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HUMAN AND POLITICAL BEHAVIOUR: A SYLLOGISM 

Frank Anazodo 

Abstract 
In his celebrated ancient wisdom, Thucydides observed that “of the gods we 
know, and of men we believe, that it is a necessary law of their nature that they 
rule wherever they can”. Proceeding from a similar analytical pedestal, Betrand de 
Jouvenel surmised that command is a mountain top, and that the leader of any 
group of men feels thereby an almost physical enlargement of himself. Filtering 
the infallible wisdom nested in the interface of the foregoing theoretical 
conclusions capture the omnipresent logic of power as the recurring decimal in 
any factual prognosis of human and political behaviour. 

Preamble 

The political science discipline originated analyses and enquiries into political phenomena using 

“traditional” approaches like the institutional, philosophical, legally and historical schools. The inability of these 

theoretical paradigms to arrest the central currents underpinning political analysis motivated a further search for 

analytical succour. This search midwifed “behaviouralism”, which gave impetus to behaviour analysis and pointed 

up the study of political behaviour. 

Any ambitious appraisal of behaviour, human and/or political, must be cast within the ambit of factual 

recurrent indices. In striving to assuage this criterion, it will be inevitable to pay allegiance to the time-tested 

beacons of realism. In other words, I shall significantly draw form the theoretical truism of realist thinking in the bid 

to expose the recurring decimals which, from the days of yore, prompted and informed human and political 

behaviour. 

Behaviour is strongly guided by interests. The idea of interests is indeed of the essence of politics. Drawing 

from the experiences of ancient Greece, Thucydides rightly concluded that “identity of interests is the surest of 

bounds, whether between states or individuals”. In the 19th century, Lord Salisbury remarked that “the only bond of 

union that endures” is “the absence of all clashing interests”. In the 20,h century, Max Weber captured the running 

theme and re-echoed that “interests (material and ideal), not ideas, dominate directly the actions of men”. It will all 

be so in the 21s' century. Realism defines interest in terms of power. As power is the soul of this discourse it will be 

pertinent to give a definition here. Power is control over the minds and actions of others, manifested in a drive to 

dominance, and reflected in capability, derived from varied sources, to realize desired courses of action. In this 

paper, I argue that there is a bridge between human and political behaviour. And Isolate the ubiquitous drive to 

power as the main pillar of that bridge. 

The Dynamics Of Human Behaviour 

Political sociology deals with the individual interacting in groups. It is a theory of human behaviour to say, 
following Ted Gurr, that deprivation leads to frustration, which in turn leads to aggression. This relative deprivation 

theory can be adapted and amplified for an understanding of political behaviour. Violence, as a manifestation of 
aggression, is as much a variable in behaviour calculations as apathy indicates protest participation. 

Behaviour'connotes conduct. Conduct is conditioned by desires and/or goals. Silvano Arieti was focusing 
on the utility thrust of power when he defined it as “the ability to bring about our desires”. Michael Korda noted that 
the object of power is to survive in a difficult world. Power is a means of protecting against the cruelty, indifference 
and ruthlessness of others. Realism evinces a kaleidoscope of conflicting rather than complementary interests. 

Resources, status and all are comparatively scarce in human affairs. Competition is indicated. Therefore, as a convex 
manifestation of the natural instinct of self preservation, human beings consistently reach for power, the effective 
lever which determines positive action. 1 assert that human behaviour is, stripped naked, the (study of the) 
actions/reactions of humans to the centripetal and centrifugal realities of power in human interactions. 
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The drive to power conforms with human behaviour. In the words of Bertrand Russell, “Of the infinite 
desires of man, the chief are the desires for power and glory”. Taking a more pragmatic posture, Friedrick Nietzsche 
concluded: “Wherever I found the living, there I found the will to power”. The drive to dominance is embedded in 
the innermost recesses of the human heart. The same ebb and flow of power can be observed in every kind of human 
intercourse. The same rules apply to love affairs as to office warfare. The power game is played in bed as fiercely as 
elsewhere. Michael Korda remarked that marriage is perhaps the best school for the player who wants to study and 

master the use of power in its most subtle form, over a long period of time. 
The dynamics of human behaviour revolves around the fulcrum of power contest, real or perceived. Just 

like nature, power abhors a vacuum. It is this element that makes the competition to secure control over the minds 
and actions of others both necessary and inevitable. It is the assured gateway to protecting one’s interests and 
securing one’s desires. The words of Heinrich Von Treitschke, the German philosopher of might, is both instructive 
and pregnant with meaning thus: 

Your neighbour, even though he may look upon you as his naturally against 
another power which is feared by you both, is always ready, at the first 
opportunity, as soon as it can be done with safety, to better himself at your 
expense... Whoever fails to increase his power, must decrease it, if others increase 
theirs. 

Now that sex has become a subject that can be openly discussed, power seems to be the dirty little human 

secret we have to hide. This accounts in great measure for the use of ideologies and other allied masks to conceal 

and camouflage the struggle for power. 

From Human To Political Behaviour 

Power is indispensable in understanding political behaviour because individuals relate with each other and 

groups within groups on the basis of power. Politics is as old as humanity. Simplified, it is the power to allocate 

powers between individuals, communities and nations. Politics, like society in general, is governed by objective 

laws that have their roots in human nature. John Herz held realism to be thought which “takes into consideration the 

implications for political life of those security and power factors which are inherent in human society”. Political 

behaivour draws from human behaviour. The words of Marcel Proust is revealing. 

Proust said: 

The life of nations merely repeats, on a larger scale, the lives of their component 
cells; and he who is incapable of understanding the mystery, the reactions, the 
laws that determine the movements of the individual, can never hope to say 
anything worth listening to about the struggles of nations. 

The efforts of Arthur Bentley, Charles Merriam. David Easton and other pioneer intellectual godfathers of 

behavioural political science ought to be celebrated by political theory. Behaviouralism has aided in sharpening and 

elevating the level of analysis. The primary goal of behaviouralism is the scientific analysis and interpretation of 

political studies and the political process. Its roots can in fact be traced back to the concept of general system theory, 

which had its origin in the writings of Ludwig Von Bertallanty, a biologist. Behaviouralism examines the extra 

formal factors bearing on the political process. It brings man as an individual within the compass and periscope of 

the analysis, striving to erect a comprehensive and shared conceptual scheme that could serve as a guide to 

researchers and practitioners. I argue that political behaviour, in sync with human behaviour, can be 84% 

“mathematicized: by the astute and hard-nosed observer/analyst. 
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Human and Political Behaviour: A Syllogism. 

The writer agrees with Adesina Sambo, following immortal Claude Ake, that “objective realities” and 

“necessities of situations” condition political behaviour. I argue that so with political behaviour, so with human 
behaviour. And so with domestic political behaviour, so with international political behaviour. Now, taking 
international political behaviour as a theoretical framework, I say that nations behave in response to the objective 
realities which confront them. They behave in response to the choices which the necessities of particular situations 
leave them with. And I assert that the theme or guiding spirit of these objective realities and necessities is to be 
sought in the power of nations. 

Power: The Central And Causal Nexus 

“Power is the supreme law” said Adolf Hitler. When Hitler imprinted those words, stripped of cosmetics and 

emotional reactions pro and contra, he was writing a footnote, or better still, a postscript to realist thinking. In that 

undiluted treatise to political realism, he wittingly or unwittingly captured and summarized from Machiaveli to 

Henry Kissinger, spanning through Morgenthau and other realist brothers. From his privileged pragmatic pedestal, 

his analysis and judgement could hardly be distant from the position of the truth. Out of the abundance of his and his 

Germany’s experiences, his mind coined up, and his mouth voiced out those words of eventual immortal truism. 

The writer has already had occasion to give an operational definition of power. Power is that ability to 

modify or shape conduct to preferred courses. The author agrees with John Amoda that “power is ability to effect 

purpose”. The writer agrees with A. F. K. Organski that it is “the ability to influence the behaviour of others in 

accordance with one’s own ends. The writer admits Carl Friedrich's submission that it is “that relation among men 

which manifests itself in the behaviour of following”. The author accepts Eugene Koln’s position that it is “a 

composite of various elements which can be used to influence the thought and behaviour of others.” And the author 

stands with Hans Morgenthau that the major plank on which international political behaviour rests is where the 

preponderance of power resides. 

Power is a mesmerizing and all-pervading concept and subject. It is somewhat ubiquitous. Few words are 

used so frequently with so little seeming need to reflect on their meaning as power. So it has been for all the ages of 

man. In association with kingship and glory, it was included in the ultimate scriptural accolade to the Supreme 

Being. Millions offer it everyday. Bertrand Russell was led to the thought that power, along with glory, remains the 

highest aspiration and the greatest reward of humankind. Subsequently, Russell captured the fact that power lies in 

“the production of Intended effects”. 

In Chapter XI of The Leviathan, Thomas Hobbes that, “in the first place, the writer puts for a general 

inclination of all mankind, a perpetual and restless desire of power after power, that ceaseth only in death”. Really, 

Hoobbes was a realist to the core. He understood human nature. Far from fancying abstract intellectual theorizing, 

he frequently and boldly sought to confront and present the naked truths, however bitter, which determine political 

action. Further down in The Leviathan (Chapters 16 and 17), he gave an unapologetically realist summary of the 

functional implicate of the nature of human beings which he canvassed. He concluded inter alia: 

Covenants without the sword are but mere words, and are too weak to bridle 
men’s ambition; but the fear of punishment serves as the only means by which 
men are socialized. 

Power is the central and causal nexus of human and political behaviour. The concept of interest defined as 

power imposes intellectual discipline upon the observer. It infuses rational order into the subject matter of politics, 

and thus makes the theoretical understanding of politics possible. On the side of the actor, it provides for rational 

discipline in action. 

Somewhat paradoxically, the concept of interest defined in terms of power saves us from moral excess as 

well as political folly. Back to the international political behaviour scenario, painted earlier, if we look at all nations 

(including ours) as political entities pursuing their respective interests defined in terms of power, we stand better 

positioned to do justice to all of them. We understand them better. We are 
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able to judge other nations as we judge our own. And having judged them in this fashion we are capable of pursuing 
policies that respect the interests of other nations while protecting and promoting those of our own. The functional 
thesis here is that the moderation in policy thus secured, cannot fail to reflect the moderation of moral judgement. 

William Hazlitt opined that “the love of power is the love of ourselves”. In the words of Henry Kissinger, 
power is “the ultimate aphrodisiac”. Power may comprise anything that establishes and maintains the control of man 
over man. Thus, power covers all social relationships which serve that end. This ranges from physical violence to 
the most subtle psychological ties by which one mind controls another. Power covers the domination of man by 
man. This is both when it is disciplined by moral ends and controlled by constitutional safeguards, as in Western 
democracies, and when it is that untamed and barbaric force which finds its laws in nothing but its own strength, and 

its sole justification in its aggrandizement. 

Conclusion 

Plato submitted that the state is the individual “writ large”. Adapting the ringing logic of Plato and Marcel 

Proust (earlier stated), I say that domestic political behaviour is human behaviour writ large. International political 

behaviour is domestic political behaviour writ large. Therefore, international political behaviour is human behaviour 

writ large. In essence, political behaviour is human behaviour writ large. 

There is an abiding syllogism between human and political behaviour. Both flow from the same barrel. 

Human nature, in which the laws of politics have their roots, has not changed since the classical philosophies of 

China, India and Greece endeavoured to discover these laws. Human behaviour informs political behaviour. Political 

behaviour stands in sync with human behaviour. Political behaviour is derivable or deducible from human 

behaviour. And the fundamental logic which breeds both is the drive to power. 

Realism supplicates for concordance of theorizing with facts. It is a brother to empiricism. Understandably, 

its task calls for more rigour. Some even misunderstand and misinterprete it. But it has set the standards for itself, 

elevating the level of analysis. Niccolo Machiavelli was a realist. There is something worth emulating about him. 

Machiavelli looked back to the past for inspiration, but his method of arriving at what he thought were universally 

valied generalizations governing political behaviour entailed a comparison of the past with the present. 

The drive to dominance is innate. That craving for power must be a central ingredient in any exposition of 

human/political behaviour that seeks to capture reality. All actions, human and political, can be understood, in 

similarity to game theoretic simulations, as moves geared towards improving the power position of the (actor(s). Put 

differently, the anatomy of human and political behaviour can best be dissected as responses to the realism of human 

and political situations, appropriately envisaged as a theatre of power. More specifically, I assert that the abstract 

scenario of human and political situations as a theatre of power is the explanatory note to human and political 

behaviour. 
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