocquevill e has observed:

Not only is a denocratic people led by its own tastes to

centralize the government, but the passions of all the nen

by whomit is governed constantly urge it in the same direction

It nay easily be seen that alnopst all the able and anbiti ous

menbers of a denocratic conmunity will [abor unceasingly to

extend the powers of governnent, because they all hope at sone

time or other to wield those powers thenmselves. It would be a

waste of tinme to attenpt to prove to themthat extrene centrali -

zation nay be injurious to the state, since they are centralizing

it for their own benefit (Tocqueville, 1966: 11, 367-368).

The standard solution of domi nance by a narrow ruling class or autocracy

can be avoided in a denocracy only if the larger community of citizens
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acts with self-conscious awareness of the inportance of maintaining the
limts of constitutional rule. The people in a denobcratic society

shoul d, as Heraclitus has said, "fight for the Lawas if for the city
wal I s" (quoted in G eene, 1978: 128). This inplies that the citizens

share a common understandi ng of the theoretical and phil osophical princi-
pl es inherent in constitutional rule and act with self-conscious awareness
of those principles rather than blindly adhering to their passions of
pride and envy in naking decisions and choices pertaining both to the
governance of their own individual affairs and to the governance of
col l ective concerns in the society.

In the final analysis, the enforcenent of limts upon public officials
depends upon the willingness of citizens to resist official usurpation of
constitutional authority by engaging in civil disobedience and to under-
take the appropriate reformof governnental institutions so as to nmaintain
constitutional limts whenever coalitions of officials find ways and neans
to override constitutional limtations and exercise governnental prerogatives
wi t hout constraints. The appropriateness of constraints is to be deternined
by reasoned considerations inherent in a theory of constitutional choice.

If citizens are inforned by an adequate theory of constitutional choice
and use that theory as the source of criteria for deternmining the proper
limts of governmental action, we can contenplate the possibility that
governments need not be confined to theory of absol ute sovereignty.

Political societies need not be confined only to nation-states where
gover nment s exerci se nmonopol i es over the legitimte use of force. W can
i nstead i magi ne the circunstance where governnents are limted by a rule

of law and governnents can exerci se concurrent jurisdiction in making
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col l ective decisions for overlapping comunities sharing diverse interests.
In short, structures inforned by appropriate conceptions and shared under -
standi ng can nake a difference in the way that people are governed and |ive
their lives. There is a possibility that people night fashion a system of
government from"reflection and choi ce" even though nost people have had

to endure governnents created by "accident and force.'" There is a possi-
bility for variance fromMchels' "iron law. " Political structures need
not conformto a uniformor standard sol ution

Question I'l: \What Inplications Follow Fromthe Circunstance

that Political Institutions Mght be Viewed as
Human Creations or Human Artifacts?

If alternative fornms of governmental institutions are subject to
design through reflection and choice, then we need to treat such institu-
tions as artifacts rather than natural phenonena. The net hods of the
natural sciences may not be fully appropriate to the study of artifactual
phenonena.

When we refer to artifacts we refer to sonmething that is created by
human beings. Artifacts draw upon elenments that forma part of the universe
that is the subject of the natural sciences. But the el enents of nature
are sel ected and proportioned by human beings to serve human val ues and
purposes. As such artifacts always represent a union of fact and val ue.

El enents of nature and el enents of human consci ousness are entailed in the
transformation that is inherent in the creation of any-artifact. The possi-
bility of a political science, then, depends upon considering both the
conditions of reflection and the conditions of choice that are inherent

in constitutional choice.

The design of any artifact entails a knowl edge of neans-ends cal cul ati ons
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in which artisans should be able to specify which conditions can be
expected to yield what consequences in the creation of an artifact. In
the case of political artisanship we m ght anticipate that those who are
concerned with the design of political institutions should be able to

i ndi cate how specifiable sets of conditions can be expected to yield
speci fiabl e consequences for alternative sets of institutional arrange-
ments. It is such a specification of conditions and consequences that
serves as a basis for deriving hypotheses from argunents bei ng advanced
in a constitutional |evel of analysis. Conditions can be translated into
i ndependent and i nterveni ng variabl es, and consequences can be transl ated
i nto dependent variabl es. Theoretical arguments advanced at the constitu-
tional |evel of analysis provide the relevant theoretical conjectures for
derivi ng researchabl e hypotheses that m ght now be tested at the operationa
| evel of analysis.

It is entirely possible, of course, for theoretical arguments advanced
at the constitutional |level to be based upon fundamental ly erroneous con-
ceptions. Mlovan Djilas, in comenting upon the Soviet experiment in
constitutional choice, has made the foll owi ng observation

Everyt hi ng happened differently in the U S.S.R and ot her

conmuni st countries fromwhat the | eaders -- even such promn nent

ones as Lenin, Stalin, Trotsky, and Bukharin -- anticipated.

They-expected that the state would rapidly wther away, that

denocracy woul d be strengthened. The reverse happened (ny

enphasis). They expected a rapid i nprovenent in the standard

of living -- there has scarcely been any change in this respect

and in the subjugated East European countries, the standard

has even declined. In every instance, the standard of |iving

has failed to rise in proportion to the rate of industrializa-

tion, which was nuch nmore rapid. It was believed that the

di fference between cities and villages, between intellectua

and physical |abor, would slowy disappear; instead these

di fferences have increased. Communi st anticipations in other
areas -- including their expectation for devel opments in the
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non- Communi st world -- have also failed to materialize.

The greatest illusion was that industrialization and collectivi-
zation in the U S.S.R, and destruction of capitalist ownership
would result in a classless society. . . . the capitalist and
other classes of ancient origin had in fact been destroyed, but
a new cl ass, previously unknown to history, had been forned
(Djilas, 1957: 37-38).

Djilas' analysis raised profound doubts about the enpirical warrantability
of the theory of constitutional choice which Lenin expounded in Wat Is To

Be Done? and State and Revolution. Presumably it is the function of the

scientific method to test theoretical conjectures and ascertain their
warrantability. If the scientific nethod is to performits critical func-
tion, theoretical conjecture with little or no enpirical warrantability
shoul d be recogni zed for what they are.

The nature of the elenments used in the design of institutional
arrangenents can be expected to have a significant bearing upon the trans-
formati ons that occur in the ordering of human rel ationships. Anpbng these
el ements that need to be considered are: rules, synbols, the nature of
t he goods involved in human rel ati onshi ps, and the evaluative criteria
that are taken into account in the naking of choices.

The design of political artifacts relies upon rules as anong the
primary ingredients for creating political institutions. Any set of rule-
ordered rel ati onships involve a peculiar set of constraints. They exi st
as a matter of human choi ce and human determi nation. As such they mni ght
be viewed as relatively soft constraints. Behavior at variance with rules
is clearly possible. The maintenance of rules as constraints for ordering
human rel ati onshi ps depends upon choice and purposive action. Yet,
this is the very nature of the phenonena that political scientists have to

wor k with. He can still concern ourselves with the effect that soft



14

constraints have in ordering human rel ati onshi ps knowing full well that
behavi or at variance with those constraints is possible. Finding instances
of conduct at variance with rules will not be sufficient to reject a pro-
position that asserts that a rule will have an anticipated tendency in
ordering human rel ati onships. Rather, we would expect soft constraints
only to affect the probability of occurrences.

Rul e-ordered rel ati onshi ps are al so word-ordered rel ationships. Rules
are fornulated in the synbolic structure of human | anguages. W rds as
synmbol s are distinct fromthe events or relationships that are synbolized.
Except in the case of proper nanes, words always involve gross sinplifi-
cations since words stand for a class of events or relationships that
are being naned rather than for discrete events or relationships. The
application of rules to behavior always involves conceptual anbiguities
i nherent in the coding of events in relation to some system of classifica-
tion. A science of rule-ordered relationships is subject to nisplaced
specificity if one assunmes that inferences can be derived about the fortunes
or msfortunes of naned individuals in a study of who gets what, when, and
how. Rather, inferences can be derived only in relation to general tenden-
cies. Furthernore, the tendencies cannot be effectively assessed by naking
conpari sons between inference at the constitutional |evel of analysis and
events occurring at the operational |evel of analysis in unique cases.

Rat her, inferences derived at the constitutional |evel of analysis need
to be assessed by an-explicit conparison of events occurring in different
cases where the research design controls for relevant variables. Under
such circunstances tendenci es toward nmagni tudes of nore or |ess mght be

ascertained. Only in the case where the opposite happens can one draw an
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i nference, as Mlovan Djilas did, about the unwarrantability of the theory
used at the constitutional |evel of analysis.

Anot her factor that might be taken into account in the design of
institutional arrangenments is the nature of the goods and services that
are subject to human use or consunption. Principles applicable to the
organi zation of collective use and consunption, where goods are not readily
subj ect to exclusion and are nonsubtractible in their use or consunption,
are quite different than those that m ght apply to readily packageabl e
goods subject to exclusion and subtractible in consunption. Contenporary
work in the theory of public goods and comon-pool resources have sub-
stantial inplications for the constitutional |evel of analysis.

In addition, basic consideration of value or evaluative criteria
obviously enter into any process of reflection and choice. Alternatives
nmust be weighed in relation to some criteria of choice. If we can assune
as Hobbes did that there is a "sinilitude of the thoughts and passions"
anong human bei ngs, even though the objects of passions and the objects
of thought are subject to radical variability, then it should be possible
to comprehend the way that human bei ngs proceed in establishing criteria
for distinguishing right and wong in ordering their relationships with
one anot her (Hobbes, 1962: 20). As Vernon Greene has enphasized in his

study of The Metaphysi cal Foundations of Constitutional O der (1978), that

which is common to human beings is universal anmong human bei ngs. Sel f-

di scovery is achi eved when human bei ngs realize what is commopn anpng t hem
The noral foundations of a constitutional order is grounded upon that which
i s conmon anong individuals and is a product of human consci ousness t hat
seeks to relate individual self-awareness to the organization of hunan

conmunities. It is the underlying commonality of thought and passions
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t hat enabl e human bei ngs to devel op an understandi ng of one another even
t hough the things thought and the things preferred vary radically anong
human bei ngs. These underlying commonalities provide for an understanding
of evaluative criteria that apply to choices and enabl e human beings to
fashi on the foundations of common understanding that permt both order
and freedomto coexist in human societies.

In turn, political scientists as human bei ngs should be able to
conprehend the evaluative criteria used by people in ordering their relation-
ships with one another and to use these criteria in an assessnent of
performance of different institutional arrangenents that are subject to
consideration at the constitutional |evel of analysis. Were particular
sets of institutions are used as the basis for organi zi ng human soci al
rel ati onships, enpirical inquiries conducted at the operational |evel can
be used to-conpare different institutional arrangenments with reference to
nmeasures that are inherent in evaluative criteria. Experinents in consti-
tutional choice should reveal the harvest of consequences that are yielded
by alternative institutional arrangenents.

Question I1l. Wat Inplications Follow with Regard to the

Artisanship I nherent in the Design and Use
for Institutions as Tools for Collective Action?

In his introduction to Leviathan, Hobbes has contended that human
beings are both the "matter" and the "artificers" of commonwealths. In
his chapter on "those things that weaken, or tend to the dissolution of

a commonweal t h, " Hobbes goes on to observe:

Though not hing can be imortal which nortals nake; yet, if men

had the use of reason that they pretend to, their commonweal t hs

m ght be secured, at |east from perishing by internal diseases

I , ,. . Therefore when they cone to be dissolved, not by

external violence, but intestine disorder, the fault is not in

men, as they are the matter; but as they are the nakers, and
orderers of them (Hobbes, 1962: 237, Hobbes's enphasis).
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The pat hol ogi es of human societies, if | understand Hobbes correctly,
turn upon the failure of human beings to design and make proper use of
an appropriate set of institutions rather than in the defects of the
character of human beings as the basic el ements conprising human institu-
tions.

Institutions are in a sense artifacts that contain their own artisans

(this point is enphasized in Vernon G eene's, The Metaphysi cal Foundati ons

of Constitutional Oder (1978). The design of an artifact has reference

to human consci ousness and purpose and reflects conceptions and know edge
that an artisan uses to guide his design. An artifact that serves as a
tool, in turn, depends upon an artisan having a know edge of how the too
can be used as an instrument to fashion or create other artifacts.

If we view political institutions as artifacts that are subject to
human design and creation, we mght assume that sone designers
were informed by certain conceptions and know edge as they undertook the
tasks of reflection and choice that are inherent in the design and creation
of such an artifact. |In turn, if political institutions can be used by
artisans as tools or instruments for the creation of other artifacts we
m ght presume that the conceptions and know edge that is inherent in a
theory or logic of a particular tool will be shared by those who are both
t he designers and users of political institutions. The conceptions and
know edge that are appropriate to both the design and use of politica
institutions presunably would be a part of the conmpbn understandi ng that
i s shared by nenbers of human societies that are capable of shaping their
own destiny, This is what we presumably nean when we refer to self-governing

soci eti es.
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The fashioning of political institutions mght then be viewed as
experiments in constitutional choice where those who participate in the
design and creation of political institutions are using certain conceptions
and knowl edge to create a specific set of political institutions to serve
as instrunents for the creation of particular types of consequences or
out cones. The experinent that follows should serve as a test of the
enpirical warrantability of the conceptions being acted upon. If the
reverse happens, as Djilas all eges, considerable doubt is cast upon the
enpirical warrantability of the conceptions that Lenin, for exanple, used
in fashioning the Soviet experinent in constitutional choice. A careful

exam nation of Lenin's argunent in Wat |Is To Be Done? might |lead one to

conjecture that his solution is the equivalent to Hobbes's solution in

the Leviathan. Such a conjecture mght |ead us to advance conpeting

hypot heses regardi ng the Soviet experinment. The question then becones one
of whether the harvest of consequences that have been yielded in the 60
years of the Soviet experiment are better explained by Hobbes's theory

or by Lenin's theory and its explicit use of Marxian theory.

If we view political behavior in a denobcratic self-governing society
as experinents in constitutional choice then we mght infer that citizenry
in such a society are properly viewed as the experinenters who are
conducting the experinment. 1In such circunstances the significance of
the experinment will turn upon the conceptions and operations used in the
conduct of the experinent. Wether or not we refer to such conceptions
as ideologies is of little inportance. What is inmportant is their bearing
upon t he design and conduct of political experinents.

Students of conparative politics who have enphasi zed the inportance

of political culture to an understanding of patterns of political behavior
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in a society are making an inportant point. If we can devel op a sharper
anal ytical focus for characterizing those aspects of culture that are of
special inportance to political conduct, we m ght nake better use of the
concept. | would argue that those conceptions and know edge, which are
rel evant to constitutional choice, are of essential inportance.

The inplications that follow fromviewing institutions as artifacts
that contain their own artisans for both a political science and politica
education in a denocratic society are substantial. Wen we view political
institutions as artifacts that contain their own artisans, inportant
normative inplications also follow if one raises questions about the
conditions that are nbst conducive to the conduct of political artisanship.
VWil e there may be sonme el enents of poetic justice when political artifacts
serve as instrunents for destroying their own artisans, such circunstances
m ght be viewed as the tragic blundering of unskilled and uni nforned
artisans. Presumably the conditions that are conducive to skilled and
inforned arti sanship are the ones that are appropriate to the use of
human reason and intelligence.

Where citizens are viewed as artisans contained within artifacts of
their own design and those artifacts serve as tools for their own use, we
m ght al so anticipate that their own character and personality will, in
part, be fashioned by their own experience in dealing with these creations.
Such effects would al so occur where political institutions are fashioned
to serve as instruments of dom nance over a subject population. W mght
thus anticipate relationshi ps between political structures and character

devel opnent in different societies.
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Concl usi ons

These conjectures mght be pursued at much greater |ength. The

probl ens and prospects inherent in using the constitutional |evel of
analysis to informpolitical inquiry are sufficiently great that they
deserve careful consideration in laying the theoretical foundations for
enpirical investigations of political behavior and policy anal yses.
The theoretical ,analysis occurs at the constitutional |evel where inquiry
is oriented to a consideration of alternative institutional arrangenents.
The conduct of enpirical investigation occurs at the operational |evel
within the constraints of given institutional structures. If enpirical
inquiry is to be informed by an appropriate theoretical analysis we need
to proceed at both the constitutional and the operational |evels of
analysis. If we do so we nay di scover inportant |inks between politica
theory, political practice, and political science. W would then be in a
position to test propositions about whether political structures do nmake a dif-
ference in the way that people are governed and live their lives in human societies.

Consi dering the nature of human arti sanship we need to cone to terms
wi th conceptions of political structures as entailing nore than words on
paper. No one woul d expect a chemical fornula to work by itself. Politica
institutions entail political artisans as well as political fornulas. Wen
we learn how to treat artisans, and the conceptions they use, as informng
conduct in relation to structures we may be in a position to determ ne the
rel ationship of the structure of institutional arrangenents to the consequences
that flow for human societies. This requires nore than the study of behavior
per se. The constitutional |evel of analysis nmust acconpany the operationa
| evel of analysis in the study of political phenonena not as natura

phenonena, but as artifactual phenonena.



