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CHAPTER 1
THE SCOPE AND DEFINITION OF THE PROBLEM

For last year's words belong to last year's language
And next year's words await another voice.
T.S.Eliot,Little Gidding, 11.

A. INTRODUCTION,

The study of politics by the comparative method
enjoys both the antiquity and respectability of an Aristotel-
ian precedent, However, during the last two decades, the
discipline of politics has undergone dramatic developments
and has witnessed a surge exceeding the total progress of
the previous cenfurfes. This is true in terms of four crucial
dimensions: the problems to which it addresses itseif, the meth-
odologies it employs,1 the theoretical and methodological soph-
istication by which its research work is gu‘ideoi,:'2 and the number

of analysts involved in H‘,3 An abundance of new models,

1. Arnold Brecht writes, it is not saying too much,
that ours has become the methodological century in the social
sciences. " Arnold Brecht,Political Theory, (Princefon:Princefon
University Press, 1959),p.5.

2. Albert Somit and Joseph Tanenhaus found that between

1953 and 1961, for example, there had "been a substantial
growith of interest only in political theory.” A Profile of o
‘Discipline: American Political Science, (New York:Atherfon
Press, 1965),p.52, table 6.

Speaking of the contemporary trend in polifics,
Waldo writes, "the evidence indicated thaf the majority of
political scientists, whether or not they are ‘theorists’ as
a mafter of conventional label, regard theory as the ‘core’
of political science, Dwight Waldo,Political Science in the

U.S.A.: A Trend Report ,(Paris:U.N,E.S.C,O,,1956),p.32.
3. The change in the number of articles written in selected journals on
comparative government may reflect the new emphasis. Waldo shows that between

1925-29, the percentage of such articles was 31%, by 1952, the percentage had
increas ed to 43%. - 1bid.,p.38,tablel,

i
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conceptual approaches, theoretical frameworks and analytical
constructs have been proposed and/or experimented with in
an effort to complement some earlier intellectual efforts or
to supplant ther with allegedly improved and superior prop-
osals.

The intellectual ferment that this reflects is partly a
response to the widespread feeling of disappointment and
dissatisfaction with the "traditional™ approach fo comparat=
ive governhenfn

This critical mood was aired af a seminar organized
by the American Social Science Research Council in 1952
‘held at Evanston, Hli'nc:o'is,i Subsequentiy, fheseﬂv?ews were
elaborated in a book written by Roy C. Macridis. Thus, the
numerous and divergent proposals in the comparaftive politics
field can be viewed as attempis to fill an intellecival vacuum
left by the rejection of the "traditional™ approach io the
study of ccrhpcxrai*‘ive government., In a sense, the discipline
is still groping for a broad measure of aggreement with respact
to directions and methods. ’

In their atfempts to deal with politics , many students
are increasingly having to deal with the age=-oild probiem of
defining their subject matter; i.e., what is politics ? What
concepts of the discipline indicate its focus of attention and
the direction of its observations ? However, for the study of
politics there does exist some measure of agreemeni amony

scholars thai the study of the execuiive,judicial und legisiot-

1.The proceedings were summarized by Roy C. Macridis
and Richard Cox (rapporteurs), = "Research in Comparative
Politics, "™ American Political Science Review,September 1963, pp.641-55.

2.Roy €. Macridis, The Study of Comparative Government,
(New York: Random House, 1955 V.
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ive branches of government and their comparisons does not
wholly constitute the comparative study of politics. There
the agreement ends. Hence, if this fraditional triad fails o
promote our comprehension of politics, especially when
"comprehension" is used in its widest sense, what ought to be
our focus instead ? In their attempts fo comprehend politics,
some analysts” study governments with criteria of relevance,
intuitively derived, that remain implicitly embedded in their
data. Others state their framework of reference in order fo
(a) make their work coherent and (b) to make it refevant fo
comparative analyses. Works of such a nature have been
presented in the form of conceptual frameworks, menial con-
strucis, analytical schemes, abstract formulations and theor=
etical approaches. For our purposes these will be called
models.,

Models will be the focus of this study. Like any other
process that initiates an inquiry, this focus is necessarily
c‘;n‘lc»i’?r::n'y.,lE Further, it is conceded that mode!%buﬂding is
neither the sole pre-occupation nor necessarily the most pro-
ductive occupation of the students of comparative politics.
it is only an aspect of comparative politics, though an imp-
ortant one, According to Gunnar Heckscher, a "conceptual
framework™ is a minimum requirement for facilitating comp~-
arismn2 in pursuing this study as in any other, we are rem=-
inded by Gabriel Almond, that, "There are many ways of

§

laboring in the vineyard of the Lord, " and we hope that the

efforts of this dissertation will be viewed as one of them.

1. The arbitrariness does not undermine the value or
the scientific nature of such an fnquiry. See,Arnold Brecht,
op.cit.,p.30; Abraham Kaplan, The Conduct of inquiry,

San rrancisco; Chandler Publishing Company, T84T F. 5. T NSTiThTOp,
The Logic of the Sciences and Mumaniiies, (New York:Mocmi=
[Tan and Company, 1947,

2. Gunnar Hecksher, The Siudy of Comparative Government

and Politics, (London: George,Allen and Unwin, 19575, pp.7/3-4.

3. Gabriel A. Almond, "Comparative Political Systems,"”
Journal of Politics, August 1956,p.391.
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In simple terms, this dissertation seeks to investigate
how some contemporary models that purport to facilitate
comparative political analysis deal with the problem of
change. A detailed consideration of the objectives of this
study, its boundaries and the manner in which it will be

pursued are presenfed below,

B, OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY,

The major objective of this dissertation is to examine

how the models that meet our requiremenfsi deal with the
problem of change. The authors of the models under examin-
ation do not all consider the concept of change as a problem.
Where it is dealt with, it may be done implicitly or expliciily.
The manner in which the problem of change is inciuded by
any particular model is a maiter for the predilection of the
author of such a model. it is an objective of this dissert~
ation to investigate and offer an analysis of how the authors,
whose works fulfil our requirements, deal with the problem
of change. '

Traditionally, the study of change has been a much
neglected aspect of the discipline. Macridis, indicting the
traditional approach writes, "the traditional approach has
ignored the dynamic factors that account for change."” This
is not surprising, for the questions political scientists adress=
ed themselves to did not involve the understanding of change
over time. Instead, they adressed themselves to quesiions
which needed answers in terms of the political anatomy of

systems., To quote Macridis again, ™ it i.e. the fraditional
approczch’j has concenirated on what wé have called polii-

3

ical andtomy . ™

1, The criteria used in the selection of specific models
for analysis in this study are discussed below, See pp. 6=10.

2, Roy C. Macridis, The Study of Comparative Gover=
nment, p.11. (emphasis provided
P P P )

3, Ibid.,p.11.




The study of change, #nsofar as it was dealt with af
all, was mosi’ly‘of a cross-sectional type: dealing with the
collectivities or aggregates under analysis at one point in
time or over a relatively short period of time. The justific~-
ationffor this ahistorical approach was often that the discovery
of factual rather than causal relations were the objective
of the inquiry.

By contrast, the study of change through fime is «
major pre-occupation of large numbers of contemporary
scholars within the field. indeed, the astronomical growth
of contemporary studies under the genus of "development®
and "modernization" may be seen as evidence of this concern,
However, it should be nofed that the contemporary concern
with change is distinet from the cross-sectional study of
change: The former seeks to study change through time in
terms of cause and effect, whereas the latier seeks fo under=-
stand changé in terms of facitual descriptions. The study of
change over fime in terms of cause and effect in furn affem=
pts to answer some of the questions contemporary research
haos adressed itself to; i.e.,the description of the direction,
rate, degree and characteristics of political change.

Answers to the above questions with respect to change
over time can owmly be satisfactorily obiained through {ong-
‘ii’ud'im:alf'si‘l,eci‘i.eesBi in terms of cause and effect. In suggesting
that only longifudinal analysis in ferms of cause and eifect
can satisfactorily solve our questions with respect fo change
over time, we do not deny the possibility of examining or
comparing the behavior of cross=sections of political systems

through time and venturing inferences about change from such

1. Longitudinal research on political behdavior can use
the individual, the group, the political system, or one or wmore
of its components as the unit of analysis and seek to under=

stand change through time in terms of couse and effect.



examinations or comparisons. However, this method is clearly
less satisfactory. Changes may be in opposite directions,
but compensatory. The result then would make for marginal
resulfs only, indicating little or no change. Furthermore,if
the time span befween the examined cross-sections is short,
it is likely to reflect a sequence of possibly ‘"unique” events
and thus offer spurious inferences about causwtion. Hence,
when examining the models, we will seek an understanding
of how they deal with the problem of change in terms of
causes and effects., '

In the course of pursuing the above objective, we
shall also examine the specific purposes for which the modeis
that meet our criteria were erecied , their orientations and

their mefhodgiogies,Z

C. METHODOLOGY.

For the pursuif of our objectives it is necessary that
(i) criteria of relevance for this dissertation be esiablished,
and (ii) the manner in which the study will be pursued be

identified. The first are essential ia setting the [imits or

1. In general terms, formally stated models are infro=
duced because there is a presumed need for them, at least
among the scholars proposing them., This need stems basically
from the concern felt by them for better and rigorous schol-
arship in comparative politics. This may be facilitated by
explicitly stating the rationale as well as the purpose of the
criteria of relevance. By so doing, some clarity of thought
is likely to be introduced insofar as extraneous and irrele~
vani variables and criteria are eliminated. In short, the siress
on logical consistency in the organization, collection and
explanation of data are likely to avoid lacunae that may
otherwise be overlooked. {f the general purposes of a model
are the latter, the specific purposes help focus the arsa of
study more sharply.

2. Mcdel-sbui{ding is not an end in iself, though it may ot times seam so,
Keaplan writes, "The model ifself, . .becomes the object of interest as means so often
usurp the importance of the ends they are meant to serve. The failing 1 am spacking
of is the f@ndencs?f to engage in model=building for its own sake.” =op.cit,, p.2380.
See also Ann Ruth Willner, "The Underdeveloped Study of Political Devélopment,
World Politics, April 1964,p.479; Leonard Birder, iran:Political Development in o
Changing Society, (BerkeleysUniversity of Californta Prass, 1962}, &0 007 )




param@érs. of the sfudy while the second indicates the appro-
ach being adopted here for the study of the problem. In
specifying the criteria of relevance, attention has been given
to the attainment of the most comprehensive level of generality
obtainable within the context of model=building activity
and the concentration on the more recent literature in the
field.

As models are the focus of this dissertation, they wili
be briefly diseussed here. According to Karl Devisch," A
model is ... a structure of symbols and operating rules which
is supposed to match a set of relevant points in an existing
structure or processﬂ"‘i In conjunction with this definition,
we are informed that, "We are using moa‘els,:wifﬁngiy or not,
whenever we are trying to think systematically about anything
at qlig“z Clearly, if systematic thought is so related fo
model-building, very little scholarship would be left outside
of its province and the seif-conscious aftempts at model-
building that are the focus of ‘i’hxs_s?udy would be indisting=
vishable from the rest of the large body of scholarship.

Thus, we have decided to adopt Bwight Walde's
definition of a model. He siates that a moedel is

"simply the conscious aftempt to develop and
refine concepts, or clusters of related concepts,
useful in classifying data, describing reality
and (or) hypothesizing about 1¥." 3.
Although we have adopted Waldo's definition, it
merits some additional comment., The definition it will be
noted, is so inclusive as to leave little theoretical thinking

outside of its purview. Further, the definition does not

1. Karl Deutsch,"On Communication Models in the
Social Sciences, " Public Opinion Quaterly, 1952, No.3,p.357.

2. Ibid.,p.356.
3. Dwight Waldo, Comparative Public Administration:

Prologue,Problems and Promise,{Chicago,liilinois: American
Society for Public Administraiion, 1964),p.15.




attempt to differentiate the models with reference o their
scope. ' ~

"~ Models may be distinguished according:to their level
of generality. Establishing correlations among a small number
of variables within the polity is generally thought of as
narrow-gauge theory. A model +which concentrates on one
or- more aspects of a polffy may be conceived of as middle~
range theory. As indicated earlier the focus of this dissertat-
ion is upon models that seek to facilitate comparison af the
highest level of generalify; i.e. concentrating on the polily
as a whole or ifs interacfion with other polifies.

| However, even when operating at such a level of
generality, a model may fali short of ceriain other desirable
characteristics. Furthering the ends of political analysis of
a single polity, it may be argued, is a minimum concern for
a model in any branch of political science. However, if if
does not facilitate comparisons between polities, its relevance

to comparative politiecs must be called in question. Hence,

the models considered in this study are limited to those that
consciously provide a framework for the study of a polity

in terms of inter-polity comparisons.

1. As a matter of intellectual interest, some ofher
views about models may be noted. Some scholars have consid-
"model" and "theory" as interchangeable ferms. For example,
H. Simon and A. Newell state,"In contemporary usage the
term 'model' is, 1 think, simply a synonym for "theory'" in
"Models: Their Uses and Limitatings,® Leonard D. Whire, ed,,
The State of the Social Sciences,(Chicago,illinois:Chicado
UnTVErsity Préss, 1906),p.66. May Brodbeck has very force-
fully argued that sueh a usage is unnecessary, and that it
stems from the confusion resuiting from falsely perceiving
characteristics of the two terms. Refer to "Models, Mean ings,
and Theories, "™ in Llewellyn Gross,ed., Symposium on Socio=
logical Theory, (Evanston,iilinois: Xow,Pafferson and Lomp=
any, 1959). Reprinted in The Logic of Political Inquiry,
(McMaster University.). Amold Brechi agrees with May Brodbeck
and feels that Simon and Newell "go too far" in holding
their above mentioned view. See Arnold Brecht, Polittcal
inquiry,p.524.

T2, See above,p.7.




As has-been indicated earlier, the period affer the Second
Wor'ld War experienced a renewed interest in comparatfive
politics and at the same ftime it marked the beginning of «
new orientation and methodology. Earlier approaches and
theories were criticized for their failure to answer the ques=
tions that were beginning to be raised, in an atiempt to obiain
a broader understanding of political phenomena in different
polities. To be more specific, such changes can be said to
have begun with the holding of the Evanston Seminar in 1952,
and this date will be used here as the beginning of the time
dimension for the purposes of investigafting comtemporary
models. The other end of our#ime dimension will be the
end of 1968. Whilst the rationale for employing such a time
dimension is open to question, as is any other time dimension,
it has been adopted here for the purposes of brevity and for
keeping the scope of this disserfafion within manageable
and meaningful limits.

Guided by the above consideration = to keep the
scope of this dissertation within manageablie and meaningfd?
limits, we have introduced another limitation: only the
works of American authors will be considered. In so doing,
it is not presumed that the contributions of non-Americans
are insignificant or not worthy of our attention. However,
the decision to consider only American authors is to an extent
meaningful, given that over 90% of the practicing political
scientists in the world are working in American universities,

and that the United States is in effect, for various reasons,

predominant within the Fie!d.i - g familiarity with their

works weas an additional factor.

T. An American correspondent of the London Times
explains this by referring to the "general American approach
to most difficu{f sifu@tions," i.e. they feel basically that
the application of larger resources, superior fechniques and
unrelenting effort willwear any problem down in the end,
Refer to The T imes,(Londen,26ih August 1966).
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The é_riferiq posited above are necessarily arbitrary,
-as is the subject matter of the study. As such, no special
virtue inhere within them. However, as a group, they afford
a meaningful and manageable scope for this study. No claim
can be made that the models chosen for this study are repr-
esentative, befter, nor more deserving than any other group.

Briefly re~iterated, the models that are examined
fulfil the following criteria:

(a¢) They possess the characteristics postulated by Waldo.

(b) They explicitly propose a method for facilitating inter=
polity comparisons,

(c) They explicitly propose a framework for the study of a
polity at the highest ievel of generalization.

(d) They have been published between 1952 and 1968.

(e) They have been authored by an American.

As the nature of the probiem and ifs scope has
already been outlined, chapters 2 - 8 wiil deal with the
seven models that meet our posivlated criteria. Each model
will be examined in an individual chapier. In chapter 9,
an evaluafion of the models with reference to each other
will be presented and it will conclude with some general
remarks.

Prior to commenc?ng our examination of the individual
models in detail, it will be appropriate to spell out the
manner in which the chapters have been organized and the
format of each chapter.

With one excepiion, the models that satisfy ithe post=
ulated criteria are presented in a chronological order with
respect to their dates of publication. The exception arises
from our decision fo consider the models which have been
authored or co~authored by Gabriel A. Almond as a group,
presenfing them in individua!l chapter forms, but on the
basis of their chronological dates of publication. This would
allow the significant contributions of this author fo reveal
themselves in a systematic and cogent manner.

The above criteria for the presentation of the models

was chosen because it would help unfold any apparent theo-



(!

retical and methodological pattern that the models may
possess. The criteria of grouping models on the basis of
shared attributes presented too many intellectual problems
‘with respect to the selection of attributes. However, any
advantages that the latter criteria may offer will reveal
themselves in the conclusion of this dissertation, where
an over-view of all the models will be presented.

Each model wili be presented in fwo major parts.

First, an examination and description of the model qua

model for comparaiive purposes and second; an examinaiion
of the model with respect to change. Each major part will
in turh be sub-divided in the following manner. The first
part will consist of 3 sub~parts; {(a) an outline of the m'odel,
its concepts and interrelationships,(b) an examination of
any methodology proposed, and {(c) a critical analysis of
the mode!l in terms of its characteristics, The second part
will be sub~divided in 2 sub=-parts: {a) an outline of how
the model deals with the problem of change, and (b) the
sirengths and weaknesses of the model with respect to ifs
consideration of the problem of change.

We can now fturn our aftention fo an examinafion of

the models that meet our criteria.



CHAPTER 11
ROY C., MACRIDIS:
THE STUDY OF COMPARATIVE GOVERNMENT?®

One of the earliest models proposed was authored by
Roy C. Macridis. Following his participation in the 1952
summer seminar organized by the American Social Science
Research Counci’!?, he published an elaborate indictment
of the "traditional approach™ fo comparative government,
He also proposed a model that would overcome the shori~
comings of the above approach and at the same time permit
comparative analysis, theory~building, the cumulative
process of data collection and the inferpretation of such
ddfa.,Q This was to be accomplished by approaching the
study of comparative politics through proposed analytical
categories that were universal in scope and related in
substance. _ A

The categories of his model are buil# on two under~
lying assumptionss ‘

First, they stem from the theoretical assumption

that the essence of politics is to be found in

the deliberative or decision-making processes

through which power aspiraiions and confiict

- perhaps the most ubiquitous raw material of

politics = are reconciled. Second, they suggest

the general phenomenon o be found in almost

every sociefy and that is channeled through
concrete instifuftions.~3.

Within this context, Macridis proposed 4 analytical
categories for his model; i.e., decision-making, power,

ideology, and institutions. Under these 4 categories can

TFROy C. MGcHdis, The Siudy of Gompararive CGOVernment ..
1. For a summary of ifSproceedings, see Macridis and Gox , op.cit.
2. The model is outlined in Roy C. Macridis, The Study of Comparative Gov=
ernment,

3° .Io'aaypo.ssa ]2
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be subsumed the various social and political forces that
constitute the political process.

In the political context, decision-making by certain

persons or organizations is defined in terms of the legitim-
ate use of force. The expectation is that the decisions
would be obeyed,z In comparing political systems, the
individuals and organizations that make the decisions may
be used as a variable. In so doing, not only is it necessary
to identify the political elites, it is also necessary fo
identify those groups, if any, who influence and/or manipul-
ate the elites. The composition of the elites can be explored
by inquiring into factors such as their ideological,social,
economic or religious bases, and the styles and symbols of
their communication. When the formal wielders of power do
not possess the real power, then those who do are fo be

studied together with their modus operandi and the reasons

for their refusal to be formally recognized. Further, the
reasons for such discrepency are to be sought together with
their significance for the dynamics of the system; change,
~adjustment and the achievement of goals. Finally, compar-
isons should involve identifying the patterns of recruitment
to dec‘isi’onnm‘aking roles. The degree to which ascriptive/
achievement criferia are operaftional would be relevant here.

For analytical purposes, decisions can be viewed as
beingof three different kinds and as such they may be com=
pared by distinguishing them from each other. The types of
decisions are:

(o) fundamental decisions that affect the positionsof the
decision~makers themselves as well us the whole paitern
of deciston-making in a given system;(b) legistative
enaciments which affect the status and rights of many
persons in g community and ... establish new fechniques
and procedures for the making of decisions in o comm-=-
unity;(c) administrative or judicial decisions which
correspond to techniques through which decisions of the
above type are made appiicable to specific cases. 3.

1. Ibid.,p.24. 2. tbid.,p.23 3, thid.,p.40.




14

Related to the comparison of the contents of decis-
ions is the deliberative process, or how decisions are made.
This can be seen as a twofold step;the formulation of the
problem (who articulates it and on whose behalf ?) and
the clarification of the problem (who deliberates upon the
formulated problem and with what effect ? ). Problems
emanate from diverse sources and their articulation can
either challenge or reinforce the legitimacy of the decision-
makers, Either they broaden the base of participation and
arficulation or alienation and those factors resuliing
therefrom may follow. )

In employing decision-making as a ca’i‘egory,i it is
important to note that Maeridis emphasizes the aciuval
political struciures and procedures involved in decision-
making rather than the limited focus on formally constituted
cgenéies or personnel.

Macridis defines political power as "that segment

of social power which is exercized by recognized and

accepted organs fo achieve certain c@mﬁ’zcniy shared
objectives and purposes of the society.s®" But since other
power-motivated groups aftempt fo influence political
authority within a polity, they too should be subjected to
‘comparative study with respeé¢t to their modus operandi;
i.e. their organizational struciures, ideclogies and perf-
ormance .,

For comparative purposes, 2 broad theories that
relate social groups to decision~making may be employed,
The first, Group theory, suggests that society is erganized
in numerous small organized groups, which interact with

each other at the decision=making level., Within political

1. Herbert Simon has also shown the theoretical and empirical potency
of "decnston-makmg" as an onalytical unit. See his Research Frontiers in Public
Administration, Washington,D.C,, 1955,

2 . Macridis, The. Study of Comparative Government, p.45.
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systems we can investigate the nature of these groups, their
activities, methods, ideology, simuciure, membership,
leadership, resources, and their relation fto political
parties and/or quasi-judicial, quasi-governmenial organ~
izations. The second, referred to as Class theory is proposed
only as «a "variant of the group ‘#heorya"ri This theory
argues that groups coalesce in a broad center~based class.
This phenomena, it is alleged, is more prevalent in societ=
ies not possessing the attribuies of g democratic system.
Classes polarize in societies lacking institutionalized
forms of peaceful change, with one class advocafing
"change" and the others reacting to it. Generally, the
seekers of change are also the "have=-nots, " whilsi the
power wig Ilders who are the "haves" are for preserving
the status~quo. Although the class concept is important,
it is obviously limited to those couniries where conflict
is viewed in such a perspective; i.e. societies undergoing
rapid "change.™ ‘

Political ideology is defined as *the pafterns of
thought and belief related to the state and the government
that constitute af one and the same time a source of obed-

ience and consent and a mechanism of conirol.” The rofle
of political ideology is "to legitimize the organized force
of the state."2

For comparative purposes , four aspects of [deology
are salient: (a) identification of the sources of the ideo-
logy prevalent in a given society, its orienftations and
effectiveness; (b) identification of the conditions that
facilitate or hinder the diffusion of "alien" ideologies in
a given society; (c¢) identification of the formal and inform=-

al institutions or groups that propogate and maintain an

FeMacridis,ibid.,p.47. With respect to the concept of Group,
it is inferesting to note its elevation to a new level of refinement ond sophisiic-
ation,making it eminently more usable for theoretical purposes. Refer to David
Truman, The Governmental Process, (New YorksA . Knopf & Co., 1951).

Zz . Macridis, op.cit.,p.oU.




idecology and those who seek to challenge it; and (d) ident=
ification of the relatrionships between ideology and the
organization-of political autherity in a given society.

Given that political ideology determines a number
of characteristics of a political system, it is possible to
develop a typology of ideoclogies following Karl Lowenstein's
suggestions.,  From such a typology, variables associated
under one group may be compared with the same group else-
where. Also, the integrative and control funciions of an
Ideology 'in different political systems may be subjected to
comparaftive analysis.

Political institutions are seen as"social insirumenial=

itiés for the attainment of certain kinds of community
gocls."z Further, the relationship beitween the political
institfutions and its functions constifute the polirical process.

Borrowing from Max Weber, systems can be compared
on the basis of the organization of political guthoriiy.
Alternatively, institutions can be compared with reference
to functions, or we can compare specific instituiions as part
of a proéessa example, legislative, administrative or judic-
ial. In short, siruciures may be compared with respeet to
their functions, or functions E‘nay be compared indepénd-
ently of the structures.

For comparative purposes, we can also employ over
time the classificatory criteria proposed by political
sci’enfisfs.4 Such criteria are related to (a) The organiz-~
ation of political author ity; (b) The reiationship beiween

established political authority and the individual; and

T, Karl Lowenstein, "Political Systems, ldeologies,
and Institutions: The Problem of Their Circulgtion, " Western
Political Quaterly, December 1953,p.695. B

2 . Macridis, The Study of Comparative Governmant,

.96,
P 3. Maox Weber,The Theory of Social and Economic Org-
anization (New YorksOx{Gid(Jniversity Press, (947, p.a2a=392 .

4 . Many of these criteria have Vstood ihe test of time, " Macridis,
op.cit.,p.57,"




17

(c) the position of the individual."With respect fo decision=-
making, we can employ Weber's three types of authority.
Using his classification agéain we can study the enforcement
of decisions in different political systems. The performance
of a system can be compared by employing indices that
measure the degree of compliance with respect to decision=
making. The enforcement of decisions is in furn dependent
on factors such as the sources of lecadership and its orieniation :
persuasion or coercion. Against such matrixes, political
systems can be studied comparatively.

Relationship between established political authority
and the individual can be studied comparatively by ident-
ifying the poiterns of recruitment to political leadership
(example by ascription or achievement): this caun be done
by focusing on such factors as cleavages within race, class,
finguistic and/or culiural patierns of recruiiment that
promote either the apathy or zeal of individuals towards
established political authority; the degree of citizen
participaiion in the decision~making processes and through
the factors that promote or inhibit such participaiion. The
latier can be discerned by focusing on the right to form
gssociations, to stand for eieciive offices, vofing, and
access to information. Configurations of specific variables
can be typologized and agoinst such configuraltions, compar=
ison is possible. With reference to the position of the
individual, every society has goal values, many of which
are of an intangible nature such as liberty,equality, justice,
the good life, and so forth. {t is possible to study the
degree of achievement or non-achievement of such goals in
various systems through the employment of specially prepar-
ed indices. This is, of course, a difficult task, though not
impossible, Macridis suggests the development of o contin-
vum with the democratic and authoritarian systems as the

polar ends. He then atiributes to each numerous variabies,
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ranging from educational opportunity to legal enfitlements
that are rightly enforced, and suggesis that against such
typologies systems can be studied compe;ra'%‘i’veiy,

it is clear that, within the context of his 1955
publication, he has not employed his model empirically,
nor has he offered any systematic approach for empkéicol
purposes., The question whether It is susceptible to empirical
work remains unanswered.

Macridis's consribution is due o his articulation of
the criticism of the "traditional” approach to comparative
politics on a comprehensive scale. He characterized it
rightly as being essentially parochial in its vision, descript-
ive rather than comparative in content, and as being
insensitive to change. Yet, it is ironical that one of his
proposed categories involves the descriptive study of

"political institutions, ™

especially since the traditional
approach was partly indicted because it accorded an undue

emphasis upon the institutional aspects of the polity. He

writes: The student may proceed to describe an instif-
ution without o defailed analysis of iis
s point of view, meticul-

function., From ihi
ous description of an instituiional structure
is extremedyy dmportant. 1.

Certainly then, his work was nof o clean break with
the past. The change waos one of emphasis. He proposed that
the study of politics ought not to be limited to a concspn
with formal institutions. He did nof suggest that o study of
political phenomena ought to excliude the study of formal

o

institutions. It was recognized that u detailed study of
ion of their funciions and their role within the larger
systemic context., As such, the model ientiitseif to o fun=

cticnalist orientation and thus refiected the new mood.

P .Maceridis,ibid.,p.56~7.



Macridis claims:that his model is "comprehensive
and universal in scope."The proposed categories ure said
to be broad enough to help us study any political f;},!'si’e'rrsa5
That his categories facilitate compaurative political analysis
is undeniable, yet one cannot but conclude that they do
not form an integrafed whole. Thus therelationships between
categories and within the componenis of each category are
not explored and any cogency that they seem fo possess is
tenuous. 1t would have been preferable to isolate key
variables and explore the logical relationships between the
cvcsi'egories and thus afford an understanding of the dynamics

3

of the political process. Instead, numerable focii for study
purposes have been suggesied withrrespect to facilitating
political and comparative analysis of systems, and often
the relationships between au variable and other aspects of

a system remain blurred. Further, the model lacks a cenirai
focus to which the other concepts could be related and
systematically studied.

That the mode!l has not been employed for empirical
purposes is not surprising. indeed, the possibility of doing
so are remofe, given that (a) it is difficult to discern
within the model a testable focus that would lend itself to
empirical purposes and at the same time faucilitute the

5

understanding of the political process in o comparative

I

manner; (b) no methodology is proposed; and (&) the effort

[’

involved in developing an operational methodology an
then testing the numerable and unconnected hypoiheiical
relationships proposed, would, in our f;gﬁirzifm, fur exceed
the poteniial benefits of such an exercise. There is, after
all, no point in employing a model merely becauss it

@xists.

¥, Macridis, iibid bid’ ., p .36,

2, Macridisdid not apply the model ex *%ecniy in f:s
own subsequent work, Exemple, Roy C. :‘v acridis,’ iﬂmm.\,,;
in Macridis and Robert E. Weid, (ads. ), madesn Poli

:‘c";ih‘ m’le S‘;’a“"iﬁm Durog 'k<7{l,nﬂ\ fo-
woad Cliffsi@rentice Hall, fne ., iféu,,gﬁa"‘ :




A further problem arises from the fact that the
terminology employed by Macridis leaves wide gaps in his
model .For example, he talks in terms of "system™ and
"political system® .though he does not define them. In
addition, he does not elaborate the implications which
follow from subscribing to a functional mode of analysis.

For the purposes of this study, the objective is to
examine how the model deals with the problem of change
in political systems. Though the model does notaddress
itself to the problem explicitly, the problem of change
hies been recognized. Indeed, the categories that comprise
the model have been offered as capable of dealing with
the probie-m.1 Hence, we shall pursue our above=-meniioned
objective by examining the four analyfical categories that
constitute the model in terms of two specific questions:

(a) What factors cause changes in the political system,and
(b) What effects do such changes have upon the political system ¥

Before examining the categories it may be noted that
they have already been elaborated in our outline of the
model above, and no additional purpose would be served by
their repetition here., Further, it was noted that the angly-
tical categories are mutually interdependent and that under
their collective aegis can be subsumed the inferrealitionships
of the socta I and political forees that consiitute the
political process. This has been defined as "the transiation
of conflict among interest groups into authoritative dec‘is?cﬁs"“ﬁ
Thus viewed, the power configuration and the ideology of a
society then constitute the forces that shape the particuiar

T.Referring to his 4 categories, Macridis writes,
"In addition to the opportunity they offer for the study of problems and the
comparative analysis of variables, the categories suggested help us ... get an
analytical piciure of the differences batween systems and of the way in which
these differences affect profoundly such problems as political consensus,stability,
and change." = Macridis, The Comparative Study of Geévernment,p.36.

2, {bid.,p.24.
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conditions under which deliberation and decision-making
take place, and political institutions are organized.

Given the interrelutedness of the 4 categories, it
follows that changes within any one or more of them will
lead to changes in the political system as a whole.' To
refine this further, each analytical category in turn has
multiple foci: for the purposes of study. Changes in any
one focus of the cafegory has implications for changes in
the category itself. Hence, in pursuing our objective we
shall examine each of the four cltegories and see how
changes to them may occur.

Given that political decision-makers represent a
power configuration in society and that they exhibif certain
ideological orientations, it follows that o different criter-
ion of seiecfi’@:@; decision=makers will fead to the recruii~
ment of a different set of decision=makers. These represent
a new power configuration within society and will exhibif
different ideological traits. in uan attempt to institutiongl-
ize the ideology upon which their power rests, institutions
may be changed and/or new ones added. Further, the new
set of decision=makers may possess different styles of
decision=making. In addition, one must consider the deli=
berative pi‘ccess that takes place prior to the making of
decisions. This consisis of two analyiical paris: i.e. the

formulation of the problem and the clarification of the

problem. The manner and style in which it is clarified
and uri“icuiai‘edgare partly determinants of the contents

of the decision that will be made. This in turn helps

1. This follows from the statement that Pthe operation of a system®
can be studied.in terms of the 4 categories. ~ibid.,p.35.

2 . Clarification involves setting the Problem in ifs perspective, vis -
a=vis the other arficulated problems. The manner and siyles of their perform-
ance are the same as those of below.

3. The articulation of a problem can be done by individuals, political
parties, interest groups, media of communication, bureaucrats and so forth, The
styles can be gpen discussion, secret sessions, violent meetings, demanstrarions,
marches, and so forth.
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determine the other problems that may be presented for
decision-making, their contents, and the styles of fulure
decision-making.

The changes in the composition of decision-makers,
the criteria of their ‘recruitment, the styles and modes of
problem formulation and clarification, and so forth,uitimately
affect the whole pattern of activity entitied decision=making.
Changes in decision-making as an activity in turn affect
the other 3 categories and thus cause changes in the political
sys’rem.’ |

In examining, the concept of power in terms of changes
in the political system, it may be noted that power is
defined in terms of ciui‘P*icr"i’ry.,T insofar as political power
is deemed to be held by those in authority, then changes
in authority relationships can come about by the recruitment
to, infighting within, and retirement from,positions of
authority. In addifion, atfempis by those not in posifions
of authori<ty.to supplani those that are in such posiions,
or attempts by those in positions of authority te maintain
themselves in such positions, provide an additional dynam-
ic aspect to political life.”

At another level of analysis we may note thatrthere

are two concepts of authority: de jure and de facto. It

should be noted that de jure suthorify is not always synon-=

ymous with de facto authority. In any event, changesin
de facto authority whether synonymous with de jure authorify
relations or not, can cause changes in political power.
relationships.

Every politicg! system has an ideciog.yg that refers

1. "political power musi be defined not in terms of influence or
domination of control but intterms of authority . = ibid., pd5,

2. for example De Tocquville writes, "In"ordér that society should
exist ... it is necessary that the minds of all citizens should be rallied and
held together by certain predominant ideas.™ = Democracy in America, (hew
York: Alfred Knopf Inc., 1945),Vol.li, p.12.
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to the whole complex of motivations and perception of be-
havior that characterizes the polity. In other words, by
political ideology is understood the patierms of thought
and belief related to the state and government that const-
itute at one and the same time o source of obedience and
a mechanism of conitrol.

The dominant ideology in a society represents the
myvfhs and values that make it possible for the political
leadership to govern a given society. The myths and values
of a society may have fo be changed if sociological factors
change (example, education, personal income,industrializ-
ation, discovery of new economic resourceé, and so forth),
for with changed sociological factors a leadership may be
unable to maintain its leadership. When changed conditions
are nof accomodated by the dominant ideology, or at leass
not to the extent that new power configurations necessitate,
then competing ideologies may exist simultaneitously. Under
such circumstances, the possibility of an i’deofog.y a ccomod -
afting at least some changes is enhanced. .

Changes in the struciure and organization of polit~
ical institutions can also coniribuie fo changes in an
ideoiogy. This follows from the fact that political institut-
ions are the instrumenis that help o crystallize an ideoi-
ogy within a system. A change in leadership can also cause
changes in an ideology, given that a ieadership exhibits
certain ideological traiis.

The above are some of the possible ways in which an
ideology can change, but changes in an ideology in turn
lead to changes in the political sysi‘em,? especialiy given
that the ideologies are interdependent by hature.

Given that political instifufions are "social instru=

mentalities for the attainment of cerftain kinds of commun~-

1. "In a broad sense, political ideology determines
a number of the characteristics of a political system,..."
-~Macridis;op.cit.,p.54. 2,ibid.,p.56.
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ity goals, nl it follows that a change or changes in the goals
of the community would necessitate some change in those
political institutions that are instrumental in the aitain~-
ment of the said goals. But changes in the community goals
we have noted earlier can be caused by changes in any one
or more of the following: the decision=making procedures,
the personnel involved in it,the ideological traits of the-
decision-makers, the ability of the dominant ideology fto
accomodate new interests and power reiationships, and

so foith.

From. the above, we note that changes in community
goals can cause changes in the political institutions, But
since political institutions constitute an integral parf of
the political system, any changes in the political instituf=
ions must lead to changes in other aspects of the political
system. If The parts change, the whole must change. Thus,
any changes in community goals and/or in political institui-
ions must lead fo changes in the political system ifself,

However, no explicit classification has been provided
for facilitating our understanding of chahges resulfing from
changes in political institutions., Instead, Macridis has
suggested three classifications that can promofe our under=-
standing of political systems. These relate to (a) the
organization of political authertity in a political system;
(b) the relation between established political authority
and the members of the community; and {(c) the position
of the indiwidual in a political system.,

Thus far we have examined how changes in Macridis'
four analytical categories can occur, and we have noted

how such changes can lead to changes in political systems.

1. Ibid.,p.56.
2. Ibid.,p.57,
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However, the model does not offer us any facility with
respect to answering our second question; i.e. what effects
do such changes have upon the political system ? To do so,
it is essential that we have a typology that takes into
consideration all the 4 analytical categories and provides
us with system~types based on different configurations of
the catggories. Further, for empirical purposes it would

be necessary that the system=~types be clearly differentiat=
ed so that any changes along the typology may be easily
identified. Since we are dealing with changes in political
systems, it would also be necessary fo have some discussion
or a category capabie of subsuming the fotal disintegraiion
of a political system. Rare as this eventuality may be, the
possibility remains,

Within Macridis® four analytical cafegories we have
found it possible to identify the factors that can cause
changes to political systems. However, such changes could
be studied only along tne dimension, viz, Systemic Change.
in other words, the model, insofar as it facilitaies analysis
of political systems with respect to the problem of change,
only furthers our understanding of the factors that cause
political systems qua systems fo change. To the question,
what are the forms that a given political system can change
into, no answer has been provided. But given that Macrid-
is did nof propose an explicit scneme for facilitating the
longitudinal analysis of political systems with respect fo
change, the absence of a typology facilitating analysis
of System Change (as a system changes from form to another

along a typology) is not a shoritcoming of the model.

1 David Easton gives examples of systems that have
failed to persist . These include Scotland,the Balfic
States,and so forth. See Dgvid Faston, A Framework for
Political Analysis, (New Jersey: Prentice~Hall, 1965),
pp . 8L=83.
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in using the designation "political system” as. the
ge‘n-erqli"Zed concept for his model, Macridis has failed to
spell out the implications from subsswibing to a functional-
systems analysis. As he does not rescognize , at least
explicitly, the possibility of a political system disint-
egrating, it seems that he is assuming an "equilibrium?”
for his model. To be more precise, he is assuming what .~
seems to be a "dynamic equilibrium® for his system. This
permits the system to persist over tfime. If our assumption
is correct, then the "equilibrium c:mcsiys.‘is".i of a system,
derived from biclogical and mechanical analogies has bewen
erroneously imputed to political systems. However, in
jusiice to Macridis, two mitigating pleas must be entered,
Firstly, he was not attempting to deal with the effects of
political system component changes upon the political
system itself. If he were, perhaps, he might have recogn~-
ized the péssi’bi’li"i‘y of system disintegration, Clearly, we
do not know. Secondly and lasily, the functionalist-system
approach was yet a novelty ai the time of the publication
of the model, and even Easton, to whom crédit is due for
introducing this form of analysis in political science, did
not fully spell ouf the implications of funetional=systems
analysis until 1965,

Macridis® interest in the problem of change was
specifically geared to explaining changes in political sys~
tems at the comparative level. Such explanations were fo
be obtained through the testing of hypotheses concerping

changes between systems. For example, given fwo systems

1. To use Easton'’s terminology, "equilibrium® may
be viewed as the belief that "political systems through
their own responding actions are capable of persisting in
a world of rapid change." The persistence of systemsover
time is analytically distinct from the maintenance of «
given form over fime., David Easton,ibid.,p.78.

2. Refer to David Easton, A Systems Analysis of
Political Life,(New York: J.Wiley, 19657,
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that are similar in structure, say A and B, and system A
changes in some respect, thén an explanadion of this change
may be obtained by hypothesising in terms of the 4 categor-
ies and then empirically testing systems for the condition~-
ing factors that led to the change. Ultimately, some theory
explaining changes could emerge, either at the middie-~range
level or broad-gauge level.

In conclusion, Macridis® categories , in so far as
they sought to provide for a dynamic analysis of political
sysfems, was an improvement on -earlier models. Whatever.
‘tlbe shortcomings of the model from our perspective, it can
nonetheless be useful for the study of change over time
because it offers some explanation of the relaftionships
between events within the political system in terms of
their development and their operation. Thus, the chief
merit of Macridis® work lies in its cognizance of the
problems raised by students of comparative politics. He
did not set out fo provide a panacea for all the shori~
comings ., Rather, he sought to provide a fresh approach

and he must be judged accordingly.



CHAPTER 111
DAVID E, APTER

‘A COMPARATTVE METHOD FOR THE STUDY OF POLITICS*

Following his research on political development in
Afr‘ica] and his participaiion on the West African Compar-
ative Analysis Project™, Apier has developed an intricate
model that affords a comparative study of politics. However,
in proposing the model he is ambiguous to the poini of
contradiction about the purposes for which it was specific-
ally created. This may be noted by examining the alleged
purposes for which the model was proposed. At one stage
he writes, "its purpose is to create a framework for the
treatment of governments in diverse social seffings in
order fo make possible some generalization about how the
presence,absence or clustering of certain combinations
of variables affect politics. Implicit in this scheme is a
model of poi‘ii‘i’cs.":g A litiie further on he writes, "The
scheme laid ouf here atiempts to delineate sets of useful
variables in each of the three main dimensions =social
stratification, political groups, and governmenf - in
order to produce a manipulative theory out of comparat-

~ive research."’ Yet another end is then suggested,

* David E. Apter, "A Comparative Method for the Study of Politics, ®
American Journal of Sociology, November 1958 ,pp.221-237,

. David E. Apter,The Gold Coast in Transition, (Princeton:Princeton
University Press, 1955).

2 .Held under the auspices of The Carnagie Corporation.

3.David E. Apter,"A Comparative Method for the
Study of Polities, ™ p.221,6p.cit,
4, Ibid.,p.222,
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"The problem for which this scheme was undertaken deals
with the development of parliamentary g_oVernmenf in
Afr‘ica."] The compatdbility of the latter objective with
the production of a theory that can deal comparatively
with governments in diverse social settings is questionable.
A theory that deals with parlidmentary government only
cannot deal with other types of governments. Hence,
either Apter is trying to deveiop a theory for the freat~
ment of parliamenfary governments in Africa or he is
trying to develop a theory that can deal with all types
of governments, Whereas the laiter can deal with the
former, the reverse is untrue,

In seeking clusiers of variables within his three
major dimensions = social stratification, political groups
and government - Apter recognizes the significant conir-
ibutions of earlier functiwonalists and follows in their
tradition. This is done by proposing an analysis of politics
based on a set of generdal analyitical categories which he
calls "structural requisites.” Further, such "requisites”
are held to be the essential requirements for the existence
of the performance of given structures.”

The model is based upon two assumptions: (a) that
within the social stratification system of each society
the dominant motive of social behavior is -the striving
towards the upper echelons of the stratification hierarchy,
and(b) that comparative study will provide typical cluster=
ings of variables with respect to the three pwo posed
dimensions.

Social stratification is connecied with government=
al activity, societal values and norms, and cultural

norms and patterns. Attempts to retain or change any of

2. For example refer to,D.F.Aberle, A.K,Davis,
Marvion J. Levy Jr., and F. X. Sutton, "The Functional
Prerequisites of a Society,” ETHI{CS, January 1950,

1.David E. Apter, "A TSw3arative Method for the
Study of Politics,” op.cit.,p.222,
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the above implies awwish to modify or protect the givwen
pattern of social stratification in a« given society. By

the same token, alterations in*th e patftern of stratificati=
on implies or leads fo changes in goVernrﬁeni’,saciai norms
and values and cultural patterns - or any one of them.

The degree of differentiation in social stratification
and patterns of social norms and values within a societfy
are a function of the degree of Durkhgimian division of
Iclbc:r.i within the same society.

A rapidly changing system of stratification is one
whose members are characterized by sfatus-consciousness,
role-testing, and fuiure-orientations,

The consequences of chcng?n93 stratification, in
turn, are dependent upon the definition of roles and their
hierarchical ranking within a given system, the institutional-
ized eriteria of stratification, and the recruitment paiterns
of the major groups within the system. This is linked with
Parsonian pattern-variables such as sscripfion/@chievemeﬁ?.

[t is important fo understand the connection of
"social stratification™ to "government." The "connecting
link"between the two is to be found in the political pariy,
association, group or movemeni.However, due to "lack
of space, " Apter limifs his discussion to political groups
only. But since political groups are also related to Apter’s
dimension of "goverament" the latter will be elaborated
first.

Apter defines government as "the most generalized
membership unit possessing, (a) defined responsibilities

for the maintenance of the system of which it is a part,

1. Emile Durkheim, The Division of Labor, (Glencoe, lllinois: Free

Press, 1947).
2. Apter,"A Comparative Meihod for the Study of

Politics,” op.cit.,p.223.

3. "CThange means the degree of alteration in the basic charact-
eristics of the social strafification system iiself, reflecting alteration in the
concrete groupings of the unit under observaiion.” ibid,,p.224.




and (b) a practical monopoly of coercive powe:rs.“

The_ manner of participation in government and the
degree of representativeness of a government is termed
the "format of governmenf;" Apter proceeds to outline
a typology of political systems with respect to their

'indicating that in the ultimate analysis all

”'Fo-rmats,'
governments possess some degree of representativeness.
Apter outlines four types of governmental "formats™:

(a) oligd‘rch‘ical,(b) dictatorial,(c) indirectly represent=
ational, and (d) directly representational. The "format®
of government is important insofar as it affects the perf=
‘ormances of "structural requisites” as well as circumscrib-
ing the role and scope of political groups within the system,

Of the numerous funciions that governments perform,
some are essenfial for the maintenance of the system
(i.e. are functional). The means that insure the perform-
ance of such funciions are called the "structural requisit-
es™ of governmeni. A tentative [ist of these are the
structures of guthoritative decision~making,accountab-
ility and consent, coercion and punishment, resource
determination and allocation, and political recruitment
and role assignment, and so forth.

Changes in the strafification system are brought
about through what may be called entrepreneurial activiiy.
Two types of groups perform such activity; economic groups
and polifical groups. The lafter are, "essentially devoted
to the recruitment of followers who attempt to modify
the system either by participation in government or by

directing their action against ‘i~i'-,"3 Further three types

1.1bid.,p.224. Another exponent of this view is Bertrand de
Jouvenal, Sovereignty, (Chicago: Chicage University Press, 1957),p.20.

2.Apter,” A Comparaiive Method for the Study of
Politics,” op.cit.,p.225,

3, Ibid.,p.227.
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of such political groups are identified: Political Associat-
ions cémpqse& of intimates and associates whose objective
is to find positions in government for théir members;
Political Parties which are based upon prescribed rules of
membership which is governed through rules rather than

by personal association; and Political Movements which

requiré large memberships and are governed by extraord-
inarily popular leaders.

The activities and scope of each of the groups
noted above, with respect to changes in the stratification
system, flow from their structures of leadership and mem-
bership.

Four types of leadership pafferns and their accomp=
anying characteristics are spelied out;bureaucratic and
durable; personal and fragile; personal and durable;
and bureaucratic and fragile. Each type of political
group leadership is a function of the activities of govern=
ment and the social stratification system within a society.
Bureaucratic and durable leadership is oligarchical in _
nature,though only within the larger compass of a democ~-
ratic state., Thus, it reinforces the democraftic sysiem
by facilitating a correspendence between political demands
and governmental decisions. Personal and fragile leadership
is characterized by personal conirol by a dominating
figure. This can be either the “Weberian tharismatic®
type or the "pragmatic® type who is followed because
there is a general belief in the individual leader. He has
the ability to deliver the goods ( i.e. satisfy the followers’
mobility aspirations). The following maintained through the
medium of recurrent crises, and is pregnant with the
leadership~succession problem because of the high degres
of personal allegiance to the leader. Personal and dura-
ble leadership is one that overcomes the succession problem

by differentiating the role incumbent from the role itself.
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The latter is invested with intensely symbolic and mystical
values and, as such, becomes the object of veneration. This
is in confradisfinction to the personality of the role incumb-
ent , the primary factor in the personal but fragile leadership
system. Bureaucratic and fragile leadership exists where grou ps
of people are accepted as leaders and are recruited on the
basis of their membership in significant groups within society.
Thus, the kaleidoscope pattern of groups in different positions
means new personalifies emerge as leaders. The fragile nature
of such leadership flows from the fact that it lacks a wide
following, since only some groups provide the leaders.

Each structure of leadership will reflect an ideological
position with respect to their degree of commitment to the
stratification system. These are suggesied in the form of a
range which is shown diagrammatically. The ideological
positions offered are: revolutionary (i.e., requiring complete
system change); progressisie (i.e., requiring extensive alter=
ations in the patterns of leadershiip recruitment and/or in the
levels of parf‘ici’pai‘icn in government); conservative; and
revivalist, ™

The structure of membership is a reflection of political
group leadership patterns and ifs attendant ideology. Basical=
ly, the distinction is drawn between "elite" and "mass" organ=-
izations. Howéver, for analytical purposes, the organization
is further refined, discussed and diggrammatically shown with
respect fo those who dominate the political groups (urban or
rural based); those if seeks to affiliate (i‘errii‘érial or supra-
territorial oriented); and the scope of the organization (for
example, ethnic, regional, and/or linguistic rights).

, Given the interrelationship of !eadership,ideol@lgy,memm
bership and the degree of membership commitments within pol-
itical groups, it follows that certain given political group
characteristics would necessarily set limiting conditions upon
the development of the same group. Different groups will be
found to possess different combinations of the above variables
and different configurations in turn tend to produce different

results.,
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it is Apter's belief and argument that investigating
the numerous suggested variables and seeking their inter-
relationships would facilitate the comprehension of the polifics
of a society and thus afford the prediction of events., It is
also Apter's contention that the empirical application of his
scheme would generate hypotheses and theories that can be
gainfully employed for comparative study. Af another level,
comparison can be made by employing his classificatory schemes
and investigating the relationships between the variables that
have been proposed. '

Apter does not propose any methodology. However, as
if by way of an apology, he poinis out the difficult nature
of performing such a task. He writes;

the scheme is very inelegant. It does not have
precision, Much of it would be difficult, though
hopefully not impossibie, 1o operationalize for
fine treatment, A wide variety of research tech-=
niques would be appropriaie to its use. Refinements
in comparative criteria would be essential. 1

Despite Apter's attempt fo present a highly intricate
and cogent framework for comparative purposes, his work
essentialty remains "inelegant." However, he does not himself
elaborate the reasons for his own charge. In our opinion, the
charge flows from the foliowing: (o) the postullared concepis
remain essentially ill=-defined; (b) the postualted associations
between the major(numerous)variables are not fully expioredz;
(c) the influence of any one variable or variables has not been
fully explored with respect to the other variables, resulfing
in an ill~defined sef of relationships whose effect upon the
other variables has not been investigated; and (d) the mulitpii-
city of his objectives have clearly caused confusion in the
interrelationships that he has so inadequately sought to explore.
To put it in other words, it seems that the confusion in his
mind as to what he seeking to do has been transferred into his
work, and this-has detracted the value of his proposals.

teofbid,, p 237, 2..5’{31(3%;‘:',;3,237,
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The major assumption of Apter's model is that motivat=
ion for political participation stems from social mobility

aspirations. He writes,

Every society has a social stratification system, The dominant motive

of social behavior is assumed (rightly or wrongly) to be the increased
mobility toward the higher ends of the stratification hierarchy .Members
of the public join in political groups in order to expand mobility
opportunities, and, in this respect, make represeniations fo government,
or to influence or control government in some manner. 1

It can be argued that the utility of any model or its efficacy
with respect to empirical research will stand or fall insofar

as the assumptions upon which the model is based are congr-
vuent with empirical rfeaiify;, it is unfortunate that Apter did
nhot explain the reasons for his assumptions, which are Marxist
in nature, nor Hid he consider any alternative. Given that
political participation is a much discussed and explored fieid,
and that numerous suggestions have been proposed hypothei-
ically, Apter's uncritical and unqualified acceptance of the
Marxist view is questionable, notwithstanding that he deems

it to be, "both a traditional and respectable view of politics. ™

With reference fo the concept of change,our guestion
is; What causes changes to political sysiems over time, and
how do such systems react ? As the model is based upon sfruct-
ural=-functional analysis, we can employ structural=functional
terminology in our examination of change. This will be done
by examining (a) the factors that cause political systems fo
change, and (b) the effects such changes have upon the given
political system.

However, before examining changes to the system, the
essential assumption of the model ought to be repeated. Busica-
Iy, each society is assumed to be socially stratified. Further,

within each.society there is o constant demand for alteration

1. 1bid.,p.221,
2, tbid.,p.221,



of the social stratification system by some members of the
society. That is, there is a demand for the expansion of
mobility opportunities by some members of the society towards
the higher ends of the stratification i’i‘i-ei"cn'cf’iy.~i These demands
for changes in the social stratification sysiem are channelled
through political groups and transmitted to the government,
The government, in turn, is viewed as "the maximizer,sending
out streams of ‘sa'i"isfdc"i'ions,“2 to the members of political
groups. :
We will now ex amine separately the three dimensions

of politics, the wariables associated with each, the interdep~-
endence of the three dimensions, and their relationship fo
change.

Within any going social system, the crucial and strat-
egic role is played by the government. For Apter,"government"
refers to a concrefe group. He writes,"in a system it is the
most generalized unit possessing (a) defined responsibidity
for the maintenance of the system of which it is a part and
(b) a practical monopoly of coercive powers."s These two
broad categories he calls the "structural requ‘is‘ifes.,“4 Alrhough
government is a concrete unit, 1% is distinct from other unifs
in that it is a "concrete siructurul requisite for any social
system." Indeed, government is the most strategic of all
sub~structures for the "maintenance™ of society. For purposes
of clarification, we will further quote Apter:

We do not say that, if you set up a government, you automatically
create a society . Rather, the minimal requirements for the madntenance
of government must be relafed to society in such a way that both can exist.

T.lbid.,p.221,

2.1bid.,p.221,

3.1bid.,p.224.

4 ,Discussed above,pp.29 and 31.
5. Apter,op.cit.,p.225.
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The crucial concerns of government are those which
threaten the existence of the unit of which it is a part. To be
precise, if has an indivisible responsibility for protecting the
system through its monopoly of authoritative coercive powers.
Further, these responsibilities are handled by the government
in terms of cerfain "minimal struciures.” If any of these fail
to operate, the government must undergo drastic modifications
and/or the system itself will undergo drastic modifications.
Therefore, important threats fo the sysiem are threats to the
ability of the government to work in terms of its own struct=
ural requisites and they can derive from inadequate performe-
ance of government within the siruciural requisites from the
point of view of the system as a whole; i.e., bad political
policy, inadequate action, and so forth.

Some of the activities which governmenis undertake
are functional to the system; i.e., are necessary if the unit
is fo keep going. As mentioned qbove,-ﬁ some of the means
whereby these functions are performed are, broadly, the
"structural requisites of government.” These have been ident-
ified by Apter: (a) the structure of authoritative decision-
making;(b) the structure of accountability and consent; {c¢)

‘the sitructure of coercion and punishment; (d) the sfructure of
resource allocation and defermination; and (e) the structure
of political recruitment and role assignment.

The manner in which the above functions are performed
affects the demands that will be mode on the government. For
example, the characteristics of the decision-makers within
any system and the nature of the issues posed helps determine
the legitimacy of the decisions from the perspective of the
members of the system, and the nature of the issues that will
be raised. To take another example, the lack of accountability
and assent to decisions can lead to unpredictable consequences:
a perceived unjust allocaiion of resources leading to and/or

increasing the alienation felt towards the sysiem, This in furn

I.Discussed above,p.31.
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conditions the demands made upon the government. Finally, the
method of recruitment to, and the definition of the roles of
government help determine the functioning of government and
the format of government.

As mentioned GbOVe,‘i Apfter has ‘i’dznfified four types

of systems with respect to their "format."" The differentiating
criterion between the above four types is "the degree of repr-
esentativeness of gcwernmen‘i‘L,"3 The conceptual differentiafion
is made because variations involve differences in the perform-
ances of struciural requisites, and indicate degrees of sensitivity
to the social stratification system. As such, the format of «
regime is exfremely imporfant as an indicator of its formal
responsiveness to demands for change. Clearly, a dictatorial
format has different implicaiions for the satisfaction of
demands for change than does, say, « direcfly representational
format. Further,the format of a regime defermines the roles
political groups have to play, their potentialities, their
limitfations with respect to voicing demands, and the nature

of the demands., Finally, the format of government in part
determines its actions. These actions, as we have nofed above,
occur within the framework of the five identified siruciural
requisities. The manner in which these five functions are
performed determines the changes to the system expressed in
terms of an altered social stratification system, and this in
turn reflects the alteration in the concrete groupings that
comprise the stratification system; i.e., the political groups.

Further, since political groups seek changes to the system in

1.Discussed above,p.31.

2.By "format" is meant the degree of representativeness
of the regime. In other words, the manner of participation in
government of members of a unit determines ifts format., See,
Apter,op.cit.,p.

3. As employed by Apter, the concept of "format”
recognizes that to an extent every regime is representative,
be it totalitarian,authoritarian, or other,
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accordance with their own ideclogies, any alteration in the
stratification system must involve an alteration in the demands
sought by political groups.

In addition to the above, we may also nofe thatl any
changes that have been effected in a system will serve to act
as a limiting condifioner to other changes that may be demanded
within the framework of a given ideclogy, and thaot can be
accomodated by the system. A failure to accomodate changes
results in a failure to perform one or more of the five structur=-
al requisites of the government. This, it may be noted, entails
a breakdown of government itself, and in turn leads to further
changes. Apfer writes, "insofar as government is regarded as a
concrete structural requisife of any social sysiem, the social
system itself will be altered.”® |

To Apter, the major variable determining the demands
made upon the government is the nafure of the social strat-
ification system. A given stratification system can be either
maintdined or changed, and the stratification pattern is in itself
an indicator of the internal flexibility within that sysiem.
For example, relatively undifferentiated systems tend fo be
fragile with respect to adapiing to environmental changes and

vice-versa., This is parallel to Durkheim's obsérvation about

the division of labor in society and its effects with respect
to accomodating changes.

Given thdt "social stratification and government have
a close connecfion,"g we get the stratification pattern within
a system and the activities of governament and political groups

within that system muiually seiting limiting conditions upon

1. Apter adds, "Social stratification and government have o close connection .
Ultimately, the actions of governmeni affect siratfification in some significant
manner, " = Ibid.,p.223.

2 .Fmile Durkheim, The Division of Labor, (Giencoe,ﬁ”inol‘isaFree Press, 1947);
and Reinhard Bendix , "Social Siratitication and Political Power, " American Political
Science Review, June 1952,

3. Apter,op.cif.,p.223.



each other with respect to the changes that may be effected.

When changes to the stratification system are demanded,
then the nature of such changes are determined by, among
other factors, the following: (a) The view of the system from
its members viewpoint. For example, how are the roles defined
in a given system, and how are they ranked in a status hierarchy ?
(b) The institutionalized criteria for stratification (example,
economic,religious, and/or educational). (c¢) The recruitment
patterns of the major groups comprising the system; i.e., by
ascription and/or achievement., 1

Answers to the above questions provide a guide, so fo
speak, of the individuals commitment to the system. This has
implications for change with respect to the system. Either the
group values and institutiona lized barriers o social mobility
are tolerable and/or amenable fo adequate change as perceived
by members of the system, or they are perceived as unwarranied
and/or unjustifiable. If the former is the perception of the
majority, then the system will probably mainfain itself. Alter-
natively, the demands made upon the government mdy far exce
eed its capabilities, resulting in changes to the system either
at the micro or macro~fevel. The maintenance or alteration
of the system is, in the final analysis, dependent upon the
members of the system, who make their demands for mobility
on the government through political groups. The latter being,
as noted above, "the maximizer, sending out streams of safis-
factions" to groups.

Modifications in social stratification are brought about
by entrepreneurial activity. The two major types of groups
engaging in such activity are economic and political. For
analytical purposes, three types of political groups have been
identified; i.e., parties,movements and associations, although

other types may ex‘is‘i‘,ri The importance of political groups is

1. Discussed above, see pp.31=32,
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in the fact that between government and the social siratificat=
ion system, they are "the crucial connecting l‘inks..“gI

Political groups, in seeking modifications in the social
stratification system, are limited in their demands by the
social stratification system iftself. Furiher, limiting condifions
to the demands for changes in the stratification system stem
from the behavior and organization«f the political groups
themselves; their structures of leadership and their siructures
of membership.

Apter identifies four types of leadership structures,
each being associated with an ideology. The characteristics
of.these have been elaborated elsewhere in this dissertation
and no useful purpose woulid be served by their replication
here. With respect to change, the importance of these siructures
of leadership lies in the implications they have for the format
of government and the social siratification sysitem, and to the
political system ii“sel‘f".,3 For example, a bureaucratic and dur=
able leadership requires a highly participant structure of
government with a format of indirect democracy, and a strat=
ification system that is wide in range though coupled with an
ease of mobility. If the requirements for such a leadership
are non~existent, then clearly another structure of leadership
based on another ideology will replace it. Thus, any given
structure of leadership has implications for change through
its association with an ideology.

As mentioned above,” ‘Fout such ideological positions
have been identified by Apter. Any given ideological position

T.Apter,op.cit.,p.224,

2. Discussed gbove, pp.32-33,

3. As o maiter of intelleciual interest we may note Apter's threefold class=
ification of leadership patterns with respeét to their mode of operation in prometing
political system change. These are based on his research in Africd, viz,in Ghana
and Guinea, for example, leaders have scught to "mobilise® the total rescurces,
physical and human, of their couniries. In Nigedid-fore=Civil War) and Mali, a type
of "consociation” was sought so that political unity might provide a means of bring=
ing together a number of groups for purposes of cammon action. in Buganda, "change
is filtered through the medium of traditional institutions, and is in the hands of a
modernising autocracy . " David Apter,The Gold Coast in Transition,op.cit; and
The Political Kingdom in Uganda, (PrincetonsPrinceton University Préss, 196 1), pp.3=9.

4 . D iscussed above,p.33.
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of the leadership structure, we have noted,reflects its degree
of commitment to the social stratification system. This degree
of commitment expressed in terms of an ideology sets more or
i@f%qucliqui‘ve limits fo the changes demanded. The demanded
changes in turn, when translated into reality, coniribute to
the determination of changes any given system will undergo;
i.e., whether the system will maintain itself or be altered.,

Basically, each ideology refers to the degree of change
sought in the stratification system. Thus, whilst in normal
circumstances the ideological position of a political group
leadership reflects ifts position vis~a=vis the stratification
system, in extreme eases it is possible for a leadership to
adopt an ideological position based on expediency. For example,
if maintaining the leadership is the objective, then ideologic-
al positions may be adopted solely on the basis of their utility
in terms of the stated objective. _

The structure of membership is one of the factors condif=-
ioning the changes sought by political groups. Basicaily, the
changes political groups seek are determined by their leader=
ship, membership, stratification system, and the format of
government. Each in turn also conditions the activities associated
with the other variables and acts as limiting factors in promoting
or halting changes. However, the reason for studying political
group membership structures is that it is o variable that contri-
butes to the defermination of the struciure of leadership and
the ideology of the political group (i.e., the other variables
that articulate and aggregate the demands for changes in fthe
social stratification system). Such changes in furn lead to
other changes in the system,

Thus far we have examined the factors that can lead
to changes in the system. We can now turh our attention to
examine how systems react to such changes over time.For
analytical purposes we can view changes to the system over

time along two dimensions; i.e., Systemic and System Changes.
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When, despite the changes to the componenis of the
system, the éi\;en system maintains itself over time, then such
a change may be viewed as o Sysitemic Change. When used in
this way, "system maintenance™ means the maintenance of a
given stratification system over i'ime,? Thus, -Sysfem‘ic Change
encompasses any alteration in the relationships of the variables
that comprise the system as long as they do not, when taken
together, amount to an alteration in the strafification sysiem.,
Ascertaining such changes is, however, a maftter for empirical
observation,

We have already noted in our analysis that any given
siratification system sets limiting conditions on the activities
of government.and political groups, to the format of governmeni,
and fo the structures of leadership and membership within the
péiifical groups that comprise the sysiem.

By contrast, System Change involves an alteration in the
stratification system over time. More specifically, it involves
the re-arrangement of variables so that o change occurs from
one fype of stratification sysiem to another. Such a change
may be induced by changes in any one or more of the variables
that comprise the system, and may be empirically observed.

In proposing the model, we have alregdy noted that
Apter did not specifically seek 1o investigate the problem of
change over time. However, he did recognize the dynamic
aspects of political systems and formulated his three major
analytical categories in a manner thai permitted the study of
change over time. Our own ability in identifying the possible
factors that can cause change over time in systems may be seen
as evidence of this. However, in attempting to deal with the
problem of Sysi;em Change, we have found that the model offers
no guidelines. However, since the proposal of such guidelines
was beyond the terms of reference of the model, Apter is clearly

T.The ™ employment of Psirgfification system” as the criteria tor discussing
System=Change flows from Apter's view that "government polity is geared ... fo _
the ultimate alferation of social stratification or aspects thereof. " =Apter,op.cit.,p.221,
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not in default. Forearmed with a knowledge of the interrelat-
ionships of the major categories of the model and of the
possible factors that can cause changes over fime, it is but

an easy step to develop guidelines for the purposes of studying
System Changes over time. Such guidelines would be in the
form of a classification of systems with respect to their social
stratification. The degree of sophistication that the classific-
ation would possess is a matter for ifs authors' needs and

pu rposes.

However, it may be added that such a classificatory
scheme is imperative if a distinction is to be made ‘between
Systemic Chdnées and System Changes. In other words, without
such a classification it would be impossible fo analyze the
dimension of change by which the system was effected -over
time. _

Theoretically, the model seems to be highly cogent and,
as such seems capable of permitting the study of change over
time. However, for the purposes of empirically applying the
model, we find that it is not without its difficuliies. For
example, what criteria do we employ for studying the social
stratification system ? s it to be income,education,birth,
occupation,or some other variable, or some combination of
these or others. Further, are the limitations imposed upon
the organization and activities of government and political
groups by the social stratification system ? Some clarificafion
of such questions would have proved of immense value, and
their absence only detracts from the immediate uvtility of
the model. 4

Another crificism of the model is related to Apter’s
uncritical assumption that all members of the public are
motivated towards piol itical action by their strivings for
mobility towards the higher echelons of the social stratificat=
ion system., Further, as this concept constitutes his major

variable, the necessity of explaining ifs choice seems all the
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more pressing. We can always ask, why is social stratification
the major variable and not the structure of government or
political groups ? From o definitional poini of view, the
model need not justify ‘itself. However, since models are
hopefully suggested for the purposes of empirical application,
some explanation would have been in order,

"fim conclusion, we find that the model leaves too many
questions unanswered. However, it is even more significant
that many of these questions were not raised. Without seeming
to be too harsh with Apter, we concede that perhaps it is
difficult for any author to foresee the problems that might
beset their work in a highly fluid discipline. The extent to
which we have found his proposals useful has already been
identified. It should also be noted that the positive atiributes
were present despite the fact that he was seeking objectives

different from those for which we heave assessed him.



CHAPTER 1V
LEONARD BINDER

POLITICAL DEVELOPMENT IN A CHANGING SOCIETY#IRAN®

In proposing his model, Leonard Binder adopis d somewhat
different posft_”‘e. Unlike others, he does not feel that general
theory is imporfant as a prerequisite fo comparative political
research, given the present state of the discipline; that is,
theory, insofar as it is general, necessarily reaches beyond
empirical findings. Whilst the factuaiity of this at the present
cannot be denied, it nonetheless remains frue that this alone

does not always hdve to be the case.

Binder’s model was proposed in an attempt to break
oway from the "fruitless formalism®” which characterized the
existing works in the field, and whose methods and categories
were felt to be incapable of promoting "undersianding in ifs
most comprehensive sense." Further, in proposing the model,
Binder tries to reach for that which is "political, " ¥ and at
the same time be capable of empirical usage. However, des=
pite the shortcomings of the earlier models, Binder unlike
others, argues that many of the previous attempts have been
"courageous formulations” and that they have produced some
"fruitful" resulis. in the process of criticizing the earlier
models, Binder formulates his own model and goes on to apply
it to lran.

Binder proposed his model fo facilitate comparative

*lLeonard Binder, Political Development in a Changing Society:iran,
‘(Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1962),pp.1=58,

1. "The essence of what is political is something that
we all know and feel.” = Ibid.,p.vii.

46
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analysis of politicd! systems, each of which is characterized
by a dominant conception of "legitimacy.” Starting with the
political system, he goes on to elaborate his major concepts
and the interrelationships between them. Using legitimacy as
his key conceb‘r, he very skillfully weaves the other concepts
around it to present us with a well=thought and systematic
model .

He stafts with a basi-c definition: "The study of politics
is the study of legitimization of social power.” For Binder,
"the political system is composed of two elements which are
closelyfni*eg-rdi‘e-d in mufual causality : power relationships
and legitimizing actions backed by the dominant conirol of
coercive Force."2 To employ Easton's terminology, these two
elements may be seen in an input-ouipu? arrangement; inputs
being the power relationships that create the legitimizing -
act. Such legitimizing acts either re=inforce the existing
power relationships or seek to alter them. Further, power
relationships at the political level are in a constant siate of
flux, reflecting the ever-changing environment : geographical,
economic and cultural backgrounds.

In proposing the fwo concepts of legitimacy and power
relationships, Binder argues that within political systems
there are "groups” (whatever their focus of interest) engaging
in a struggle for dominance of power within the power relation-
ships. Obviously, not all groups are in a polarized situation
with respect to their aims and actions. Their goals can be
(a) common, (b) complementary,(c) situationally conflicting,
and (d) mutually exclusive. Further, the political action of

these groups -is aimed af either the legitimization of existing
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power relationships or at manipulating the power structures
with a view to fufure legitimization.Such behavior by groups
within a political system is of a functional nature -and can be
seen as the bridge between actual power relations and legii=
"imizations, The functionalist behaviorist approach holds that
when the political functions provide a regularity in the pattern
of power relationships over time, then such power relafionships
can be said to have become institutionalized, and that such
institutionalization helps determine the legitimization process,

‘The legitimization (or institufionalization) of existing
power relationships, or the adjusiment of power relationships
in order to be congruent with existing legitimizations are
the empirical functions of government. However, Binder
rightly points out that governmental activity is neither fimited
to the performance of the above functions nor are formal
governmental acts the sole fegitmizing method within a political
system. For example, legitimizing procedures include informal
arrangements such as consultations with non-governmental
organizations, ceremonies, appointments, delegation of
powers to quasi-legal and quasi=adminisirative bodies,granting
of honors, and so forth. |t follows that sysiems can be differ=
entiated and éompared with respect to the kinds of legitimiz-
ing actions employed. Further, Binder points out that legitim-
izing functions of government need not necessarily coincide
with those stipulated in the consiifution and the laws.

Within any concrete political system, Binder argues
that there is a unity between prevailing beliefs about the
legitimate sources of authority and the behavior that flows
from such beliefs (i.e., there is unity between thought and
actian, of ideal and practice, of the legitimate and the acival).
Hence, theoretically speaking, the political beliefs and
political behavior of people within a political system will
take on an equilibrated configuration over time, given that

beliefs and action are interdependeni. When such a situation



exists in reality, the system can be said to be an "integrated®
one. However, change being a concomitant of all forms of
existence, there is a continuous change in the specific beliefs
and actions of the pedple, thus leading to a "malintegration®
of ideas and beliefs and actions. For compdrative purposes,
Binder suggesis that concrete polifical systems be compared
one with another against postulatéd models of static config-
urations of beliefs and acts. To facilitate this, he proposed
a typology of political systems with respect to their legitimacy :
traditional, conventional and rafional. These are obviously
ideal~types, and as such may be incongruent with concrefe
systems. Characterisfics of more than one type of ideal system
may be found in concrete systems (i.e., "Hybrids"), and these
are characterized by the problem of "legitimacy confusion™®
which involves problems of change with respect to sysiem
legitimacy. However, the ideal-types as broad classifications
facilitate the comparison of political systems., ‘

Three types of political sysiems have been proposed.
The traditional sysiem dpproximates the Weberian ideal-type,
and as such is characterized by a potviarchical leadership
which justifies ifts acfs on religious or other mystical grounds.
That is, the system's legitimacy stems from the notion of a
pre-ordained social order. The important forms of legitimiz=
ations in such a system are : the delegatiion of authority,
consultations, contractual agreemenis, grants of honors and
licences, and so forth., The techniques of gaining power are
diffuse, even camouflaged, and includes fthe em-pioymen? of
strong=-arm tactics, assassinaiions, coups d'etat, the cultivation
of charisma, and bargaining by dominant reference groups
with the patriarchal leadership. The stability of such systems
can be described in terms of a "neutral equilibrium.”

A conventional system is the equivalent of a working
constitutional democracy. Political fechniques include

electoral campaigning, lobbying, formation of associations,
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propaganda, and so forth, The legitimizations closely follow
the traditional three forms of governmental activity, though
co=option and consultaiion with special interests may also
occur. However, within such a system, the emphasis placed
upon "democracy” and "constitutionalism” always over-emph=
asizes the importance of the individuai. Changes of an intra-
systemic nature dare not thwarted, and, as a result, such
systems are "stable.® '

The rational system, by contrast, rests upon the feneis
of logic and reason. If insisis upon a congruency between the
power relationships and legitimizations, the laiter often
representing the real and the desired state of affairs. Legit-
imtzations are in the form of adminisirative regulations
issued by organiZGfion's confrolled by allegediy rationally-
oriented personnel. The ’rechniquves of how Platonic Philosophers
come to occupy the positions of kingship and guardianship
remain obscure, though a priori logic diciates achievement
criteria, _

Power structures do exist, but ideally these too are
hierarchically organized, as is everything else for polifical
purposes. Within such an organizational framework, power
relationships are acted out through bargaining processes,
Groups of an independent nature are theoretically notr permitied,
though a few, possessing a modicum of independence, may
exist in practice. ‘

Contiguous upon the three proposed theoretical systems,
Binder adds the categories of "developed” and "underdeveloped™
systems, the characteristics of which are briefly discussed.
Generally speaking, a fraditional/rational system will be
correlative with an "underdeveloped”/"developed™ system.
This is not a logical inference bui an empirical reality flowing
from the definition, understanding and usage of the concepts,

The "developed™/"underdeveloped™ distinction combined

with specific patterns of system legitimacy are the classificatory
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tools offered. Against these, polifical sysiems can be compared,
both statically and dynamically, over time.

The model has been carefully worked out and systemati-
cally presented as a viabie tool for comparaiive purposes. This
has been done by isolating the posited key concept = "legit=
imacy" - and then expounding the theoretical interrelationships
with the other 'éo.ncepi“s and with political phenomena. Binder's
proposals lead to his contention that empirical research will
lead us to find, @s was found in lran, analytically isolated
clusterings of specific ‘tedationships within the examined
political systems, Specific configurations of refationships
are postulated as ideal-types for facilitating comparison,
and as such his theorefical proposals have a priori plausibility.
‘However, the basis or rationale by which the ideal-types
were arrived at are not explained, and his own admission that
numerous "“hybrids” will be found lead us to question the
suifability or appropriateness of his theoretical proposals,
especially if it is recognized that they may be too far removed
from reality.

Further, despite the logical impressiveness of Binder's
model, cerftain glaring shortcomings or inconsistencies were
noted. Having proposed his theoretical framework in the first
chapter, it would not be assuming foo much to hope that it
would be employed in his analysis of iran. Affer all,research
is dependent upon some concepiuval framework fo give it coh-
erence and reflevance.However, he writes, "We began not
with a theoretical framework, but with loose non-directed
c‘>bs:srvcﬁ"ior1.,“Li Either we can infer that Binder deemed his
model unsuitable or inapplicable to empirical research work,
or we can infer that the model was tailor=made to fit the
facts that were found to be of imporiance with respect to iran.
Scholarly work within political science qua science, would,

1. Binder, op.cit.,p.345.
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in our opinion, demand that the utility of any proposal, hypo-
thesis, or model be examined for its empirical validity.Binder’s
reasoning in suggesting the utility of his model could have
taken two forms, and it is our opinion that both of these are
of questionable value ;: (a) having proposed a model and out=
lined what it could tell us at the empirical level analytically,
he could then apply it to Iran and come forward with what

he said the model would do, i.e., say that o model will lead
to X, then discover X, and claim that the model is valuable,
or (b) starting from the premise that data X exists, construct
a model which would take cognizance of it.

Another inconsistency in the model flows from his conec~-
ept of instability or change, the two concepts being synonymous
for Binder. He writes, "Change is not the product of the inquiry
but its starting point, it is the basic posi'ulcri’e‘,""g Further,
he recognizes that change or instability are "purely matters
of definition”™ and that, "theoretically, it may be possible 1o
define away' change and instability, but that would be io )
deny the very existence of what most of us woulid like expic?neéa“z
Given that Binder is seeking fo explain what is changing and
hew, he seems to have lost himself in his own terminology.

In the first chapter, hie states, "ithe three systems of our
system~legitimacy classification are ... Change from one of
thése systems fo another is generally called instability.""’
Yet, referring to lran, he writes,"The sources of instability
in the Iranian system, then, are to be discovered, nof in the
existence of conflict over the distribution of political values,
but rather in the dynamics of policy as the resultant of «a

number of political processes.” .Surely, it is not toc much

1. 1bid., p.346.
2.‘@,;:.3469
3.1bid.,p.37.

4.1bid., ,p.346.
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to expect that any concepts that are proposed will be of g«
sufficiently ‘precise nature as fo leave no room for ambiguity.
Another instance of such confusion on Binder's part may be
noted in his description of Iran, which is at.one point consid-
ered tfo be " an essentially traditional S).'si'ei*‘mi“i and is then
characterized in most of his work as a traditional~rational
system., Adding further to the confusion, he concludes by
characterizing lran with o concepi that has not beén included
within his model. He writes, "iran is a political system in
transition.™

The twe immediate questions that arise,are : Are the
characteristics that have been spelled out for the three
political systems meaningful or not 9 If ’rhey'are, and it is
hoped that they are, then, what kind of a political system
is Iran supposed to be in reality ?

Despite the merits of the model, it is difficult in
conclusion not to agree with Rigg's view that Binder's work

~
. . . a3
"is sometimes not only confusing bui confused...”

in proposing his model, Binder has noted the inadequate
attention paid to the problem of change, and within his work
he has consciously sought to provide a remedy for this. He
writes, "We began with the very notion of instability and
change, ... and we have attempted to give them meaning."
Elsewhere he writes, "Change is not the product of the inquiry,
it is the basic posi"uiaﬁ'e.,"s

Recognizing change as a social phenomenon that is an
essential part of all life, Binder has identified three sources

of political systems change. These are analytically broad

1. Ibid.,p.23.

2, T61d.,p.344,

3. Fred W. Riggs, "The Theory of Developing Polities, ™ World
Politics, April 1954,p.161, I

4, Binder,op.cit.,p.345,

5. Tbid.,p.346.
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enough fo encompass any force that may cause a political
system to change.

The first source of change i environmental. For anal-
ytical purposes thisisifiuftherr sub~divided inio two major forms;
International Environment and Social Environment. As is implied,
the former refers to the various pressures and forces from other
systems acting upon a given system. Social Environment refers
to the cultural influences, foreign markets, imports, technical
assistance, and so forih, that are within the boundaries of a
political system.

The second source of change has been described as
"Normal System Eccenfricity." By this, reference is made to
the necessary deviation of legii‘imfzaﬂeﬂs from the power
relationships that they are supposed to legitimize. These
deviations arise from the fact of changing power relationships
within political systems, and are endemic to all political
systems. |

The final source of change arises from"Dysfunciional
System Maintenance Actfivity.® Dysfunctionalism as a concept
has two distinct applications, and in the interests of clarity
these will be differentiated. As & concept it can refer to the
political system qua system as an analytical construct; that is,
to the observable representation of the forces that undermine
the political system as deﬁnedaz Alternatively, it can be
employed in reference to the undermining effects of specific
policies and behavior on o specific political system. It is
the latter usage which is intended by Binder; i.e., when an
existing array of legitimizations are in danger of being seriously
undermined by specific policies or behavior, changes may be

made as responses fo mainfain the given political system. More

1.for further elaboration, see below,pp.57-58.

2. Refer to A.R,Radcliffe~Brown,"On the Concept of
Function in Social Science, ™ Structiure and Function in Primitive
Society,(London, 1952},
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specifically, such changes are to be viewed as responses aimsd
at maintaining a given political system. A political system

" in turn is characterized by o broad array of legitimizations.
‘Given that numerous power relationships, not ‘necessarily
complementary, are seeking legitimizations at any given point
in time, the cost of preserving a political system with its
array of legitimizations may involve the accomodation, in
whole or in part, of new power relationships.

Further, in discussing the phenomena of change as
applicable to political systems, Binder makes an analytical
distinction between two types of change. For our purposes
these can be viewed as two dimensions of change: In one
there are changes that mdintain the "stability" of a political
system, and in the other, there are changes that cause the
political system to become "unstable.”

Before examining the above two types of change, it
will be appropriate to examine the referents of such change,
viz,Binder's political system and his classification of political
systems., As noted, for Binder, the political sysfem "is
composed of two elements which are closely integrared in
mutual causality : power relationships and legitimizing
actions backed by the dominant control of ’i"c:rceﬂ“‘i Further,
Binder has offered a threefold ci@ss_i'F'icq'i'ion‘qF political
systems with respect io their system=legitimacy. These are:
traditional,conventional and rational. Each type of political
system as an ideal=type is characterized by an cn'm% of legit=
imizations based upon some ideology or ideologies.

We can now proceed to examine two things: the two
types of change outlined by Binder with respect to political

systems, and the relationship between the three identified

1. Binder,6p.¢it.,p.33.
2. For further details, see above,pp.49-50.
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factors that cause political systems to change and the two
types of change that political systems underg;:»°

Changes that maintain the "stability” of a political
system can be viewed as infra=systemic changes, for their
net effect is to mainfain a political sysiem over a period of
time. Viewing Binder's political system types with their
broad array of legitimizations, it would follow that when
changes do not basically alier the given array of legitimizai-
ions of g given political sysitem, be it o traditional, convent-
ional or rational political sysiem, then the polifical system
in question is said o be maintained. Binder has fermed this
"stability."” Furthermore, "stability,” we are informed, resulis
when changes to the political system are accomodated within
the existing framework of techniques,processes and legitimiz=~
ations of the political system. Hence, "stability" for Binder
is not associafed with the stability of personnel or with the
political institutions described in a constitution.

Changes that fail to maintain the political system, or
changes that result in the "instability" of a political system
are related by Binder to his threefold classification of politicg!
systems. Binder writes, "Systems change, but when this invol~
ves a change in the ideclégicul sense, involving the array
of legitimizations, then such o change affects the stability

of a system." To be more specific, he adds, "Changes from

one of these systems to another is generally called 'insi'ab”‘i'i’yg"z
Basically, the three factors that cause changes to
systems (i.e., environmental,normal sysiem ecceniricity, and
dysfunctional system maintenance activity ) can either indiv-
idually or collectively lead to stability or instability in
political systems. The exact combinaiion or permutation of
factwrs that cause political systems io change, and the changes

that may resuli are .clearly matters $or empirical ochservation.

1.Binder,'dp.cit,,p.37.
2 . 1bid.,p.37.
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International and/or Environmental factors help determine
the changes which may occur in political systems. For example,
o favorable harvest at home has different implications for
the legitimization of power relationships within a given politi=
cal system, than does a sudden bleak outlook for exports.,
Either the political system will successfully meet the challeng-
es and stress emanafing from the geographical,economic,
social and cultural spheres, or else, it will be altered. That
is, possess a new array of legktimizations.

Normal System Eccentriciiy is an endemic feature of
all political systems, and can be best understood by viewing
the political system in terms of an inpuf-outpuf arrangement.,
The inputs are the power x‘eia'i“i«;r;nsf’l'ipsAi that create the legiti-
mizing act, and the act in turn tends to reinforme existing
power relationships or to change them. However, the numerous
power relationships at any given fime resulf in numerous
legitimizing acts, not all of which are compatible with the
rest. Further, the difficulty of accurately iransiating g given
power relairionship in a legitimized act leads fo transformation,
rather than rigidity of power relationships. This can also be
viewed in terms of a fime lag between the emergence of a

power relationship and iis fegitimization. These inaccurately
translated power relationships, plus the new power relation-
ships generated by environmental factors, are part of the
systemic inefficiencies of the political system. These ineffic~
iencies result in repeated reviews of the legitimacy of power
relationships. The reviews take one of two empirical forms
power relationships can be brought into conformity with
existing legitimizations, or, legitimizations may be revised

in terms of existing or.some preferred power relationships.

1. Binder rightly peints eut that the concern of the political scientist is
with power relationships ot the political level. Anything thot affects the legitimiz=
ation of social power is at the political level .~ ibid., p.16.

2. Legitimization is the institut ionalizaiion of power relationships, and
is largely specking, an activity of the government.



A perfectly efficient sysiem would be one in which all the
power relationships are immediately and accurately transiated
info legitimizatiohs. But clearly, such a state of affairs is
impossible to aftain for numerous i"e-e:isc‘m's,i including the fadt
that change is a continuous process, '

Under normal circumstances the systemic inefficiencies
that characterize Normal System Ecceniricity can be acccomo-
dated by a political system; i.e., the political system remains
"stable.” Howeéver, an intense culiural or other crisis can
broaden the divergence between legitimized power relation-
ships and the generally acknowledged ideas of system legifi=
macy . Immediate demands for new legitimizations may be
raised, . and it is possible that a given array of legitimizations
may be unable fo accomodate the new demands. In such cases
a political system becomes "unstable.” In some cases, a foreign
power or a profective international organization.may aci as
a catalyst. _

Dysfunctional System Maintenance Activity is, prima

facie, akin to Normal System Eccentricity, though the distinct-

ion is an impb'rmni’ one, and for the same reason it will be
clarified here. Whereas the latier is essentially a systemic
inefficiency that is endemic to all polifical systems, as noted
above, the former is @ consequence (unpredictable in many
cases) of specific policies and behavior. Given that Dysfunc-
tional Systein Maintenance Activity is a factor that causes
changes in political systems, the question whether it willi
lead to stability or dnstability can only be answered by «
thorough examination of the resources of a given system and
the direciion of such resources with respect to system=-maintenc-
nce. In short, the causes of change and the direction of
change as dealt with by Binder in his analytical framework
can be determined empiricaily for any political system or

systems,.

T.Refer to Binder,op.cit.,;p.36.
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The m-_odel is rare amongst our sample in that it consci-
ously seeks to examine the factors that cause changes to
political systems and the effects such changes can have upon
the system. However, despite the commendable theoretical
endeavors of Binder, the model ‘was not empirically employed
by him in his research on iran;] Such an exercize would have
served to reveal much of value with respect to its operational
sirengths and weaknesses,

With respect to employing the model for purposes of
studying the problem of change, we have found that the model
presents certain difficulties. In specific terms, these refer
to studying the dimension of Sysiem Change, or the phenomena
of "instability” (changes that fail to maintain the political
system over fime). As already noted, this involves an alterat-
ion in the array of legitimizations thot characterize a system.
But, the precondition of identifying any such alteration must
of necessity involve an ability to identify the array of legiv=
imizations that characterize o systfém af a point in time. We
have found that the model does not allow for this. There are
two reasons for this,

Firstly, we cannot know of all the power relationships
seeking legitimizations at g given point in time., Unless we
know this fact we cannot precisely say what legitimizations
have been effected. This difficuliy stems from the fact that
legitimizaiions are nof solely granted by formal governmental
acts and regulations, but also by informal channels such as
granting of honors,delegations of authority, inclusion in
religious ceremonies, and so forth., Where informal channels
ore employed, the difficuliies for the researcher or obsever
in knowing precisely the power relaticnships that have been
legitimized are very real, and even then the problem of

ascertaining whether the legitimizations are absolute or oniy
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half-hearted remain.,

Secondly, even if we know of all the power relation-
ships seeking legitimizations at any given point in time, the
phenomena of Normal System Eccentricity ensures that not afl
of these will be legitimized by any future point in time. The
problem here, then, is one of precisely knowing which,of all
those power relationships have achieved legitimization by «
given poinf in time.,

The importance of knowing precisealy the given "array
of legitimizations” that characterize a system at a given
point in time stems from their employment as the criteria
differentiating system stability from system instability; i.e.,
system=-changes. Hence, it foilows that unless we know the
above, we cannot account for any %iastability® that such
a system may experience.

For the purposes of analyzing "instability® in systems,
we can construct a classificatory scheme with respect 1o
different arrays. of legitimizations. The degree of refinement
and the specific criteria employed in such schemes would be
a matter for the predileciion of the authors. In this respect,
Binder writes, "The poini at which the pre~existing system
ceased to be stable, and precisely when some new system
will become stable are purely maifers of definition.®

Binder's own threefoid classification of system=fypes,
whilst not proposed for the specific purposes of studying
system=-changes, can with ease be adapied for such study.,

Further, for any classificatory scheme to be useful, it
is essential that it have explicit cut=off points differentiat-
ing the system~-types one from another. The desirability of
this explicitness cannot be oversiresseéd, for it involves the

very raison ‘d’etre of the scheme itself , viz, facilitating

an analysis of change along two dimensions. To the extent

that such explicitness is absent from any classificatory scheme,

it would be difficult te analyze the dimension of change

effed'ted upon the system,
I'e Binder,op.cif.,pp.345=346,



However, despi’fe the shortcomings noted in Binder's
work, we nonetheless feel that his proposals merit some
praise., Affer all, they represeni one of the few theoretical
attempts tackling explicitly the probliem of change in political
systems over time, and this around a ceniral organizing
concept, viz, system-legitimacy. Further, it is a merit of
his proposals that they can with some adjustment and some
refinement overcome many of the above noted shorfcomings,
and that they can, in'foto, provide us with viable toocls for
studying the problem of change in political systems over time.

Tentative steps are often fraught with difficulties,as |
are Binders', but then, such steps are more praiseworthy
for their farsightedness than for dhe intrinsic merit that

‘they may possess.




CHAPTER V
GABRIEL A;"ALMOND: AN-INTRODUCTORY NOTE

Gabriel A. Almond is, by almost any standard, an
outstanding contemporary figure in ihe comparative politics
field. Four of the models that he has been associated with
are examined in this dissertaiion. Of these, two have been
co-authored : one with Sidney Verba and the other with
G. Bingham Powell,

We have considered his models in o group because
their distribution in accordance with the chronological order
generally being followed in this dissertation would have
scholar. While

unnecessarily dispersed the writings of this
there is little continuity in his thought, the shifts in his

thinking, even though they do not provide the primary focus
for our study, may be clarified. The four models themselves
are treated separately in their chronological order, and
their discussion will follow the common pattern adonted for
the purposes of this dissertation; i.e., the model,methodology
used, concern with respect to change and analysis.

To the examination of the modeis we shall now furn

our atfttention,
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CHAPTER VI
GABRIEL A. ALMOND:
COMPARATIVE POLITICAL SYSTEMS*

Growing out of the dissatisfaciion with the prevalent
theories of comparative government with respect to ifs tools
of analysis, methods, and the objectives sought, Almond
proposed a model that was the first to employ the Parsonian
sociological concept of "political culture.” His proposals
were by no means- méant to be the compensating factor to
the shortcomings attributed to the discipline. He writes,

At the risk of saying the abvious, | am not
suggesting to any colleagies in the field of
comparative government that social theory
is a conceptual cure-all for the ailmenis
of the discipline. 1

Using political culfure as his key variable, he offered
a classificatory scheme for comparative purposés based on
the types of political cultures within existing political
systems. Within his model, a new vocu bu%afy is employed io
discriminate between the esseniiali properties of his classes.
This vocabulary is distilled oui of the Weberial-Parsonian
tradition in social i’heoryz and is employed because of the
specific advantages flowing from it. »

Firstely, o political sysiem is a system of "action."
In"other words, the concern is with the empirically observed
behavior emanating from the existing norms and institutions
of @ political system, rather than a mere désewiption of such

norms and i’nstuch-s,

®, Gubr:el A. Almond, "Comparative Pohhcaly Sysi'ems,“ Journal of
Politics, Augusf 1956, pp. 391-409
. 1bid, ,p.391.

2 "Max Weber, The Theory of Social And E Economic Organization, trans.

by A.M. Henderson and Talcott Parsons, (New York:Oxford University Press, 1947).
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Secondly, the unit of the political system is the "role,"
the definition of which is in Parsons and Shils,"a role is
that organized sector of an actor's orientation which constit=
utes and defines his participation in an interactive pmcess.".i
A patterning of inferactions is then called a "structure” and
a structure of "roles" is definéd as a political system.

_ Thirdly, the political system is differentiated from
other systems with the help of Weber., It is defined as "the
patterned interaction: of roles affecting decisions backed up
by the threat of physical cc;r'i'xg:)uisi'c.;m."2 Such a definition
delimits politics and the political, and the concept of system
implies that the roles within &t are interdependent and that

a si.gnifi’canf change in any one role affect changes in the
others, and thereby changes the system as a whole.

Finally, every political system is alleged to be embed-
ded in a particular paftern of orienfotions fowards political
action. This is referred to as political culture. According
to Parsons and Shils, any orientation fo political action
involves three components: cognition, affect or cathexis, and
evaluation.

The frequencies of the different modes of orientarion:-
to action within political systems feads to different pafterns
of orientations. It is important fo note thai patterns of orien-
tations towards action are not limited to a political system;
i.e., they may spill over. For purpoeses of facilitating comp-
arative political analysis, Almond has identified four diff-
erent types of political cultures, each possessing specific
characteristics. To their elaboration we shall now furn.

Anglo-American Political Systemsare characterized by

a "homogeneous " and "secular" political culture. The role

1, Talcott Parsons and Edward A, Shils (eds), Towards a General Theory
of Action,(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1951),p. 23.

2, Almond, op.cit.,p.395.

3.For further elaboration, see, Parsons and Shils,

op.cit.,p.58.
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structure of such political systems is (a) highly differentiated,
(b) manifest, organized and bureauvcratized, (c) consistsogf
roles which, functionally, possess a high degree of stability,
and (d) is diffuse with respect to its power and influence.

we gttt

Pre=Industrial Political Sysiems (or partially indust-

rialized and Westernized political systems) are characterized
by a mixed political culture, in which elements of at least
the modern and fraditional poliftical culture are present.
Additionally, elements of a charismatic political culture
would be present. Such mixed political cultures are charact~
erized by (a) a relatively low degree of structural different-
iation, (b) the likelihood, due to the absence of a stable

and explicit role structure, of o high degree of role substitut=
ability (i.e., no stable division of labor), and (c) a high
degree of mixed polifical role structures. For example, within
a modern political role .structure such as parliament, behavior
is ostensibly conirolled by formal and established norms.
However, traditional role structures such as powerful families,
priests, tribal chiefs, and fraditional norms may be operational,

Totalitarian Political Systems are marked by a seeming-

ly homogeneous political culture, though such homogeneity

is synthetically achieved throggh the high degree of politiciz-
ation within the political system. Thus, under the facade of
a high degree of consensuality, a relatively high degree of
attitudinal heterogeneity prevails. Totalitarian role structures
have at least two distinctive characteristics: Firstly, the
predominance of coercive roles (i.e., the penetration of all
other role structures). For example, all forms of organization
and communication become saturated with a coercive flavor.
Secondly, there is a functional instability of the power role~
s, the purpose of which is the prevention of any stable dele-
gation of power and thus the prevention of the diffusion of

power or the creafion of dher power centers,

Continental European Political Systems share a frag-
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mented political culture, as distinct from the mixed political
culture mentioned earlier, and are a consequence of the uneven
pattern of their cultural development. The manifestations of
such o political culture are afforded through the significant
survivals of older cultures and their political manifestations.
However, all the cultural variations share common roots and
a common heritage. For purposes of simplification, it can
be said that such systems possess three major polifical sub-~
cultures, viz,(a) the pre~indusirial, primarily Cdtholic
components, (b) the older middie=class components, and (c)
the indusirial components proper. Two important political
role structures that are characteriskics-8f such systems are:
a sense of general alienation from the political system stemm-~
ing from the absence of a cohesive political cuiture. The
other is a non=-individuation of the political roles (i.e., in
contrast to other types of systems, the roles are embedded
in the sub=cultures and tend to consiitute a spparate sub-
system of roles.). Two further general aspects of the role
structures of such systems, again in conirast to the other
systems mentioned above, are, {a)the higher degree of role
substitutability vis-a=vis the Anglo=-American political
systems, though lesser than the non=Western systems, and
(b) the high degree of the possibility of totaiitarianism, or
say a "Caesaristic" breakihrough by a charismatric nationalism
that transcends the political sub=cultures in an effort fo
overcome the "immobilism" that usually is attendant in such
systems.

Explicitly, Almond's model does not seek to offer a
framework for the analysis of change. However, in outlining
and employi’ﬁg the concept of a political system, it can be

said that he has-taken cognizance of the problem of change

1.For an analysis of France, see Roy C. Macridis,
"France," in Macridis and Robert E. Ward (eds), Modern

Political Systems v Eure pe, (Englewood CHiffsrPrentice=tall, tnc;

1963).
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with respect to political life,

Briefly, the basic unit of a political system is the
"role." A political system consists of all the patterned inter~
actions of roles, or a structure of roles affecting decisions
backed up by the threat of physcial compulsion. Further,
Almond informs us that the concept of system implies that
the'roles ate interdependent and that a significant change

in any one role affects changes in the others, and thereby

i
changes the system as a whole."i
Recognizing within his model that 'p'onl'i-i"icc:l systems
may change, it is our objectiive here to examine how the
model deals with the problem of change viewed longitudinally.
We shall do this by raising two important questions : (a)
What factors cause political systems to change over time,
and (b) How do such changes over time affect the political
system ?
| From the above outlined concept of the system, it will
be noted that antecedent to a change in the system is a

... that organized

change in the role. But since a role is
sector of an actor's orientation which constituies and defines
his participation in an interactive process,"2 it follows

that a change in a role is a change in an actor's orientation
which defines his participation in an interactive process. In
simple terms, a change in an actor's political role is a change
im the orientation of the same actor towards politics. To aid
further clarification we may note that any orientation rowards
political action involves three components : cognition, affect
or cathexis, and evaluation. I follows from this that, a ch-
ange in a political role involves a change in one or more of
the three components of orientation towards politics. These

three components of orientation towards politics! basically

Wﬂ [ A ] mon d—— [e] E A' C“i f o p!e:‘\gg)é:" (23N ";‘_
2. Parsons and Sﬁi’is',og,ci’?o,p;ﬂ%,
3. For further elaboration,see,ibid.,p.58.
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represent an individual's knowledge of politics, his attitudes
towards politics and his political 'vclues.l But since the
political system™ is only a sub=system of the larger social
system, an individual's orientation towards politics must of
necessity be influenced by the larger social system, and his
orientations towards if. In other words, the individual®’sorie=~
ntations towards polifics are influence both by the political
system and the larger social system. If we view the factors
within a political system that help shape the three components
of an individual's orientation towards politics as being
endogeneous, then the actual orientations of an individual
towards politics is a function of both endogeneous and exog-
eneous factors., Easton has fermed them as "intra-societal”
and "extra-societal" factors. As these factors change,we

can expect an individual's orientations towards polifics to
change., However, as ¢ note of caufion, we may point out
that no one~to-one or any other specific relationship between
orientations towards politics and the factors that help determ=-
ine it are posifed. Where ascerfainable, this is a matier for
emperical investigation in each case.

Following the notion that a change in a political role
causes the whole polifical system to change, we have thus
far examined the cause/s that change/s political roles. We
shall now proceed to examine the consequences of a change

in a political role Upon a political system,viz,changes in

1. By cognition is meant the knowledge and discrimination of the objects,
events,actions,1ssues and the like. By cathexis is meant the investment of objects,

evenis, issues, and the like, with emofional significance, or affect. By evaluation
is meant the manner in which individuals organize and select their percepiions,
preferences,and values in the process of establishing a position vis=a=vis political
action. Parsons and Shils, op.¢it.,p.58.

2., The political system qua system is a determinate system of social
behavior delimited for analytical purposes.

3. The highest level of abstraction is intended here, viz, the whole
world as a system. ——
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the political -sysfem as a whole. For analytical purposes, such
changes will be studied along the two dimensions:
(a) Systemic Chcmgc—;,1 and (b) System Change.

Systemic Change occurs when one or more roles const=
ituting a political system change, with the political system
maintaining” itself over time. However, in speaking of the
maintenance of a system it is necessary fo describe the system
that is-being maintained. For this purpose, we have Almond's
fourfold classification of political systems with respect to
their political culture. These have been qdequai‘.eiy dealt
with earlier.

The four types of political systems are differentiated
on the basis of their role=structure. Hence, when o role~
structUre changes, changes are caused to the political system
with the result that the given configuration:of role structures
eharacterizing the political may or may not be changed.
Where the latter is the cuse, we can say that the political
system as whole has been maintained,(i.e., that the changes
have been purely of a Systemic nature.) For example, the
role structure of an Anglo-American Political System is (a)
highly differentiated, (b) manifest,organized and bureaucrat=
ized, (c) characterized by a high degree of sfa.bilii*y in the
function of the roles, and (d) likely to have a diffusion of
power and influence within the political system as a whole.
If, following a change in a particular aspect of a particular

role in an Anglo~American political sysiem, the above conf-

1. We have preferred using the concept of Systemic Change instead of
the concept of System Maintenance. To Easton, System Mainfenance is weighted
with the notion of salvaging the existing partern of relationships and directs
attention to their preservation, Further, we have shied away from the concept
of System Maintenance because of the connotations associated with it . Easton
writes," It /T.e.,System Maintenance/is normaily associated with the idea of
stability and, as normally used, quite alien o the idea of change." David Easton,
A Framework for Political Analysis,(New Jerse y: Prentice=~Hall, Inc., 1965), esp.p.88.

2, System Mainftenance as employed by us is employed merely as a descr-
iption and not as an analytical concept.
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iguration of role structures are maintained over fime, despite
the changes to the political system, then the said political
system is deemed to have been maintained.

System Change occurs when the role structure of a
political system changes over time fo the extent that it in
effect, equals the role structure of another type of political
system. For example, if the role structure of an Anglo~American
political system changes over fime, with the effect that it
represenfs more accurdtely the role structure of, say, a
Pre=Industrial political system, then we camview such a

change as System=Change.

Though he has offered his model for empirical usage,
Almond has left the methodological task to those who will
try it ouf for "fit." However, to Almond's innovating zeal
is due the credif for introducing Parsonian concepts into
comparative politics for the purpose of empirical applicability.
Since then, following his lead, Parsonian concepts have
become an important feature of many models.

The immediate question Almond set for himself was to

'“ with respect

provide a "tentative and provisional answer,’
to facilitating systematic comparison among the major types
of political systems. Borrowing from sociology and anthropol -

' "vole structure,”

ogy the concepis of "political system,’
and "orientations," he sought "to set up and justify a prel-
iminary classification into which most of the political systems
which we study today can be assigned."

As a "provisional" or témporary answer, his efforts

must be in retrospect deemed, fruitful, because (a) he

1.David Easton has encompassed such a phenomenon within the concept
of "System Persistence.” He writes, "Persistence signalizes the importance of
considering, not any particular strueture or pattern, but rather the very life proce-
sses of a system themselves. In this sense a system may persist even though every-
thing else associated with it changes continuously and radically.” D.Easton,
op.cii.,p.88, With respect to Almond's model, the system can [ogically only
- persist within the limits of his fourfold classif ication of political systems.
2. Almond, ep.cit.,p.392,
3. Almond, Tbid, ,p.392.
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recognized the difficulties involved in introducing sociolog-
ical concepts “of political system analysis into comparative
politics and. spelled them out, (b) he admitied the need for
developing additional concepts for purposes of handling
political system analysis, and (¢) he subsequently further
refined and developed the tools of analysis and went on to
successfully use them in empirical research. Given that major
breakthroughs in any field are a result of speculative inquir-
ies painstakingly investigated over time, it can be said that
the above model was an important step. Perhaps, it was even
an unavoidable step in the development of the discipline to
its present statfe.

Almond developed his model as a response to the shori=
comings of the available schemes that sought to facilitate
comparative political analysis, and these he mentions briefly.
However, having proposed his model, nowhere are we informed
of the benefits that his worksffords,vis=d=-vis the existing
models. In this he is rather fraditional.

A virtue that Almond claims for his typology is its
ability to facilitate the classification of existing political
systems., Buf classification is not syﬁonymou‘s with comparison.
To be sure, Hecksher subsequently pointed out that classification

was "a necessary condifion for comparison.” Presumably,
Almond was well aware of the fact that classification was a
necessary, but nof a sufficient factor in comparison, though
he fails to show such an awareness (i.e., the method for
comparison has not been explicated, nor are we informed as

£
{

to what follows the classificatory stage, or,how we should

compuare 7).
A further criticism that Almond's work merits is its
failure to explicate and interrelate the concepts that he

introduced. For example, what are the criteria that identify

1. Gunnar Hecksher, The Study of Comparative Gover-=
nment and Politics,(London: George,Allen & Unwin), 1957,p.39.




the three variefies of orientations presented for empirical
purposes ? Further, what types of roles, when aggregated,
constitute dn orientation ? What frequency of any given
orientation is adequate before it can be labelled as being

a pattern of otientation ? What is the relationship between
roles and orientations to a political system ? Is one or the
other or both expected to comprise such a system ? No rationale
derived empirically or logically is preseni‘ed,1 Theoretical
inadequacies of such a nature quite clearly preclude the
possibilities of employing the model meaningfuliy, at least
not without some refinement., It is, of course, frue that such
improvements are contained in his subsequent works and will
be noted in further chapters of this disserfation. However,
these are shortcomings in the model presently examined,

Finally, the validity and rationale of the proposed
classification is left unexplained. That it is necessarily
arbitrary is conceded, for any scheme is of such a nafure.
However, the criteria of relevance in such instances must be
explicated. Further, it is not ¢clear by what evidence or
necessity of logic Almond has assumed fh%i' o given sef of
role structures characterize a category ?° By what logic are
the proposed categories of political system or systems meaning-
ful as analytical toois?

The numerous questions roised obove and the shortcom=
ings that have been identified are serious lacunae for any
model. In retrospect, they also help to account for the non-
employment 6% the model, and for the numearous clarifications

. Leonard Binder too presents a similar line of criticism,op.cit.,pp.7~11.

2. Pys has criticized the impuiing of clusters of variables to certain kinds
of political processes. Despite the fact that he was referring fo another context,the
argument Ts nonetheless an important one, Sae, Lucion W. Pye's review of The Politics
of Modernizaiion by David E. Apter,(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1965).
The review appecired in the American Political Seience Review, June 1966, pp. 396~7.
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and modifications to which the model was subsequently sub-
jected to by Almond. However, the latter may be seen as
evidence of the utility of the concepts employed within the
model .

With reference to the concept of change, Almond’s
model permiis an analysis of changes to poiitical systems
over time along the two dimensions examined above. However,
there is yet dnother uspect according to which changes to o
political system wgy be studied, and it seems that Almond has
not, at least explicitly, taken cognizance of this., We can
view such a change as a variant of the category of System
Change. It, can be termed System Extinction or the complete
breakdown and evaporation of a political system.

By definition, a political system is the patterned
interaction of roles affecting decisions backed by the threat
of legitimate physical compulsion. it follows then that a
patterned interaction of roles affecting decisions which are
not backed up, for whatever reasons, by the threat of legiti=
mate physical compuision is noi a political system. In other
words, in such a sociefy no authoritative allocations of values
can be made. Easton writes,

This outcome is neither impossible nor unusual.

It has occurred when the membership of o society
has been utteriy destroyed through some natural
catastrophe such as an earthquake or epidemic,
or when the society has failed to reproduce itself
biologically, as perhaps in the case of the Mesa
Verde Indians., 14 may happen in the limiting case
when, for whatever vreasons, a war of all against
all, in the Hobbesian sense, breaks out and co~
operation becomes impossible even for the minimal
purposes of law and order. 3.

Changes to societies amounting to the latter v -

1. See above,pp.69-70,

2. inEaston's terminology such a phenomena signalizes the "non=
persistence” of a political system. David Easton, A Framework for Polirical Analysis,
pp.82-83.

3. Ibid,,p.82.
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have occurred and can occur. Easion's observation may be
noted in this respects "Historical political systems have
disappeared, some permanently, others to recover their
Cintegrity.," He goes on to add,"The political systems of
American Indian, of Scotland, or the Baliic societies are
examples of these fypes."z Admittedly, destruction and
termination of a society for want of a system through which
decisions backed up by the threat of physcial compulsion may
be effected dare rare historical vccurrences. Nonetheless,
the failure to recognize the political systems do not always
endure may be viewed as a shortcoming in Almond's work.,
Another criticism of the model is the resiricted scope
it affords the dimensioncof System Change. This crificism
flows from the scope of his classification, Almond's own
admission of the "inconclusiveness" of his classification
does not however reduce the fact that the model acts as a
[imiting factor in aittempts o deal with the problem of
System Change. There are, at leasi hypothetically,numerous
permutations of role structures unaccounted for by Almond's
classification of political systems. Some of these are incapable
of being subsumed under his four broad types of political
systems, For example, in conifrast to Almond, S.N.,Eisensiad:
has differentiated from historical examples, atf least fen .
different types of political systems with respect fo their
degree of political role differentiation, and we shall examine
one of them here for the purposes of showing the inabiliry
of Almond's classification to subsume it., Eisenstadi’s

"Centralized Historical Bureaucratic Emmrs cannot bhe

1.David Easfcn,rk.dn,;‘an%’ig.
2. lbid.,p.83.
3. Alfw ed Diamont su G Ssts thut the bmc.aiyi;cqi differences beitween

political systems or grewups of systems may be questionable."ls there a Non-Western
Political Process;" Journal of Politics, Febivary 1959, pp. 123-27.

4, SN, Eisenstadt, The Polirical System of Empires,(lilinois:Free Prass, 1963},
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subsumed under Almond's fourfold classificatory scheme. This
type of sys'fem.is characterized by a limited autonomy only
in the political sphere. The limitation is only in terms of
differentiations of roles and activities. As far as the latter
chardcteristics are concerned, Almond's "Pre~Industrial
Political System" can subsume it, but even here a caveat
exists: Almond points out that the limited differentiation sof
roles and activities in the Pre=Indusirial Political System
may be in the form of mixed cultures (modern and frddif.‘ionczi
role structures co~existing), with one sub~culture dominating
another. Further, with respect to the [imited autonomy of
Eisenstadi's above mentioned system, no system=type of
Almond can subsume it.

A final criticism of Almond's model refers to the lack
of rigorous criteria capable of differentiating between the
four types of political systems. From our perspective of
examining changes in systems, we have pointed out above
that this is an imporfant requirement for any classification
if it is to be empirically useful. The absence of explicit
cut=off points-in Almond's classification renders difficult
the task of analyzing the dimension of change effected.
Therefore, employing the model as it is, we will only be
able to provide,af best, a vague determination of the dimen-~-
sion of changes effected. At worst, we will be unable to
discern the differences between the fwo dimensions of changes
effected. Examples of the difficulties posed by the classific=
ation may be seen in the characteristics of Anglo~-American
and Pre-Industrial poiii’ica! sysitems. The two systems are
differentiated largely on the basis of their role and siructural
differentiation, and the system=types are characterized by
varying degrees of differentiation. But matiers of degree are

1.5ee above,p.60.



always relative in the absence of specified configurations

of quanitative indices. In addition, the fact that political
systems are not necessarily found as mirror-images of ideal-
types, helps to further obfuscate the fluid criteria of differenti
ation between the types.

The major merit of Almond's model is that it has intro-
duced for the first time concepts that had hitherto been
employed only in other disciplines. As an innovator seeking
tools of analysis, Almond's attempts are laudable. In retro~
spect, the foresight exercized in his choice of concepts show
that his attempts deserve commendation., Indeed, the populari-
ty of the same concepts today owe, to a significant degree,
much to Almond's work. A

In conclusion, fairness demands that we emphasize the
fact that the model in question was explicitly proposed for
facilitating comparative political analysis rather than the
analysis of changes in political systems. Where he has fallen
short with respect to the latter, the failings ought not to be
construed as a refleciion of his work, especially since the
ends in question were, at best, of no concern, and, at worst,

unforeseen,



CHAPTER VII
GABRIEL A, ALMOND
INTRODUCTION:
A FUNCTIONAL APPROACH TO COMPARATIVE POLITICS*

A sophisticated, lucid and ambitious effort fo provide
a functional framework for comparative purposes has been
proposed by Almond in a book co-edited with James Coleman.
The theoretical model is proposed by Almond, it is then
employed for "area analysis" by five area specialists. This
analysés cover seveniy=-six "developing” countries. Finally,
Coleman summarizes "the modal characteristics” of the
investigated polities and at the same time plofs the range
of differences in the new siates along a mairix of "moderniz-
ation."

The objectives of the mode! are twofold. First, "to
consiruct a theoretical framework that makes possible, for
the first time, o comparative method of analysis for poliftical
systems of all k‘inds,"? Second, it is argued that aftempts
to understand the new political entities and predict the
directions political change will take place within them will
be better achieved by describing their properties in functiional
categories and deducing general statements about them, rather
than through the "traditional® approach which essentially
conceals the factors and interests influencing political
behavior.

The model was proposed because of the fact that the
existing conceﬁfual schemes employed a vocabulary and methods

* ., Gabriel A, Almond, "Introduciion : A Functiondl Approach to Comp=
arative Politics," in Almond and James Coleman,The Politics of the Developing
Areas, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 19605, model is outlined in pp.o-64.

T. Ibid.,p.v.
77
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that were unMindful of the enormous changes that have
occurred in bo’li’i‘i’cai cultures and political structures.
Failure to take cognizance of these facts meant that the
complexity of polifical phenomena which we seek to under-
stand was inadequately grasped or cmvczlyzeda

As aids to achieve the above ends, concepts have
been borrowed from sociological and ani‘hropoldg’icai theory
and introduced in the model. Many of these concepts are
concerned with "action" rather than "description” and as
such, their usage reflects u different way of thinking and
studying politics. Some have labelled this approach the
"behavioral &pgroach® . '

Using an eclectic approachn, Almond considers and
borrows from the works of Weber2, Levya, Lasswell and
Kaplan4"and Edsi‘ons to propose o definition of the poliftical
system in order to define what is "political® and at the same
time fo differentiate it from other "systems”. - A "political
system® then, is "that system of interactions to be found in
all independent sociefies which perform the functions of
integration and adaptation (both internaily and vis~a-vis

other societies) by means of the employment, or threat of

employment of{ewmore or less legitimate physical compulsion.”

s o 5 o et o aza eacea wmns -

l'i"h«e emphasis is on studying 'what is* rather than 'what ought fo be®,
though the latter is investigated iin so far as it affects the former. See, Almond
and Powell, Comparative Politics: A developmental approach, (Boston & Toronto:
Little, Brown and Co., 1766}, p. 7.

ZMOIX Weber, “Politics as a Vocation," in Gerih and Mills, From Max

Weber, (N.Y.: 1946), p. 78. _
3Mcar‘ion Levy, Jr., The Siructure of Soeeity, (Princefon, N,J.: 1952),

po 469,

4H D, Lasswell and Abraham Kapicm} Power and Soceity, (New Haven,
Conn ,: Yale University Press, 1950), p. 76,

SDavid Easton, The Political Sysitom: An Inquiry info the State of Political
Science, (N.Y.: A Knopf, 1953}, p. 130%

<) . - . ops ,«
Almond & Coleman, op. cit., p. 7. The exercise of legitimate force
fs not meant to be the sole concérm of a political system, bui its distinciive quality .
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Further, three "properiies” of a political system are
spelled out so that we may comprehend the implications of
employing a srys?e'ms'canqus.is: First, a polifical system must
include comprehensiveness; ige., all the interactions, both
inputs and outputs, which affect the use, or the threat of
useé of physical coercion. Secondly, all interactions are
‘i‘nferdependeni“; i.e., c'change in one subset of interactions
will produce changes in all the other subsets within the
system. Thirdly, a political system has boundaries; i.e.,
the political system is . analytically distinct from ofher systems.

Almond then proceeds to specify the universal charac~-
teristics of plol'i‘i"a”cm systems and at the same time suggests
how each of these can be used to faciiitate comparison among
them. The Political system has two fundamental concepival
characteristics. One of these is that it has a Political
Structure; which is defined as "the legitimate paiterns of
interactions by means of which this order (infernal and external)
is ma‘ini'd‘inedf.“l Further, fhe political struciures or inter~-
actions may be occasional or intermiftent in nature. The
other characteristic is that of Political Functions. All
political systems perform cerfain functions which are universal
in scope. Almond has specified seven ‘political functions.,
These form the base of the proposed model, which in ifself
can be viewed as a move in the general direction of systematic=
functional theory., The categories were developed to enable
the comparison of political systems as whole systems rather
than merely facilitaie the comparison of aspects of political

sysi’emssz Easton's earlier model on the other hand, with ifs

b a0 e €y e AT M o S TR NG T R S M SO A 00 S Wk W A ) (7 e GAND S et e e T

hibid:, p. 1t

2For e .g. Lasswell's seven categories were designed parficularly fo
facilitate judicial comparison. See, H.D. Lasswell, The Decision Process; Bureau
of Governmental Research, University of Maryland, 1958, p. Z.
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conceptual sbmplicii'y, véz., ifts three functions (demands,
supports, and policies), is derived from general systems |
theory and remains too close to the generic model of a
system, with its interdependence, iis boundaries and its
inputs and 'oui'pui:s for it to be pc:ri"'icui'ariy discriminafing in
the political Fielczl.,I However, in proposing his functional
categories, Almond has evidently drawn upon Easton{s model
and others. He divides the seven functions info {nput and
Output categories in the manner of Easton, the former being
the political functions and the latter governmental functions.
These are; '

input Functions

. Political Socialization and Recruitment
2, Interest Articulation

3. Interest Aggregation

4, Political Communicaiion

Qutput Functions

5. Rule-makiﬁgm“

6. Rule application

7. Rute Adjudicaiion

Both modern Western political systems with their

relatively high degree of functional specificity, and tra=-
difional systems with their highiy diffuse and undifferentiated
political and social struciure manifest a multifunciionality
of political structure. Another characteristic of political
systems is that they are generally culturally mixed. In other
words, in all kinds of political systems, elements of boih
"modern® and “"primitive®” cultural characteristics will be
found at the same time in varying degrees. We can now
turn our atfention to a brief examination of the seven

functional categories.

e o s et vz ot e s o wmen o ey e

i, David'Eczsi’on, "An Approach to the Analysis of Political Systems,*
World Politics, April (957, pp. 383.

2 Almond & Coleman, op. cii.; p. 17,
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The first jof these is the political socialization and
recruitment function. -Socializafion or accultgration is the
individual induction process through which the political
norms, values, beliefs, ideals, and fechniques or the political
cultures and structures of societies are perpetuated. We are
informed that the early stages of this process are the same
in all political systems, regardless of its degree of siructuryl
r:.c:‘m;rbiex‘H'y..l For comparative purpéses we can compare this
function being performed in different political systems in a
number of ways with the aid of Parsonian variables. We can
focus our.analysis on the structures that perform this function
(i.e., manifest/latent), the siyles of performance (i.e.,
specific/diffuse), the elements that are involved (i.e.,
particuiaristic/universalisiic) and the manner in which affective
and instrumental eiements are combined. [mpingent upon the
acquisifion of attitudes towards a political system, its roles,
policies and ifs various sfruc?ures.are aiso the knowliedge of
the performance of these roles and the inpui and oufput
functions of the systwm . A

The political recruitment funciion is linked to the
socialization function in'as much as it recruits members of the
society and inducts them into the specialized roles of the
political system; fra'in‘in-g‘fhem in the appropriate skilils,
values, ebxpecmﬁons and affects. To quote Almond again,
the recruitment function, "consists of the special ruile
socializations which occér in a society 'on top® of the general
socia!izqi‘iono"z At the comparative level, the siructures
that perform this function (e.g., family, class, and/or
poiitical parties) and the siyles of recruitment may be studied.

The styles of recruitment refer fo the way in which ascriptive
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and particularistic criteria combine with performance and
universalistic criferia.

The Interest Articulation function refers to the articu-
lation of infterests, claims, and demands for political action.
The importance of this function stems from the fact that it
occurs at the boundary of the political sysiem. To be more
specific, (i) the character of the boundary between the
society and the polity, and (ii) the boundaries befween the
various parts of a political system (e.gi, parties, legislatures,
bureaucracies), are defermined by the siructures that perform
this function and the styles of their performance. For example,
a relatively high incidence of interest articulation by groups
will mean poor boundary mainienance beitween the polity and
society and within the polity itseif and vice-versa. The
styles of political interest articulation can be seen in ferms
of opposite pairs; manifesit/latent; specific/dfffuse; general/
particular; and instrumental/affective. In geneml', the more
latent, diffuse, parficularistic and affective the style, the
more difficult it is fo maintain the boundary beiween fhe
polity and society. Af the same time, the needs, claims and
demands (inputs) from the society into the povlii‘iccsf system
will be in less aggreeable form with respect to the degree of
possible responsiveness.

Four types of siructures that perform the interest
articulation function within political systems have been
identified; viz., (a) institufional interest groups, (b) non=
associational interest groups (e.g., group membership based
on kinship and lineage groups, or status and class groups),
(¢) anomic interest groups, and (d) associational interest groups.

The Interest Aggregation function simply provides for
the aggregation of inferests, claims, and demands which have
been articulated by the interest articulators of the polity.
However, at times this function may overlap with the articu~-

lation function and in some societies if may be virtually
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indéstinguishable from it. Given this possible confusion,
Almond has sought to clarify the céncepts. He writes, *we

reserve the term ‘aggregation'® for the more infensive levels

of the combinatory processes, reserving the term ‘articuiation®
for the nqrr‘o'wer' expressions of i-n?eresh"'

The aggregative function may be performed by numerous
structures within the political system (e.g., cabinets, legis~
latures, political parties, and/or bureducracies), and iis
manifestations take-the form of public policies, bargaining
and recruitment of personnel. A modern siructure performing
this function is the political party system. Four fypes of
polifical parties are identified, each with its own distinctive
style of performing the aggregative funetion. Avuthoritarian
pariy systems (including Totalitarian ones) permif litile
overt interest arficulation and therefore, most aggregaiion
is performed by the :party hierarchy, using ifs own channels.
Dominant non=-authoritarian party systems lack a focus of
policy interesf in ge,nsréi, therefore aggregation results in
an avoidance of divisizs issues in order to pledase its diverse
and fenuously held membership, which is uvsualily united in a
common cause. In Gompetitive two party systems, aggregafion
usually takes the form of political pariies competing for
political office in order fo fransiate their demands info
policies ,~iWhikhin Molti-party systems fwo patternsipf inferest
aggregdiion emerge. In the "working” type of system, inferesis
are aggregaied af both the party and parliamentary levsl.
in the latter case, this is done in ferms of the coalition=
making process in the legisiature. [n the "immobilist® type
of systems aggregation takes place through the formation of

fragile coalitions in parliament.
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The Political Communication function provides the thraad
through which all the inputs and outpufs of a politicatl sysiem
are performed, and as such if can be seen as the crucial i
boundary-ﬁq?nfenance fu;n»ci'?on. Flowing from this is the
argument that the nature of media communication (e.g., whethe:
autonomous or controlled, differentiated or undifferentiated)
affects the manner in which all other funciions are performed.

The utility of employing the communication funciion
as an anélyficqi tool stems from the faci that different political
systems have different identifiable pai’i'erns' of communication
and styles of communication. For comparative purposes, fhe
structures performing this function and their styles of perform-
ance can be studied, However, since all structures including
political and social structures perform this function, they cun
be studied in terms of their elaborateness with respect to the
degreevof their pe'ne."'itrm‘i'qn in tntérmal and infermittent sir=
uctures of political communication. The styles of political
communication can be seen .in i‘é.rms of opposite pairs, i.e.,
man‘ifesi‘/la%eni‘ spe'cific/dii’?usejzpm'ﬁc-ulgr'n’s_:‘i‘c‘:/genemiEﬁé‘ﬁe‘:,
affectively neutal/affective .

The governmenmi funciions are rule= mqking, rule~-
application and rule. - adjudication. These are the functions
performed by the three main structures of government, i.e.,
legisiature, executive and judiciary. In proposing thut the
functions that they perform be studied instead of the structures,
Almond, for analyfical purposes, ‘seeks to differentiate ihe
role from the si'ruci"ureo As -elsewhere within the model, his
concern is with the performance of ’Funch@nsa These can be
studied by noting and comparing funciions and their styles
of performance. .

Because of their voverwheimi’ng prevalence in the non
Wesi’ern areas, Almond has sought to iliustrate the perform=
ance of the above functions with the aid of three types of

polsﬂccxl systems suggested by E. Shils as ch@r@cternvum
. This fynction is crucial n the sense that the periommance of all ofl

‘Lf"&ncho%?" inveives dommunicafian




the new societies: tutelary democracies, modernizing oligar-
chies and i‘radi’i’ionqlﬁisi‘i‘c“oii’gdrchiesvol In these systems, i1t
is suggesied, that the boundaries between the structures

performing the output functions is poor,i.e., the structures
ore undifferentiated with respect to funciions. By contrast,
the "boundary maintenance" in Western systems is relatively
good. Fur.fh.er, it is suggested that examining the political

culiures of different political systems together with the

manner and model in-which the political functions are perform-

ed can be used for mékiﬁg deduciions about the mode and
scope of governmen?al functions. Parsorian paftern variable
can help us in this endeavor.

However, Almond has expressed doubts about the effi=
cacy of narrowing our focus to the study of governmental
funciions in facilitating.the comparison of the performance
of political systems . As a consequence, greafer stress has
been rightly placedsupon ithe four political functions. The
reasons for this cu‘e.H\ne‘:".‘n’:ndeferm?’nacy of the formal govern~
mental structures in most of the non=- Western dreus; and fhe
deviations from coemstitutional qnd"iﬁsgdk norms that occur
in the perfermance o'f.,gevernmenmi funciions. Further,
studying the governmental struciures would h{we ybélded

litile of predictable value, for it is wha, i..'.gc:ré?s in® and

f‘*@smg that which “"comes

"how* that is most significant in wh

out . o g A
It should be neted that Almond's functional model did

not explicitly seek to deal with the problem of chaﬁgeea

However, one of the -objeciives. of ithe proposed model is to
-enie prop

facilitate the analysis of :political systems. Insofar as poiitical

system analysis is employed in its widest sense, then to thai

a

1. Edward Shils,"Political Development in the New
States,” (mimeographed paper prepared for the Commiitee on
Comparative Politics,Social Science Research Councii,1959).

2, Almond and” C’c!emcm op.cit.,p.52.

3. Despite. the title of the book ("”'é Wf:es of’ the Developing Areas),
the mode! iiself is concerned with facilitaling cross=seciional analysis of political
systems, especiaily those that are temied the “deve!apmg areas " Almond and
Coleman, op.cit.,p.11,



phenomena whose referent is the political system.

to political systems constituite one such phenomena. i

occur to political sysiems, then the model should be capa
of analyzing such changes. it is our purpose here to examin-
how this is done. To be more specific, we shall seek fo
understand how the .model deals with the problem of change
viewed longitudinally. Towards this end, two questions wii!
be raised:; What factors cause political systems to chunge,
and, Bow do these changes affect the political system 7?
Bagically, the model employs funetional categories, univerd'

in scope, as the tools for the understanding of political sy

The functional categories are dichotomized into inputs und
outputs of the political system, with the former representin.
the political functions and the laiter the governmenial one:
Following the impliications of sysiems analysis, we have ths
interdependence of the functional categories that comprise
the system. But, following the dichotomization. of the seven
functional categories info inputs and outputs, if may be
more useful to study the interdependence between the diche:-
omized classes dand within the cotegories of each elass,; .o ..
the iﬁferdependeﬂce between the inpuis and outpuis, and
within the inputs and outpuis. We can now proceed fo examine

the factors that cause changes fo political systems.

In functional ferms, the analysis of a political sysiom

involves studying the structures that per*}fqﬁ’im the seven univ:
ersal funciions and the styles of their performance ., Thevetfa.
any changes in the structures that perform the said funciionm
and/or in the styles of their performance means a change in
the political system itself.But, in order fo understand whai
factors cause changes in politicaol systems, we have to unday

stand, why a political system performs as it does, ?
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The two major-influencing factors that determine why
ceriain sfrucfures perform certain functions and the siyles
of their performance are the political culture of the sysiem

and the political socialization patterns of the polificai

system ., The political culture of o system refers to the sysiem
of beliefs (values and norms), symbols, eand authority patterns
operafing within the system. Through the process of politicul
socialization, the individual is inducied into the political
culture., Ifs end product is a set of atfitudes (i.e., cognif~
ions, value standings and feelings) rowards the political
system, its various roles and role incumbents. It also includea:
knowledge of values affeciing, and feelings toward the inpuis
and outpuis of the system. Coupied with the sociaiizaiion
function is fhe recruiiment Fe,mc:i”iern1 The latter recruits
people into rolesz and the former decides the performance

of these roles. .‘

In suggesting that the political socialization patieran
inducts individuals into the political culfure, we do not
intend o convey a static impression. in other words, the
political cuiture is capable of being changed or modified
by the political socialization paiterns. After ail, the
political cuiture does nof exist in a vac"uumg The political
system is a part of the larger social system, and it aiso
is comprised of numerous sub=~systems of its own. Thus, the
poilitical culfure will, fo an ex?eni‘,A reflect the charocrer~
istics of the larger social cuiture and of the numerous sub -

cultures. The various sub=culiures interact producing chan;

in the political culture. For example, environmental faciors

1. "The political recruitmeni funciion fakes up where the generai
politicel socializarion function leaves off . | recruits members of tho soclely
out of particular subculiures ~ religious communities, stutuses, classes, ethnic
communities, and the like ~ and inducis therm into the specialized rotes of
the political system, frains them in the appropriate skills, provides them with
political cognitive maps, values, expeciations, and affects .~ Almand and
Coleman, op.cit.,p.3l. '

2. Any paitterned interaction of roles is catled a structure .
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such as urbamzai’mn, indus?fmilzah@n, literacy, trade and
commerce,fechnology, and so forth, are constantly ‘inter~
acting. Such interaction determines the political culiuise,
and changes in the pattern and content of inferaction go
towards producing changes in the political culture of the
system. In -reférri’ng to the politicat culiure of sysiems,
Almond writes,"All .political systems - the developed Wastern
ones as well as the less~developed non-Western ones = are
transitional systems, or syé?ems in which cuitural change
is taking place .

Changes in the political culiure, amongst other thin
feand to changes in the political socialization patierns, amj
these, in turn, lead to changes in the structures that perfors
the seven functions and the styles of their performance. To
quote Almond again,"lnsofar as the culture and structiure
are adapting and chang%s’ngf z‘he sccaehzahcn patterns Gre
also likely to be Ch@ﬁding '

Further, the political socialization patterns within
the numerous sub-sysiems that comprise the political sysiem
may differ, producing a fragmented poii‘ﬁca! culiure, and

where this differs from euriler sociaiization patterns fo tha

o

sub-system, changes in the politicol sysiem iiself will be
caused, '

To the political.socialization patierns, we can add
the recruitment patterns and the chaﬁges to the same . Thus,
we have an elaboraie network of political culture, poiitical
socialization and political recruitment patferns mutually
influencing and being influenced by each other. This whois
network is also simulianeousiy inferacting with the larger
social system - the environment. Such interactions heip
produce changes inrboth directions,i.e., to the political

culfure, political socialization patfterns, poi%ﬁcai recruir -~

Almond and Cci@man,epec.‘é%q,‘peﬂig
2. Lﬁg"@,psi‘?;
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ment patterns and fo the larger social system itseif. in any
e,mp‘iricallsi’udy:of a political system, the direction and
influence, and the poinis where the mFiuence is exerfed can
be studied and asceri‘ameda

The emphasis on studying the political culture and
‘the political spc‘ic!iz-@ﬂ@n pai‘i‘e.rﬁ:s stem from their impori-
ance .in the andlysis of political systems and fo the analysis
of change. The performance of the other functions of the
political system are related to the performance of the social-
ization and recruitment ?usﬁcfion, and this in turn, as we
noted above, is related to the political culture of e system .
Further, the perfcrm&nce of the p@i:i’acal functions ( npuis)
~helps determine the governmentail functions (ou%pufs) si.8 .0,
the inputs help determine the outpuis and vice-versa. In
addition, given that the inputs-ouiputs of a political syste
operate within the larger:social system (fhe eﬁvwcnmeﬁi‘), W
have the laiter exerting an influence on the politicual system
in the form of culturat influences, -

indeed, having.undersicod the political culture of o
system and the peii“é‘i@éxi socialization function together with
how changes may occur o them, it is but a simple step o
understand the consequent functional changes that occur in
political systems and the factors help cause such changes
Almond explains this. more vividi y when he writes,

"The analysis of ihe poinscai socialization function

in a particuiar society.is basic to the whole fieid

of political cxm:;lysas #He goes on to add,*Furthermore,
the si'udy of political sociclization and pois ical
SEUbTUTEe . corl@res essential 1o the unaerstanding or the

other political Tunctions., For, if political socializai~

ion produces the basic aftitudes in @ socliety toward
the political system, its various roles, and public

&

&

policy, then by studying political culture and politic
sociaglization we can gain understanding of one m‘ the
essential conditions which affect the way in whic

these roles are performed, and the kinds of p@i?i‘i’z‘;gi
inputs and"ompui’s which these roles produce . " = Z,

ai

t.lFor a distinction between political and @overmﬂenml i‘umrmﬁsisem above,
p.80,
2. Almond and Coleman,op .cit.,p.31.



Having examined the factors that cause changes fo
political systems, we can now seek an answer to our second
question,viz, How do these chan-gesi'affeci‘ the political
system ? . - '

In answering ‘this question, the model offers us littie
help, but then it d_i‘,é? not seek to answer this question. As
no typology has been provided with respect to the 'per"’form“
ances of the seven'f'ﬁ‘;@]gfi;éhs“iby'"-;s,i’ru‘c:..i'ure.s and styles, we
can only say that cm‘y,'ch"dﬁge in the structure(s) '_"Ef;“e"r’iormiﬂg
the function(s) and/or in the style(s) of performance causes
a political system fo change over time. Apart from saying
that the polit ical system -ch@m-ges over time, we cannof say
much else with the aid of the model, as no characterizdtion
of different systems has been provided. Such a change over
time involves different structures performing the functions
and/or different styles of per'?s:rm‘cm-ce-,

Almond does not propose any.-specific method for
empirical usage. The-five area specialisis whose works are
included in the book have freely foliowed their own approach
in analyzing the performances of the political systems, the
only common feature .is that the analysis was done largely
in terms of Almond's functional categories.

The theoretical model is a highly sophisticated and
conceptually well thoughi-out piece of work, and it is not
surprising that it has been received with faver and enthusiasm
by the discipline in generaiai As a.model, it has also been

applied successfully -fo.numerous countries, apart from the

2

seventy=-six "developing areas” considered in fhe book.,

1. For exampié,‘ Fred W. Riggs has described it as the
"bible." Refer to,"The Theory of Developing Polifies,® in
World Politics, October 1963, p.148, »

2, See the country studies in Litile Brown Series,
Boston: Little,Brown & Co.,1964=65.) Jean Grossholtz,
Potitics in the Phillipines;Richard Roese,Politics in England;
Frederick C., Barghoorn, Polifics in Russia; Leonard J. Fein,
Politics in Israel; Robert E. Scott, Politics in Mexico,; Leonard
M. Thompson, Polities in fthe RepubliT oFf Soufh AFrica.
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Hewevér, as a model it is not without its crifics.
Leonard Binder considers its claim fo being a functionalist
system of the polity and concludes that it is "really neither
functionalist nor a -s’ys‘i‘ema"-i Binder argues that the funci=
ionalist categories have been derived neither by logic nor
by empirical research, and that they are not informed by
any general theory of politics. Further, he feels that the
claim that it comprises a sysiem is arbitrary.

Whilst Binder's criticisms are partly correct on factual
grounds, they are in our opinion misdirected., Models to ke
sure are of many kinds, and amongst these are included models
that have been arbitrarily formed for purposes of postulating
intuitively felt relationships, so that these may be tested.
That such a model is most unlikely to "fit the facts® is agreed,
but surely the utility of any model lies in its ability to explain,
indicate areas for further research, and perhaps, preditt. As
for the shortcomings on other grounds, Binder has failed to
spell them out., However, it is our contention, that a model
does not have fo be the offspring of an accepted theory. if
can,with equal validity, be purely speculative in nafure,
and be a step in the direciion of theory=building. However,
with respect to any model, we recognize that there is either
an explicit or an implicit theory behind it.

Binder has also failed to spell out what he means By
a system, and whether or not there is only one understanding
of functionalism. To our knowledge, there are at least three
ways of looking at functionalism, or rather three ways in
which functionalism has been empioyed; (a) in terms of the
social system, (b) in terms of a concrefe practice or sysfem,
and (¢) in terms of concrete social struciures.

Almond’'s wish that the model be considered as o teni-

ative step in the direction of develcping.a "probabilistic®

I. Leonard Binder,op.cit.,p. (0.

2. Ernest Nagel distinguishes seven meanings of functions and shows how
rarely in the functionalist literature they are distinguished. E. Nagel,The Structuié
of Seience, (New York: Harcourt Brace & World, 1961), pp . 522-26.,




theory of politics can now be considered. He suggesis that
"political systems be compared in terms of probabilities of
performance of the specified funciions by the specified
s’i‘r’uci‘uresn‘“!i Statistid¢al formulation of the theory and iis
variables would, it is hoped, make explicit the nature

of any proposition with respect to the structures, functions
and styles of performance of the polity. However, hév?ng
% between the above, the

found the statisfical coumleldd biran
quesiion may be asked, So what ? Since a political system

s

qua system can be in g state of fiux flowing from the inter=
dependent nature of its components, and the interaciion of
the system with its environment, how do we ensure that any
given statistical relationship wiill hold long enough for
comprehension and prediction purposes ? Further, since each
component of a system is affected by numerous forces, many
of which are diffuse in nature ( and infermittent), how do
we know what variables have gffected structure X, or to
what extent ? Or, are all of these variabies too to be Guant-
ified for reference purposes, assuming that they do lend
themselves to quantification. Whilst we certainly share Almond’s
aspirations, we feel it may be premature for these prospects

to obtain, g‘iven'%he complexity and diversity of polifical
phenomena.

At a different level, Almond’s theoretical model meriis
further criticism. The model, like Binder's model, seems o
have been determined parily by the empirical dota presented
to him., Almond admits that, "much of iis content was devel-
oped affer the area sections were campiei‘@d.“z This has
numerous implications for research, some of which have ulvecdy
been discussed 'e-'i-'sewh'-e?e-'oés? ‘A stmilar point, and some additional

1. Almond and Coleman,eopie¢tt.,p.59.
2.°Vbid ., p.viii, T
3. See above,pp.5i1-52,



criticism has been made by Heinz Eulau. He writes:,

"ithe particular country analyses seem fo be quite independent

of the theoretical chapter as well as fo each other. Clearly

a distinction should be made between conducting empirical
research in different sites within a unified theoretical

framework which is uniformly operationalized in all phases

of the research process, and post~fucto interpretation of
separafely conducted research, no maiter how much that research
may have been ‘influenced’® by prior theoretical understandings
among individual researchers.” ~J,

Further, Almond's mere substitulion in the case of outpu:

functions of descripltive categories by andalyfical ones seems
to have accomplished [ittle. Thut the bureaucracy and judi-
ciary legislate, the executive adjudicates, and so forth,
has been known for a long time, and the point is made by
Almond himself., If no new concepis capable of explaining
such mixed roles could be elaborated, then our thinking
essentially remains wedded to the old triad and its concomit-
ants, and in this Almond could have contributed more.
However, he recognizes the shoricomings, but fails to offa:
a solution, He writes:

While there is jusiification for having underpluyes
the governmental struciures in this study, their

neglect in the development of the theory of the

nF

functions of the volity represents a serious shortecomins.
§ i

The threefold classification «ofi, governmenigl or
output functions ... will nof cagrry us very far in
our efforts at precise comparison of the performance
political systems. - 2,

Lastly, one of the alleged iimitations of emplioying
a functional-system theory as proposed by Almond is that
it facilitates only "static® analysis.” This flows from the
equilibrium or harmony ‘implicit amongst the parts of the

system. Thus, in studying the "developing"” areas, such a

framework can only provide analytical "snapshois® of

1. Heinz Eulau, "Comparative Political Analysiss A Methodelogical Note, ©

Midwest Journal of Political Science, November 1962,p 402,

3. Referring to the above model in a subsequent book, Almend and Poweli
write, "Our earlier formulation was suitable malaliafor the analysis of political
systems in a given cross section of time.” Almond and G .Bingham Powell, Com
tive Polities: A Developmental Approach , (BostonsLittle, Brown & Co., | )

2, Almond and Coleman, op.cit.,p.55.
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systems with respect to the siructures that perform given
functions, and their styles of performance, but it cannot
account for any changes to political systems. In short, the
functional model does not lend itself towards facilitating

a "dynamic” comparative political analysis of systems, and
neither was this its infent. Such an objective was subsequent-
ly sought by Almond in his article of 1965.]

With respect to studying the problem of change, the
model has proved itself capable of providing us with an
analysis of change. This, however, refiects more the internal
logic and innercigomisistiency of the model,than a successful
attempt to deal explicitly with the problem of shange. Affer
all, any model that seeks to facilitate the analysis of a
political system should spell out the elements of the polity,
the interrelationships between the various elements that
comprise it, and perhaps the possible changes to such relai-
ionships, and the causes of such changes. That these have
been spelled out by Almond in this model is a reflection of
the strength of the model with respect to facilitating the
analysis of changes in political systems.

With respect to Gnde'rs?qnd‘ing the effect, changes in
political systems have upon the political sysiem itself, we
have noted the absence of o typology that may facilitate
our inquiry. As Almond did not propose to answer this questi=
on, he has neither proposed such o typology. However, the
model does not prevent analysis from developing typologiss
that may suit their needs” with respect to understanding
change. The typology could be characterized by specific
configurations of structures performing functions in specific
styles. Such a typology could facilitate an analysis of

change along two. dimensions 5. Systemic Change and System

T, Gobriel A. Almond,"A Developmental Approach to Political Systems, *
World Politics, January 1965,pp. i83-2 14, :

Z. One author commenting upon typologies, suggesis that the ideal-types
be so consructed that they can act as guideposis for empirical ressarch . "As the
‘Type is constructed , real societies may be arranged in order of the degree of
resemblance to it." R.Redfield, "The Folk Scciety & Culiure,™ in Louis Wirth {ed.}
Eleven Twenty Six, (ChicagosUniversity of Chicago Press, 1940),p.39.
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Changeﬁfhﬁh gwges to :political systems that result in the
political sysfem being characterized by the same TYPE over
time could be viewed as Systemic Change, and changes that
cause a political system to be characterized by another
TYPE over fime can be viewed as System Change. Clearly,
the distinction between the two dimensions of change is
dictaied by the typoleogy construcied. Bui, since typologies
are heuristic devices, this is not a eriticism. Insofar as
the typology facilitates our understanding of change, fo
that extent, we may say it is useful, and the greater the
understanding facilitated by the i‘ypaiogy, the greater is
the utility of the typology.

With respect to Almond's expressed desire of a "proba-
bilistic theory of politics we feel that such a theory would
be useful from the perspective of understanding changes in
political systems over time. Such a theory would lend statist-
ical accuracy to the analysis of political systems, and since
the analysis of change is related to that of political system
statistical accuracy would aid the analysis of changes in
political systems too., Howaver, the feasibility of a proba-
bilistic theory of a polity is quite another marter, and has
been commenied upon earlier in this chapter.

Another sirength of the examined model lies in the
fact that it has tackled o formiable ftask in shaping new
concepts, such as poiitical culture, role, structure, and so
forth, to suit the contemporary discipline of polities, Further,
the model has linked the concepis together in an infricufe
pattern to form the now much respecied funciional model of
" polities. That the model can further the analysis of change
in political systems testifies to the utility of the concepis
employed by Almond and the manner of their finkiﬁg together
to form a model . |

As for certain shoricomings that have been identified

above with respedgt to our immediate objeciive, it may be



‘pointed out that they do not constitute or reflect a failure
of the model to fulfil certain ends, Surely, we cannof indicit
o model's capabilities for falling short in areas that it did

not explicitly seek to cover.



CHAPTER VIII

GABRIEL A, ALMOND AND SIDNEY  VERBA:

THE CIVIC CULTURE®

Almgad:ang Verba in their siudy have sought to ascertain,
with the aid of quantifaiive indices, the cultural characterisiic
vof‘Fi’ve nations. These are then examined against posited
model of Civic Culture. The latter represents the character-
istics of a funetioning democratic pci’iﬁc@!.sysmma

Basically ithe }r’;cdeﬁ concern.s“a'%self'wifh the interrela-
tionships at a .vg‘iven point in time of numerous variables that
heip characterize the political culture ofwa political system.
The political culture of @ nation is, "the particular distribu~
_i’im; of patterns of orientations towards po??i‘icai objects
gmong the members of the nézi"icam"ir

A three fold classification of orientations (i.e.,

cognitive, affective and @vaiuaﬁve)z ond a three fold

*Gabriel A. Almond & Sidney Verba, The'Civic Culiure: Political Atti=
tudes and Democraty in Five Nations, (Princeton, N, J.: Princeion Univ. Press,
19637

I.Almond. and Verba, op. cit., pp. 14, 15.
2,See above, p. 2 (for further elaboration).

97
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identified. The threefold classification of objects of political
orientation is: (a) specific rules or structures, such as legis-
lative bodies, executives, or bureaucracies; (b) incombents

of roles, such as particular monarchs, iegis‘lqtors, and
administrators, and (c¢) particular public Pélicies, Decisions,
or Enforcements of decisions.!

Depending on the type of orientations the ciftizens of a
nation have, we can, for analytical purposes, characterize
nations with given types of political culi‘urevs, To further
this end a three fold classification of political cultures as
ideal=types ha.s been proposed, (i.e., parochial, subject and
participant culture.?

it may be noted that the above ciassfficafion of cultures
was intended to enable the cultural characterization of political
systems on the basis of the particular distribufion of patterns
of orientations at a given point in time. 1In other words, the
model has consciously concerned itself with facilitating the
characterization of political cultures of systems on the basis
of the orientations at given cross~sections.in fime. It foilows

then that no conscious attempt was made, for analytical

3

........................

1.Almond and Verba, op. cit., p. 5.

2.5ee above, p. 3.

N

3.Almond and Verba write "...our classification has left out entirely the
dimension of political devel t and political ch i i 2i.
dimension of political development and political change. " op.cit., p. 2i.
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The Civie Culture introduces highly refined concepiua~

lization for womparisons of political attifudes in five countries;
Britain, the United States of America, Germany, italy, and
Mexico. Five thousand interviews were planned and gathered,
and their interpretation took almost five years. Considering
the magnitude of the problems encountered and the methods
they devised to circumvent them, i"r. is indeed @ significant
feat.

The purpose of this model are mdany and may be seen from

different levels. It seeks to fulfill the need for a significant

systematic comparison among polities based on quantified
analysis. In doing so; it aftempts to be novel. However, in
so doing it is very often neither systematic, comparative, nor
quantified. It contributes to the theory of democracy by
suggesfing 'i'baf certain attitudingl attributes dre characterisiic
of democracy and that certain siructures help sustain if.
Further, it seeks to identify the social and personality factors
that augur well for the emergence and maintenance of a
democratic civic order. It has improved, conceptualizations
of broad cate gories and used mer*hodological innovations.

The model is formouiated in the first chapier and the
methodological considerations take up the next. The main

body of the book is then devoted to the careful reporting and
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interpreta®ien of the data collected within the model's
frame=-work. The wujor variables have to do wif‘h such pheno-
mena as orientations foward the po'l?i'i'cal system, politics and
government, babilify and level of participation, extent of
co~operation as exhibited in the prevalence of ability to form
organizations and as related to trust and confidence in leaders
both supporting and opposing the citizen's viéwsn The con=
cluding chapter reiqi‘es the concept of 'eivic culture' to
democriatic ftheory.

The model is based on @ hosi of carefully defined terms
with their relations with one another carefully speiled out.
The authors start with the concept of the political culture,
which, when applied to a national context comprises, "the
particular distribution patterns of orientations towards
political objecis among the members of the nation."! The
rest of the discussion refined, elaborates, defines, and relates
the constituent parts of this statement to ecach other.

With Talcott Pawrsons help, three types of orfentations
are presented:

(Weognitive orientations, " that is knowlaedge or balief about the
political system, iis role and the incumbents of these roles, its

T.Almond and Verbe, ibid., p. 5,

M~MASTFR LINIVERSITY LIBRARY
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about political systems, roles, personnel, and performance, and

(3) "evaluative orientation," the judgements and opinions about

political objects that typiecally involve the combination of value

standards and criteria with information and feelings.,?

Next, "the particular distribuiion of pafterns” is
considered. These are interpreted to mean either a "general®
political system (toward which such sweeping sentiments as

"big,""smd”," i

patrioiic” are exprassed), input or ouféu%
processes (i‘he‘se are defined in terms of David Easton's
formulation), or "self" as po%‘ii"i.cal actor, e;xf the other end
of the scale.

The types of orientations are then related to the types
of distribution patterns, with the purpose of conceptualizing
the different kinds of political cultures.

It is the frequency of orientations toward the distribution
patterns that determine the nature of the political cuiture.
The absence of frequency of any type of orientation (rhat is,
ignorance of, or indifference toward) any type of distribution
pattern would indicate o "parochial political culture.”" A
high frequency of affective orientation towards oufpuf patterns
and the general political system, but its absence towards other

i

patterns, sould be a "subjective political culture. Finally,

1.lbid. , p. 15,
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the distribution patterns (i.e., general pol‘ii'i’ca.l systems,
input process, output process, and self as active participant)
would be a "participant political culture. ™

However, very few political cultures are of such @
homogeneous nature that they fit one category o-r another.
What is more, their "mixed" character can be of two kinds:

(i) an orientation toward the pattern of attributes may not be
uniform (i.e., it may be "subject™ in one case and "partici=-
pant" in the other), and (ii) pelitical cultures themseives may
exhibit a mixture of characteristics of one kind and another
(i.e., an overwhelmingly participant political culture may
have pockets of subject and parochial cultures).

in order that a citizen's attitudes towards effeciive
performance may be discerned, three further concepts are
introduced to relate political cuitures to political structures.
These are, "congruence, threshholds;, and proportions.” A
congrueni political culture would march with, or, be appro-=
priate for a particular political structure., "in general, a
parochial , subject, or participant culture would be most
congruent with, respectively, a traditional political structure,
a centralized aquthoritarian structure, and a democratic

political structure."! Since incongruent relationships are

‘1, bbids, p. 21,
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quite frequent, their further classification, it would appear,
is required. When related io fh_e types of orien.ations, this
process may vield a scale. When ‘Frequenc.ies of all types of
orientations are posiftive (i.'e.‘, a congruent political system
prevails) an "allegiant” political culture would exist; when
some type(s) of orientations are strong while others are weak, an .
"apathetic” ﬁoiifical culture; and when the orientations are
either weak, indifferent, or negative, an "alienized" political
culture.

Since most systems are incongruent, the three types of
political cultures (parochial, subject, and participani) may

also be seen as. combinations: "parochial=subject,™ "subjeci=

participant,” and "parochial=~participant. These combinations
are the only ones selected because of their occurence in the
past or present. "Parochial=subject” political culiure was

the initial stage toward political development in %hevhi’si'ory
of many nations; and "subject=participant” was their next
stage. However, there is nothing inevitable about political
development proceading © rough these categories; a complete
halt or even regression is just as possible, "Parochiai~
participant” political culfure is characteristic of the new

states. The existence within it of the extetemities is the

source of much instabifity.
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The prevalence of heterogeneous political systems
necessifatres some further refinement of concepts. Within
each political -culture there are likely to exist pockeis of
different ¢cultures. The latter are called subculiures and
may be of two kinds: (1) a kind of subculture that denies
legitimacy to the political system, and (2) one characterized
by disagreement with the policies and orientations of the
predominant culture, but not questioning iis legitimacy.

A similar distinction may also be drawn in the role
cultures of those that fill the positions in the specialized
structures; e.g., army, parfy, communications., The differences
in their cultures may stem from the procedures or reguirements
of recruitment, or in the process of induction info the roles
after recruitment. The extent of the differences would be
significant, but more so would be their nature: whether they do
or do not question the political system's legitimacy.

For theoretical purposes, "Civic Culture" is confrasted
with democratic polities views of their own political culture
as it is described in civic manuals for citizenship training.
These stress citizen's participation, adequate flow of infor-
mation, "rational" choice in casting votes, and so forth, The
essential characteristics are activity, rationality, and involve-

ment; it may be called the "rationalist=activity" model.
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"Civie Culture ", on the other hand, shares some of
these attributes, but actually falls short of meeting these
criteria fully. It is a mixed culture, combining different
orientations, cultures and incongruencies. tts heterogeneity
includes passivity, traditionality and parochial values.

The civic culture is apt for democracy as it hel ps
maintain that fine baiance upon which a democratic polity
supposedly rests. The nature of this balance and the civic
culture's contribuiion fo ¥t need explanaiion.

The hallmark of any democracy is the check, conirol,
and influence the masses can have over the gevernmental
power. The iséuev here is of giving power to the government
officials and yet keeping them responsive to the masses'
needs. But surely giving the officials power implies a degree
of passivity on the part of the masses. Any confliet is there~
fore channel.iec_i through the established institutional structures
of @« democratic system: e.g., formal and informal checks, and/
or elections. rli' is also reconciled in the attitudes of citizens,
as the survey showed. |In this respect, the authors suggest
that no danger exists to the existence of fhe’pqiﬂ‘?cal system
itself. Referring to politics, they write "as much as our data
suggesi: and as the data from many other studies confirm, is not

'i'Ah_e1 uppermost problem in his (i.e., the citizen's) mind, "

1. Ibid., p. 482.
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A different kind of balance is also called for in the

" This is between cleavage and consensus.

"Civic Cuiture.
Since democracy is seen as a choice among alternatives, there
are bound to be differences as to which alternative should be
chosen. While this provides for cleavage, an essential con-
dition of democracy, it should not eut so deep as to threaten
the existence of the system. HMHencs, an overriding consensus
is necessary which will adjust differences. Data on social
trust and co=~operativeness, and attitudes towards primary
groups substantiate this view. Appeals to overriding consid-

erations such as solidarity of the political system and "rules

of the game™ are relevant here. So also is the tradition of
"loyal opposition., ™

Despite the above, it is important fto note that the model
permits an examingiion of the factors that may lead to changes
in political cultures over time. Indesd, our first objective
here is fo examine the factors that lead to chcznées in polifical
cultures over time.

Given that the poliftical culture of @ nation is the
particular di'bsf‘ribufion of patterns of orientations fowards
political objects among the members of the nation, it follows
then that changes in the particular distribution of patterns of
orientations towards political objects among "rh‘@ members of

the given nations lead: to changes in its political culture.



In-s.pe.ak'ing of changes in the "particular distribution
of patterns of orientations" we are, from an-dna!yfical per=
spective, essentially speaking of two kinds of changes:

(a) changes in the patterns of orientafions, and (b) changes
in the particular distribution of orientations.! We shall
examine each briefly.

In terms of changes in the pattern of orientations, any

given political culture is a cultural "mix", i.e., it includes

orientations of all three kinds=—parochial, subject and

participant. Thus a "parochial,”

"subject," or "participant"
political culture includes ali the above three types of
orientations. Further, any one or more of the given patterns
of orientations can change over time; i.e, a "parochial”
orientaftion can change into a "subject” or a "participant”
orientation.

Changes in the orieniations of individuals can be
caused by many factors. For example, by changes in the
relationships between patterns of social interaction; by
changes in the relation between organizational affiliation and

activity and political competence and participation; by

1. These may respectively be viewed as the qualitative and the quantitative
components of a@ culture. Changes in an orientation, from a parochial to a subject
or participant orientation can be seen as & qualitative change, and changes in the
particular distribution or orientations can be seen as a quantitative change.
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changes in the politicul attitudes effected by patterns of
participation in family, school, work=group; and by changes
in the culture itself.

Further, changes in orientafions along our threefold
classification are not effected at the expense of earlier
orientations. In other words, o new orientation does not
replace an eér!i’er one. Instead, it acts as an additional
stratum, though, to be sure, it does not ieavaA the earlier
orientations unchanged. In this respect, Almond and Verba
write: "The participant culture does not supplant the subject
and parochial patterns of orientations. The participant
culture is an additional stratum that may be added to and
combined with the subjeet and parochial eulture." In eddition
they write, "The parochial orientations must adapt when new
and more specialized orientations enter the picture, just as
both parochial and subjeci orientations change when participant
orientations cr'e'czc:qu'irec:?."li

With reference to changes in the particuiar distribution
of orientations, it should be noted ithat since all types of
n

political cultures are in fact cultural "mixes,

P . B I R v I B R B

we have all

Vel S e e e e e

1. Almond and Verba, op. cit., p. 20.
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three types of orientations in any given culture. The criteria

by‘@hich political cultures are designated dépendsion the

particular distribution of orientations. Therefore, if the

particular distribution of orientations changes, from say a

majority of parochial orientations to a majority of subject

or participant orientations, then clearly the designation of

the given political culiture wiill also change. For the purposes

of empirically cs‘cerféining these orientations dt @ given point

in time, Almond and Verba have outlined methods for obmih‘i’ng

.qumni‘ii‘@i'ive indices. stever-, the precise crifteria by which

a parficular distribution of orientations is franslated into

given political cultures has not been spelled out. Researchers

can develop their own guidelines to suit their specific objectives,
Having examined the concepis of "patterns of orientations”

and "particular distribution of orientaiions,”

we have shown
how changes to these may occur, and the relationship of such
changes to other components of the culture. In addition, it
may be nofea that changes in the patterns of orientations
and/or in the particular disiribution of orientations must lead
to changes in the political culture.

In examining political systems with respect to changes

in their culture, we find that further complications are

involved. These flow from the faet that each kind of polity
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(i.e., traditional, authoritarian, and democratic) has only
one form of sf.ruci“ure that is congruent with its own culture, |
Hence, changes in the culture of a polity, when uncompensated
by corresponding changes in the structure of the same polity,
may lead to incongruence between siructure and culture. Such
incongruence or instabflity in turn induces further changes in
the structure(s) and/or culture of the polity. The actual
extent and nature of these changes cannot be logically inFerred.,
but have to be defermined empiri’cé”y.

Further, such incongruence for various reasons may be .

2

a common feature of numerous political systems,% and because
of their widespread prevalence, Almond and Verba have iden-
tified three types of systemically mixed political cultures;
viz., the parochial=-subject cuiture, the subject-participant

culture, and the parochial=participant culture.® The factors

that lead to changes in these types of political cultures are

- P N B P I T - - - -

1."A congruent political struciure would be one appropriate for the culiure;
~ in other words, where political eognition in the population would fend to be accurate
and where affect and eveluation wouid tend to be favorable. In general, a parochial,
subject, or participant culture would be most congruent with, respectively, a tradi=
tional political structure, o ceniralized authoritarian structure, and a democratic
political structure. " For further elaboration see, ibid., pp. 21-22,

2, For example, Almond and Verba write;, "Particularly in these decades of
rapid cultural change, the most numerous political systemsimey be those that have failed
to attain congruence, or are moving from one form of polity foanother, " Ibid. , p. 21,

3., For an elaboration of the characteristicsof these types of political cuftures,
sea Ibidi, pp. 23=26.
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the same as for any other type of political ¢ulture. These have
already been (identified above. However, with respect to the
political cultures of politicai systems, there are certain
limiting factors that heip to determine changes in cultfure.
The nature of the culiure itself is a limiting factor. Since
the political and psychological dimensions of any political
culture have great significance for the stability and perfor-
mance of the vpoiif‘icai system, it follows that they would also
help determine further changes to ihe said system. As «
logical extension of the above argument, when changes in the
culture of a political system occur, the manner in which the
shift takes place helps determine further changes in its
culture. In. this respect, Almond and Verba write, "The way
in which the shift from a parochial 7o @ subject culture is
solved greatly affects the way in which the shifi from o subject
to a participant culiure takes pscicfa.".i

Thus far we have examined the factors-that lead to
changes in political cultures, with and without respect to
political systems. The second and final objective of this
chapter is to examine the effect of changes within political
culfures upon the type of political culture itself. For analyti=-

cal purposes we can view this along two dimensions: Intra=

Cultural Changes-and Cultural Changes, v rvee oo

1..:1bid. , p. 24.
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Intra=Cultural Changes encompass all alterations in
the relationships of the components of @ given culture=type,
provided the analyf'ica.l culture=type itself remeains unchanged.
Thus it would éncompqss changes in the relationships of the
elements within each component,and changes in the relation=
ship between the components of a given culture. Where such
changes do not, in toto, add up to @ change in the culture=
type ‘i‘fseif, we have an Intra=Cultural type of change.

However, prior o an examination of this dimension of
change it is i’vmpl‘x’cii‘ that we have knowledge of the analytical
characteristics of the various culture~types. As noted above,!..
Almond and Verba have broadly spelled out the cultural char=~
acteristics of three ideal types and of three mixed types of
political cultures. For operational purposes, the Almond and
Verba classification is rather ambiguous and needs greater
precision, ana possibly some refinement. Alternatively, a
new classification embodying these characteristics can be
developed and employed.

Culfura.l' Changes oceur when the net effect of changes
within the components of a culture and between the refation=

ships of the components of a culture is ‘@ change in.a particular

L LN P - T N te

1. See above, ppzel07, 110,
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culture~type itself. The characteristics of the various culfure=
types are matters of definition, and whatever the degree of
refinement such a clasgificaﬁon may possess, its uiility from
our immediate perspective can only be empirically determined.

The whole theory of civic culture’is inductively derived
end hence some atftention is paid to methodological problems.
Almond and Verba's concern is unequivocal. "The ultimate
criteria," they wrife,‘" is the method by which... (the facts)
are gafhered;"]

The method they emplioy is that of survey research. The
influence and insights of voting studies is obvious and it i's‘
openly acknowledged. However, their study differs in that
its focus is attitudes and not elections. It is cross=national,
as opposed fto national, and they have avaiied themseives of
previous insights gained from inferpolity comparisons.

Almond and Verba approach the political orientations
directly by ask-i.ng the people what they think and feel. This
was done by proceeding with a carefully worded questionnaire
through qualified interviewers to a representative sample of
the citizens. By asking the same questions in the five
countries, they have made comparison possible. Broad enough

terms for political phenomena were employed in ordar that the

Pt . w - e e

'ia‘ 'bid;l pa '430
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study may have approximately the same meaning in all the
cultures to which the inferviewees belong. By 'so doing, they
managed fo co.nceptualize in a useful manner: one that avoids
ambiguity.

Survey research has its own problems, and one that covers
five couni'ri'esAhas as many more. For comparative purposes,
the data must be equal in all the f':ivé couniries. How does
one take note of the differences in language, techniques of
interviewing, cultural attitudes towards being interviewed,
point of time in a nation's history or the proximiry to a major
event Wwhen the interview takes place. Pre-testing as many of
the controllable factors as possibie does help the achievement
of better results, but it must be borne in mind that all the
factors do not lend themselves to pre~testing. Almond & Verba
write, "No matter what sort of study is contemplated, one must

contend with these difficulties."!

Yet another problem associ=
ated with equ‘ivﬁlence of data is that of its interpretation.

A broad congep'i’ua!‘ézez“e’en may provide categories for political
attitudes (e.g., political participation), but it does not indi=
cate how it should be measured. Indices, of course, can be

drawn up, but it is difficult to make them broad enough to be

equivalent. Voting, party membership, interest group formation

1. Ibid., p. 6l.
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and so forth may have one kind of meaning anAd significance
in one culturé gnd have a different meaning and significance
in another culture. How then, are the data on each of such
indices to be inferpreted? A related issue concevrns the
objeet of orientation. When an individual's orientation to~-
ward an aspect of government, let us say, has been described,
its interpretation may si'iHv present difficulties. Each orien-
tation may be the product of any number of different exper=
iences within a given political culture. Similarly, the
problem of finding comparable social groups=in education,
income, class, and so forth exist.

While explicitiy stating the difficuities, Almond and
Verba are eager to show that they are inherent in any kind of
survey resea-rch; even a survey confined to one nation cannot
completely eliminate all the possibilities of error and bias.
As a partial remedy, they indicate five measures that they
S

undertook o "maximize comparabiiify. These measures were:

(@) steering away from politica!l institutions and formal structures of
government; (b) the use of broad variables, like "trust”, in order to
overcome criticism of ethnocentricity; (¢) the stress on the percep-
tion of the interviewee himseif, in order fo overcome the object
of orientation difficulty; (d) the reliance on a cluster or pattern of
of related indicators, rather than reliance on one; and (e) the

delineation of groups by broad eriteria, rather than by narrow and
specific ones, in order to obiuin equivalency.

Their attempts at conceptualization are admirable, but
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their usefulness remains to be proved. Some of their concepts
have not been put to use in either the collection or interpre=~
tation of data. For example, the set of terms introduced to
relate polifical culture to political structure, such as congruence,
threshholds, propositions, have not been used. The latter two
have not even been defined. It is unfortunate that such rela=
tionships were not pursued, for they may have had possible
connections with political orientations. Neglect to explore

such possibie connections have deftracted from the study's

almost exhaustive character.

The model describes the component parts of the civie
culture. Having identified them, it endeavors to relate them
to democracy. This resulis, essentially, in a contrast between
the civic culture and the rationality=activist model ‘of demo=
cracy. Subsequently, however, the contrast seems fo dissolve
into compatability, They write:

The ¢ivic culture appears to be particularly appropriate for a demo-

cratic political system. If is not the only form of demoeratic politi=

cal culture, but it seems to be the one most congruent with a stable

political system.

Some confusion results from this. I[f the civic culture i the

s

empirical reflection of a functioning democracy, as they

1. Ibid, , p. 498.
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stress 1‘, then the concern for the appropriateness of one for

the other amounts either to taufological reas‘oh'ing or to an
inadequate clarification of the meanings of "eciviec culture™
and "democratic political system."

Finally, a technical point may be raised: the size of
the "representative" sample chosen for each couniry. én what
basis was 1,000 interviews in ecch.counfry chosen? |If treating
each country on an "equal" basis is the objective, then the
question of the representativeness of a sample vis-a=vis the
universe can. also demand other figures, on the basis of
population, drea, history, education, and so forth., Do not
these indices influence the size of a representative sample?
Such issues are important in any cross~nafional research, and
Almond and Ve.rba's neglect of them is a weakness.

Formerly, we have noted that the model is a static one,
and the study of the political cultures of five nations by
Almond and Verba is based on cross=sectional datd empirically
obtained, However, by separating and examining the various

analytical variables we have found that it is possible to study

1. They write, "We have argued that these two nations (the United States

and the United Kingdom) must clearly approximeate the model of the civic culture, ..
lbid, , p. 493.
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changes in political cultures over time. That such:a study
~would be pregnant with difficulties is not denied. But given
that it was not the formal intention of the authors to facilitate
such a study, any difficulfies that do arise in the performance
of such an exercise are not necessarily to be viewed as
criticisms of Almond and Verba's work.

One of the difficulties is central to the study of culture
change, and involves the linking of citizen's orientations fo
their performcznce; The authors write, "The relationship
between political culture and political structure becomes one
of the most signfficdni‘ researchable aspects of the problem of

nl Theoretically, it would

political stability and change.
seem that the performance of individuals would match their
orientations., Buf Almond and Verbag argue that this is not

necessarily the case, and for purposes of studying the same
they have introduced the concepts of, "proportions, thresh=
holds and congruence. n2 However, having infroduced these

concepts to cover an important aspect of political phenomenon,

we find it exfrgordinary that two of these concepts, i.e.,

]v‘;.' m‘ i‘pa 34-

2. Ibid. , pp. 20-23,
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that none of the concepis have been employed in their
empirical sfud.y..

For the purposes of studying changes over time, the
study of citizens performeances and their relationship fo
orientations are essential for at least two reasons: (a) in~
congruence Eei‘v;/een orientation and perFormanée can in many
instances lead fo changes in i‘h‘e orientations of individuals
and changes in the orientations we have already noted, does
lead to changes in the political culture, and (b) the perfor~
mance of individuals at any given point in time acts as a limit=
ing condition .on further changes that the culture may undergo.

Another difficulty may be seen in Almond and Verba's
clcassi.ficai'i;on of political cultures. In defining their five
nations by culture=types, the authors have not specified the
precise criteria by which a particular distribufion of orienftafions
is labelled X rather than Y. Indeed, we may ask, at what point
does a parochial culture become @ subject culture? From an
explicit point of view, the guestion remains unanswered. In
ca. sense, the lack of precise cui=off points seems ironical in
a study which is highly oriented fo quantitative indices.
Having employed quantitative methods for ascerfai’n‘i’ng the
‘different types of orientations existent in a nation aft a given

point in time, it was but g simpie step to develop a mathema=
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- tical scale for assigning culture=-types to political systems.
Not only have Almond @ind Verba failed to carr’vy their
mathematical zeal to i‘i‘s logical end, they have even failed
to specify the criteria by which culture-types may be desi-
gnated or were designated by them in their study. Such an
outline could have served as methodological guidelines for
fulure researchers.
In @ model that is exempiary in many respects, such

lacunae are a pity.



CHAPTER IX

GABREEL A. ALMOND AND G, BINGHAM POWELL.

COMPARATIVE POLITICS: A DEVELOPMENTAL APPROACH.*

The model is offered as a response, tentaiive in nature,
to the challenges that the discipline of comparative govern=
ment faces; viz {a) the search for comprehensive scope,

(b) search for realism, (¢) search for precision, and (d) the
search for theoretical order. The absence of these quests
are also the characterisiics that are associated with the
"traditional’ approach which has dominated the field until
reé-enf times, and which was criticized by Macridis, |

The emphasis of the proposed model is on aftitude and
behaviot, rather than on insiituiions and Edeéiogys Incorp=
orated within the proposed functional model, which is offered
for the purpds'es of facilitating political analysis, description

and comparison, is the variable of "political development."?

*  Gabriel A, Almond and G. Bingham Powell, Jr. Comparative Politics:
A Developmental Approach, (Bosion & Toronto: Litile, Brown & Co., [966).

1. Roy C. Maeridis, TheStudy of Comparative Government, (New York:
Random House, 1955). :
2. This is discussed below, see p. 122,

121
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Almond and Powell write, "Political change is one of the
most pervasive and fundamental concerns of our anaiysis‘"g
Further the concept of poliftical development was iniroduced
info the model in order to be more realistic Wii-h respect to
the characterization of political systems. They recognize

that change is the law of life, and that political sysiems are
no exception. All poiitical sysiems are always developing.

A éenui’ne comparative politics must be able to compare pol-
itical systems both over time and over space. It is the
achievement of Almond and Powell that their model can be
employed for comparing politicai sysiems, whether they Be
primitive, de.mocrm‘ic or fotalitarian, Western or non=-Western.
It can also be employed for comparing political systems at
different levels or stages of "developmentd Wiith this scope

in mind, the authors write, "We have emphasized political
development because we believe thai this approach enables

us to lay the basis for prediciion as well as for description

H2

and explanation. indeed, the authors have lavished greaf

care and attention in developing a framework capable of

1. Almond & Powell, op.cit., p.41.

2. Ibid., p.301.
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facilitating a dynamic system and process analysis of political
systems. In so doing, they overcome the static bias of earlier

1

functional-system models,’ which at best could only provide
simultaneous "snapshots" of political systems.

Apari from facilitating comparative analysis of political
systems, the model is also a tentative attempt in the direction
of a comprehensive theory of political development. Empirical
data obtained through the application of the model will ad=
vance us towards this end. Three basic exercises pointing
foWdrds the theory have been outlined: |

(1) a model of the political system has been presented
and the ways in which descriptionvand comparison can take
place have been elaborated with respect to the performance
of political systems; ‘i,e..,, capability function, conversion
patterns, and system=-mainienance and adaptation processes;
(2) o typology of political systems has been presented with
respect to the basic developmenial siruciural and culfural
characteristics. The types are compured with respect to fheir
relationships to different levels and patterns of performance;

(3) these various fypes of political sysiems have been relatred

o ARG ;

1. See, for example, Almond’s functional model in Almond and Colemen,
The Politics of the Developing Areas, (Princeion: Princeton University Press, 1960),
pp. 3=64.
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to their historical experience with respect to the four iden-
tified, so-called problems of system=-development.
The proposed mode! follows a functional approach fo

comparative politics and is developed direcily out of the

functional theory of the Federalisi Papers and the separation=
of-powgrs theory of government; focusing on the functions of
legislation, administration, and adinudiccﬂbn. However, for
enpabling comparison and description of the contemporary
distinctive processes of political action, the original tripar~
tite political functions have been exiended to include the
political functions of interest articulation, interest aggreg-
ation, and communication. The lafter three functions have
been added as analytical tools ko take cognizance of the new
instituiions that have emerged since the publication of the

Federalist Papers, and whose functions precede or impinge on

[

the original three functions.,

Like the systems theory of the Federalist Papers,

Almond and Powell too talk in terms of 'systems,' though
they give the concept greater explicitness. Further, in order

to avbid the static implications of systems i‘heory,zA the

1. The functional=system model of Almond and Powell is distinguished
from Easton's and Deutsch's models in our analysis furiher on. See below p,.125,

2. See our analysis of Almond's funciional model, p.86.



concept of political system has been modified to permit the
exploration of developmental patterns of political systems.
This is done by viewing political systems as "whole entities

ul in other

shaping and being shaped by their environments.
words, to tackle the processes of political development, the
concepiion of the political system has been tailored to enable
it to deal with the events that lead fo political development;
viz., the interaction of the political system with its domestic
and international environment.

The model under investigation, like others involving
Almond, employs "system"” as its orincipal concept. Following
Weber's formulation, the exercise of legitimate foree is

3

accepted as the distinguishing characreristic of a politicat

system. Almond and Powell elaboraiing on the concept of a
'political system; write,

When we &peak of the political system, we include all the interactions
.- which affect the use or threat of use of legitimate physical wercion.
The political system includes. . .all struciures in their polifical aspeats.
Among these are fraditional structures such as kinship ties and caste
groupings. . . anomic phenomena such as assassinations, riots,. . .formal
organizations like pariies, interest groups and media of communication.

o e

Further, implicit in the concept of the political system

14 Almond and Powell, op.- cit., p. 14.

2. Ibid., p. I8
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1 The two

are in any andlysis are briefly re~iterated below.
key concepts in systems theory are Inferdependence and
boundary mai’ni‘enanee; Interdependence is characterized by

a situation wherein the properties of one component in a

system change; all the other componenis and the system as a
whole are affected. Boundaries between the political system
and its environment distinguishes the poliiical system from
other social systems. However, the political system's boundaries
are subject to large fluctuations, given that a political system

2 3

is composed of interacting roles® and struetures” or set of

interacting sub-sysi’ems,4 and it wiil be noted below that these
are subject to fluctuations themselves. The limits of these

fluctuations are determined by the infteraction procm System

1. The usefuiness of the wneept, iis origins and development, its 'properties’
andiits fmglications for analysis have been spelled out in our outline to Almond's
Model [, pp.63,64-and Aimond's functional modei pp.77-79.

2. Rolegee "Thai‘ parficular part of the gerivity of individuals which is involived
in political processes.” Almond and Powell, op.¢it., p. 21, Individuals have non-
political roles too. For example, the same individoal may be o Member of Parliament,

a lay preacher and a businessman. The concept of ‘role’ has been further refined by
R.T. Holigr ™. ..role is defined solely in ferms of actual behaviour; there is no 'belief-
value' rule. In other words, we use tha term rele fo refer to what is commonly identi=
fied, or 'real role' as opposed to 'ideal role’.” See R.T. Holt, "A Proposed Structural= .
Funchonal Framework for Political Science,” (Philadelphic:American Academy of
Political and Social Science, 1965)=~Functionalism in the Social Sciences; ed. Don
Martindale, op. cif., p.87-83,

3. Structures=—=set of interrsdated roles which make up the political system.

4. Subsystems ~= these consist of related and interacting tebes==for example,
legislatures, courts and pressure=groups.,



theory usually divides an inferaction process (i.e., 'system')
into three phases: ‘inpufﬂ-cAcmversiors_m-ou‘t‘puif° The inputs and
outputs of a political system involve the political system
w'ii'h other social sysiems and can be viewed as ifs "irans=
actions". The conversion process is infernal kovthe polifical
system. The boundaries of a political system thus extend fo
the outer ranges of its "transactions"; i.e., from ihe sources
odfits inputs to the effect of outputs on other social systems.
Other key concepts employed within the model are
"structure" and "culture”. Their importance lies in the fact
that, "A_s we learn about the ‘siruciure' and ‘culfure’ of a
political system, ourdcapaciiy fo characierize its properties,
and to predict and explain iis performance is 'impf'«:*n/ed.a"'i
"Structure", we have already nofed above, is a pari-
icular set of interrelated roles., For example, the formal
behavior within a Court of law comprises a formal "structure”,
For the purposes of analyzing the development of political
systems, two further concepis that are related o "structure"
are employed in ithe model. First, the recruitment function;
that is, the process by which individuals are recruited for

the purposes of performing specific roles, whether old or new.

T. Almond and Powell, op.cii., p.24.
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This function is essential if the system is to exist over time;
i.e., keep its roles manned and its structures funetioning.
Secondly, the concept of role or structure "Differentiation”
is employed to indicate aspects of development or trunsforma=
tion of the Political system. Almond a«nd Poweil write,
By "differentiation™ we refer to the processes whereby voles change and
become more special ized or more autonomous or whereby new ypes of
roles are established or new struciures and sub=systemis emerge or are
created. When we speak of role differentiation and structural differ-
entiation, we refer not only o the development of new types of roles
and the transformation of older ones; we refer also to changes which

may take place in the reiationship between roles, between structures,
or between sub~systems. i

"Culture” consists of the attitudes, beliefs, values and
skills which are found within an entire popuiation. The
polif’ical cul;rure of o sociefy can be viewed us "the underiying
propensities of a political system or the psychological dimen=

sion of a political system.”

Given thut the actual performance
of a political system is to a great degree regulated by its
psychological dimension, the study of the iatter is important
in ass-eigsing the former.

Two concepts related to political cuiture and employed

in the model for the purposes of anglyzing "development” are

"Polifical socialization" and "Secularization™, At one point

1. Almond and Powell, op.eit., v, 22,
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political attitudes and values are inculcated as children
begome adults and as adults are recruited into roles. ”!
Further on we are informed that this is the process "by which
political cultures are maintained and changed. "2 Seculariza=
tion has been defined as "the process whereby men become
increasingly rational, ancziy‘ﬁ’cai, and empirical in their
political action."3 The philosophy-and implications of such

a view will be examined in an analysis further on.

Tsiructural

In employing the developmental concepis of
differentiation” and "culiural secularization”, the authors
have rightfully pointed ouf that no unilinear pattern of davei-
opment is impli’ed4 and that historical evidence shows both
positive and negative development with respect to siructuras
and cultures.”® As such, the concept of "deveiopmeni" can bve

viewed synonymously with "change'.’

1. lbid: , p. 24.
2. Ibid. , p. 64.
3. lbid., p. 24.

4, Almond and Powell, op. cit., p. 25: also see S.P. Huni‘?ng%an,
"Political Development and Political Decay," World Politics, April 1965,

5. S.N. Eisenstadt, The Political Sysiems of Empires, (New Yoric: Free
Press, 1962).




Thus far, the political system has been described as
consisting of inter-acting political roles, structures and sub-
systems, and of underiying psychological propensities which
affect these inter-actions. In terms of lnput=Output analysis,
such a process cons‘isi‘-s of inputs from the environment (other
social systems), or, from within the political S\)si'eam itseif,
the convers;é‘i‘t*‘o.n of these inputs within political systems and
the préa‘ucHon of outputs into the environment. Qutpuis may
produce changes in the environment and these in turn may
affect the political system (i.e¢.,"feodback™). The flow of
inputs and outputs includes "transacifons® betwaan the poliri-

cal system and the components of its domestic and intarnational

Q

environments. The i’npu.i‘sv of a political Zsyz;’i'em.ccm comae from
three sources: domestic society, the political elites within
the political system, and the international envirenment.

On the oviput side of the process, four classes of

"transactions" initiated by the political system have been

&

identified. Different kinds of pelitical systems have differant
kinds of responses to demands. The "transaciions® take ihe

form of extractions; “regulations of behavior; ailocation:

<
-

distributions of goods and services, opportunities and so forth;
and symbolic outpuis. Exiraciions take the form of iribuie,

booty, taxes or personai services. Regulations of behavior

oy



can take various forms and can affect the whole gamut of
human behavior and relations. Allocations or distributions
ofggoods and services, opportunities, status, and so forih is
a self explanatory "transaction" and symbolic outpuis inciuvde
affirmations of values, digplays of political symbols, state-
ments of policies and intent. |

Accepting the uiility of functional analysis, Aimond
and Powell examine the functional aspecis of political sysiems
and suggest that by comparing the performdance of poiitical
structures and the regulaiory role of political culfure, as ihey
fulfill common functions in all sysitems, it is.poss%ie Yo andi-
yze and compare different polifical sysiems.

The functioning of any political sysitem cun be viewed
on three different levels according fo Almond and Powelil.
These are (1) in terms of cgpcbifii'y functions; (2) conversion
functions and (3) system mainienance and adaptatiocn funciions.

Capability functions describe o political sysiem's over~
all performance as a unit in ifs environment: i.e., How it is
shaping this environment and how it is being shaped by i+?
T_he categories of capability are thus simply ways of falking
about the input and oufput flows of the political system. The
categories of capability are: regulative, extractive, disiribe

utive and responsive. Conversion funciion or "processes" are

1. Almond and Powell, opscit., p.27,



...“
2
foud

internal to the system. They are the ways in which-a system
frdnsforms"inpufs into oupputs. In a political system ihis
involves the ways in wh‘ic-h "demands" and "supports™ are
transformed into authoritative decisgions and are implemented.
The conversions processes may be analyzed and compared
according to a six~fold funcfional scheme by examining the
ways in which the following functions are performed: (a)
Interest articulation, (b) Interest aggregation, (c) Rule
making, (d) Rule application, (e) Rule adjudication, and

(f) Communication. System Maintenance and Adaptation

o [

functions involve the ways in which individuals are recruited

[

and trained for political roies; i.e., recruitment and social-
ization functions. The ways in which these two funetions ars
performed affects the pshchological dimension of the poiiiical
system, which in furn conditions the performance of a politica:
system, Before a comparison of Political Systems can fake

place, there must be in Hecksher's words, "...a fundameniai

&

similarity (technically, an 'isomorphism') between the twa
. Sy A .
objects compared...™ If political systems are to be comparad

in ferms of the relationship between funciions and structures,

1. Gunnar Hecksher, The Study of Comparative Government ond Politics,
{ondon: George Allen & Unwin, 1957}, 5. 73.




it must be agreed that functions and structures dare common fo
all political systems. Thus the universal characteristics of
political systems are spelled out. These have baen dealt with
in a more thorough manner elsewhere. ! Briefly re~iferated,
they are: (a) Universality of political functions, (b) Politicai
Structure, (¢) Multifunctionality of poi’ificd_l structures, and
(d) Mixed cultural characterisiics. Having defined the
characteristics of political systems and the concepts related
to it, fogefhér with their interrelationships, we can now pro=
ceed to examine how political systems may be compared.

At one level, political systems can be described and
compared on the basis of the fri=partite scheme of funciiond!
analysis; i.e., the performance of political systems in fhely
environments (their capabilities), '?hai’rr input-=conversion-
output pcfi‘ern's; (their conversion functions and siruciures),
and their system maintenance and adaptation processes (soc-
ialization and recruitment), and the interreiationships among
these three levels of functions. By emphasizing the performance
of political systems, the focus is on 'what is' and this unde~

niably enables the classification and comparison of systems io

be more effective.

1. See our outline of Almond's funciional medel, pp. 77-79.
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Whilst the above approach facilitates comparison,
another manner in which comparison can be made is also
suggested. The laiter approach is a dynamic one in as much
as it enables us to deal with the growih and development
of political systems. it is proposed in the form of a class~
ification of political systems with respect to their degree of
structural differentiation and cultural secularization, these
two being the major independent variables. They are also
related to éach other.

The classification is based upon-the contributions of
numerous theorists, classical and contemporary, ‘whoge -
concerns were not limited to polities., Tho elassification
proposes three major classes which are further divided to
yield gixteen sub-classes of political systems and covers o
wide range extending from Primitive Bands fo Premobilized
Democratic Modern Sysi‘ems,? According 1o the degree of
structural differentiation and cuitural secularization, the
three main classes are:

1.. Systems with intermittent po! HiToul siructures have a mininum
‘of structural differentiarion and a concomitant diff use ;

parochial culture,

2, Systems with differenticicd JUVLfﬂﬁ“ﬁfvﬁlC&"“éﬁ? ool struatures
havmg a hlgh deoree of 'subjeci' eulture.

P R R PR

1. Almond and Powell, op.cit., p. 217,

a

. fog e 3 AT
2, For an elabomﬂcu of ’ri*. concepts of ‘subjedt! und Tparticipant’ cutiure,
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3. Systems in which differentiated political infrastructures have
developed along with some form of 'participant' political culture. !

Each of the sixteen forms of poiitical systems have

[
&

discussed in some detail by Almond and Poweli and each of
these '"levels of development' are ussociaied with aspacis

of the functioning of particular classes of political systems;

i.e., their conversion characteristics, capabilities and
system maintenance pafterns. For example, the auihors
indicate that the 'patrimonial kingdom' had a higher lavai

i

i,

©
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of development than others within the same class, and it
is spelled out in the following manner, which indicates the

relationshipsbetween the variables;

T he 'higher' level of development refers to differences in struciuran
differentiation and cultural secuiarizurﬂon, and these are related fo
differences in conversion paiterns, in levels of political system

capability , and in socializaiion and recruitment processes,
They-write elsewhere, referring o the relationships found,

Thus, in comparing the choracteristics of modern political systems or
classes of them, we find patterns of performanc @ o =« capability asso-
ciated with these powerful varicbies: va% of differentiation and
seculari zation, and subsysiem aui’ommyo

Thus by structuring the comparison around the develop-

menf concepis Almond o:m‘ Powell have presented o modal
7 ¥

1. Almond and Powell, op.cit. , p. 217
2. El?_lg ; P 304. See also diagram on p. 308.
3. Ibid., p. 307.



which enables the comparison of sysiems which are alike in
respect to one set of major characteristics, while dififerent

in another. For example, we can systematically compare the
characteristics associated with democuookic systems at different
levels of developmeni, and go on fo formulate general hypo=
thesés about the kinds of associated relationships. Series of
such hypotheses and their empirical applicability will in the
course of fime coniribute fowards a theory of development.

Whilst, the authors have proposed numerous hypoiheses based

on impressionistic and historical data woven around the "ievei”

of development? concept, they have done so in the hope of
expanding a theory of development, though their own pro-
positions for our purposes can be said to constifufe a theory
of aevelopmenf, however illezéfinddeand ill-related,

Another problem to which ¢ theory of politicai develop~
ment would seek answers is; Why has a particuiar politicai

“

of the different paiierns of political development® The anse
wers to thesesquesfions are sought and are imporiani, if we

agree that a theory must expiain und predici. In order io

&
1. Almond and Powell, op.cii. , p.302. = "Our classification confains
elements of prediction and generalization, as well as a basis for more refined
developmential theory = thai of specifying reiationships between more and more
complex systems and environmentai faciors = towards which political science can

build.*
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understand the "why" of development, the authors have pro-
posed a four-fold classification of system-adaptation vroblems
or challenges based upon Western experience. The contention
of the authors is that the sysiem=responses to a specific
system=challenge help determine its pattern of development
and its potentialities. "Development," we are told, "resuits
when the existing siructure and culiure of the political sysiem
i.s unable to cope with ihe problem or challenge whi’cﬁ con=
fronts it without furi'he‘r siruciural differentiation and culfur=
al seculcrizafio_n,"]

It is the merit of Almond and Powell's developmentai
approach that it can also enable the c.léssificcxi'?cn of polit=-
ical systems according to their poiitical pasi, an important
factor that helps determine and shape their fuiure. In other
words, the way in which the polifjical system responds to ihe
four types of challenges, or probiems, has o be described in
terms of the development of the three funciionai levels which
have already been podinted out. The relationship of these
levels to degrees of differentiation and secularization has

been shown.

1. lbid., p.34.
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The four sysiem development problems or challenges,

based upon Western experience are:!

1. "State building"i.this is the problem of peneiration and integration.
Basically it is a siructural problem, i.e., what is involved is
primarily a matter of the differentiation of new roles, struciures, and
subsystems which peneirate the couniryside.

2. "Nation building": this refers to the process whereby loyalty and
commitment are fransferred from the local and parochial level fo the
larger ceniral political system. Assuch, it emphasizes the culiural
aspects of political development.

3. "Pariicipation": the demands from groups and individuals in society
for a greater say in the decision-moking processes. This feads i«
the formation of a political infrasiruciure which expects o be
involved in decision~making.

4. '"Distribution”: the pressure from the domestic society to empioy
coercive power for the purposes of redisiributing income, wealth,
opporiunity and siafus.

Iff tsdh poipoddfi mal sysiem successfully confronts the
challenge of state and natrion=-buiiding, how is this refieciad

in terms of new roles and structures, und in iis recriiiment

processes to these roles und siructures, and how does ii creaie

the attitudes and propensities appropriate to the new paitern

i

of operations in the political sysiem? Thus, by exuamining the
responses to system challenges wiih respect to structural and
cultural changes, theories can be developed for prediciing the

responses of political systems fo specific challenges and ai the

same time political systems can also be™engineered® to success~

fully meet challenges.,

1. Almond and Powell, op.cif., pp.35=37.
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Having examined the model for it§ general character=
istics, it is our objective here to examine how the model
deals with the problem of change over f‘i'me; .in specific
terms we wish to examine the factors that cause political
systems to change over time and the effect such changes have
upon political systems. In proceeding to examine the model
with respect to the above, it is useful to view the interact=
ions that comprise the political system in terms of inputs-
conversion=outputs process. Such a process consisits of inputs
from the environment or from within the political system
itself, the conversion of these inputs within the sysfem, and
the production of outputs into the environment.

Following the exampie of David Easton, inputs info
the system may be divided into two types: demands and
supporfs.? For the purposes of tllustration, exampies of each
type of inputs may be noted. Demands are based on desires
including those for (a) the ailocation of goods and services,
(b) the regulation of human behaviour, (¢) participation in
the political system, (d) communication and information, and
so forth. Such demands may be in various forms, combinations

and degrees of intensity. Examples of types of support are:

1. David Easton, "An Approach io the Analysis of Political Systems,"
World Pofitics, April 1957, pp. $33-408.
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(a) material supports,l (b) participatory supports, (c) obedience
to law and regulations, (d) attention paid to governmental
communication, and so forth. Gene'ra”y'sp‘eakfing, demands
qffecflfhe p‘ol‘icies or goals of the system, while supports

such as goods and services, obedience and deference, provide
the resources which-enable the political system to carry out

its goals.

On the output side of the process, four classes of
transactions initiated by the political system have been
identified.! These usually correspond closely to .fhe supports
that have been cited ebove and are (a) extraction, in the form
of booty, taxes or personal services; (b) regulations of
behavior in ZWGr?oug forms and embracing the whole gamut of
human behavior and relations; {(¢) allocation or distribution
of goods and services, opportunities, honors, and the like;
and (d) symbolic outputs, including affirmations of values,
displays of political symbois, statements of poi‘icies and
intentions, and so forth.,

Lastly, we may note thai the flow of inputs includes
transactions between the political system and the components

of its domestic and foreign envitonments, and inputs may come

: I

5. 1. Almond and Powell, op.cit., p. 27,
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from any one of three sources; i.e.,, the domestic sociefy, the
political elites, and the international environment.

In examining how the model tackles the problem of
change over time, we have found that it offers two avenues
along which the said problem may be viewed; viz., in terms

of "levels of functioning,” and in terms of "development.”

An analysis stressing Levels of Funectionin examines
Y g _ g

political systems as whole entities shaping and being shaped
by their environment.! To facilitate analysis, the function=
ing of political systems is viewed on three different levels,
which may alternatively be seen as three points of view:

(1) In terms of the operation of the political system as a unit;
(2) its own internal operations; and (3) “system maintenance
and adaptation.

The operation of the political system as a unit in its
relations to other social systems and to the environment are
viewed in terms of its "capabilities.” The authors write,
"When we speak of the capabilities of a political system, we
as‘e.look‘ing for an orderiy way to describe its over=all per=

formance in its env'ironman'r."?' Towards this end, four

1. Almond and Powell, op. it
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2. Ibid,, p. 28,
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categories of capability have been offered: viz, "regulative,
extractive, distributive and responsive,” These categories
are si’mply’ ways of talking about the flows of activiiy into
and out of the political system.. They tell us, in obher words,
how a sysiem is performing in its environment, how it is
shaping the environment and how it is being shaped by it.

The second level of functioning is internal to the sys~
tem. Here we' may refer to the "conversion pr‘ocesses." The
conversion processes or funciions are the ways systems frans~
form inputs info outpuis, or the ways in which demands and
supporfs are transformed into authoritative decisions and
implemented. A sixfoid funciional scheme has been provided
for the purposes of facilitating analysis, and we have already
elaborated them in our ouiline of the model.

The final level of functioning is that of "system main=-
tenance and adaptation funciions.” This refergs fo the sre-
recruitment of personnel io perform ihe various roles that
embody the political sysiem, and the socializaiions of such
personnel towards the performance of roles. These funciioas
do nof directly enter into the conversion processes of the
system, but ?Hey affect the internal efficiency and propen=-

sities of the sysiem and hence condition its performance.
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Changes”in any of the inputs of the sysiem{li.e., the
demands or supports of the system) lead to changes in hhe
"capabilities" of the system. The precise nature of such
changes are a matier for empirical observation, and polifical
systems may be characterized by different categories of cap-
ability. Further, changes in ithe "capabilities” of the system
lead to changes in the other ievels of functioning of the same
system. In this respect, Almond and Powell write, "A change
in capability will be associated with changes in the perform=~
ance of the conversion functions, and these changes in furn
will be related to changes in paEHricai socialization and
recruitment.”! And insofar as changes in the latter fwo lev-
els of functioning iead to changes in the inpuis of the system,
further changes will be vccasioned.

Thus, in examining the factors that can cause changes
in political systems, we find that changes in any one of the
two componenfs of inputs {(demands and supporits) leads to
changes in the other levels of functioning of the system. The
above three levels of sysiem functioning are but three ways
of looking at a political system, andcchanges in one level
lead to changes in the other two; such changes being initiated

by changes in the inpuis of the sysiem.

1. ibid. , p.30.
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Finally, as no classificatory scheme linking levels of
development to the inputs=outputs of a pelitical system has
been provided, we do not have an outline of vatious config-
urations of political system characteristics. In the absence
of the latter we are unable fo analytically assess the effecis
of specific changes upon political systems. Further, irresw
pective of the degree of change effected, we can ai best
only say that a change has occurred,

An analysis siressing an examinaiion of change in terms
of "development"iks the second and final avenue aiong which
the problem of change can be tackled with the aid of Almond
and Powell's model. From the definition of "c:le:veic>;orrzen'.¥',"'x
we may note %hq"f a political system is develéping if it under~

goes increasing structural differentiation and cultural secul-

1. "Development resulis when the existing structure and culivre of the
political system is unable to cope with the problem or challenge which confronts it
without further siructural differenticiion and culiural secularization.” = ibid., p.34.
Structural differentiation insimple terms means a change in the roles that comprise
a structure, and/or changes intthe relationship of the roles that comprise the given
structure. And since a political system is composed of a set of interacting roles or
structures, any change in the roles or their relationships also involves a change in
the political system itself.

Cultural secularization refers to changes in the psychological dimension of the
political system. But given that o political sysiem is but a setof inferacting roles,
it follows then that a change in the psychologicdl dimension of the golitical of
syshem:niugh allsmsdnviolverdrchange in the psychological dimension of the given set
of interacting roles. And changes in the latter lead o changes in the roles them-
selves, and these, in turn lead fo changes in the political system.

In short, when differentiation and secularizaiion occur in a political system, we
have change in the political system.
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arization.! But as these involve changes in the political
system, we can for the purposes of this model view the
concept of deve'.lopmeﬁf as a facet of change. Almond and
Powell .in referring to the developmental emphasis of the
model write,"...we have to deal with those processes which
maintain or change political system over time. "2

We can now proceed to examine the factors that lead
to development. According fo Aimond and Powell, "The
events which lead to political development come from the
international environment, from the domestic society, or
from the political elites within the political system itself,"S
For example, threais to a poiitical system from other political
systems may lead it to review its resource organization and
allocation, and/or to develop new roles, and/or to éondition
itself over time to meet the chalienges. Internal sources of
challenge to the system stem from changes in the patterns of

4 1

commerce, agriculture, industriaiization, and so forih. Such

i.Development as employed can be both positive and negative in scopa==
See, S,P. Huntington, "Pslitical Development and Political Systems of Empires,
(Naw York: Free Press of Gelencoa, 1962.)

2. Almond and Powell, op. cit. , p. 22,

3. Ibid., p. 34.

Srpvactanteen)
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changes may lead to demands by a rising middle-class for
greater participation in the formulation and implementation
of policy. The elites may pose a challenge to the system by
making additional demands upon it for resources.

Whatever the precise impulses for political development
may be, they necessarily involve a si‘gnii”?canf éﬁ@ﬂge in the
magnitfude and content of the fiow of inputs into the political
system. As the pri‘mafy [ink beiween the environment, in its
largest sense, and the political system, inpuis play a signifi~
cant part in determining changes to the political system.

For example, if the demands far exceed the capabii?ﬂes of

the system, or the supporis prove inadequate, then clearly

5

the political system must underge some sysiemic changas |
it is to maintain itself over time. Alternatively, a system=-
change must take place.

5 g

For f'hev purposes of facifitating sysi‘em}deveﬁegﬁmen'i-cai
analysis, Almond and Powel! have identified four types of
challenges that may lead o political development in systems.
The sequence listed below refiects the chronological order

in which they developed in Western experience: (a) State=
Building, (b) Nation-Building, (¢) Pariicipation, and ¢

i |

Distribution.

...........................

1. For an elaboration, see p. 5 45 above,



147

In addition to the above system challenges, we may
note below some environmental factors that help determine
the capacity of a given political system to successfully face
the system challenges confronting it. In this respesct,
Almond and Powell write, "We shall argue that the eurlier

historical experiences of political system as well as the

environmental challenges to which they are currently exposed

affect their propensities for change-and sef limits on the ways

in which they can change."! Some envitonmental factors
affecting political systems are:

(a) the stabiliiy of a e/ei'cm ai any given point in time. This offects
the performance of « p@zmc:@g sysierm and is he savily dependent
upon the types of probiams it foces.

{b) the developmenis (e.g. , economisz, and/or technical) in other
soclal systems af u given goint in time. These can and do affect
the development of & given political system.

(c) the resources a political system con draw upon under various
circumstances. This affects the manner in which the political
system can tackle ifs probiems.

(d) the functioning pattern of tha system iiseif. This determines its
abifity to withstand fluctuations in i c‘a mands and supgorts.

{e) the responses of g@@iiﬁ‘cm eiites fo given politival system challenges.
X

This affects the manner in w..mh ihe pigsfam is tackled, and
ultimately it affects the outcome.

Thus far we have examined the manner in which polit

sysi‘ems are affeci’ed by evaents und empuise ?h@i‘ fead fo

[ (R RN

AiCﬁi

i. Almond and Powell, opccit., p. 2i5.
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development, the origin of such events and imﬁulses, t-he

types of challenges political systems may sncounter along

the path of development, and the environmental factors thai
help shape the system=responses to any given system challenge.
In short, we have examined the various factors that can lead
to political system development over time.

We now propose to examine how the development of a
system over time may be viewed analytically with the aid of
the model. Towards facilitating this end we cun employ the
classificatory scheme proposed by Almond and Poweil.! This
is based on pairs of more or less continuvous major variables
which are closely associated with one another: differentiation
and secularization. The sysfem fypes within the classification
differ among themselves according 1o the degreé of differentia~
tion and secularization.

With the aid of the classificatory scheme we can analyze

two dimensions of political system development over time; viz.

TR

7
Systemic Change and System Change. System change includes

H

any alterations in the relationships of the variables that

it are not altered. For

1. Almond and Powell, ow.cit. , p. 217,
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example, a Mobilized Democratic Modern System is characi=~
erized by a relatively high degree of differentiation and
secularization and, again reiatively speaking, by Subsysiem
Autonomy and Participant Culiure, Provided these character=
istics are not undermined or altered (i.e., the sysiem does
nof undergo changes to the extent that its degree of differen-
tiation and secularization resemble the characteristics of
another type of system), ithen we can say that such a change
is of Systemiic nature., By conirast, System Change involves
an alteration from one specific type of political system to
another. For example, when the differentiation and secuiar=
ization characteristics of a Mobilized Democratic Modern
System chan‘ge to the extant that they more clearly become
the characteristics of a Mobilized Authorifarian Modern Sys-
tem, then such a change can be termed as a Sysiem Change.
I+ will be of course apprecicied that the dimension of
change effected is o matier of definition. In this case the
differentiating criteria between the system=fypes of the given
classification acts as the dividing line beiween the fwo dimen-
sions andlyzed above., Of the models that have been investig=
afed, Almond & Powell's theoretical model is one of the most
impressive that has yei been proposed for ihe purposes of

facilitating comparative analysis of political systems and as
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such is likely to provide the basis for one of the most import=
ant approaches to comparative politics in the foreseeable
future. It is in fact comparafive, both in time and in space.
Unlike other models, the range of this model is very broad
indeed. It can: (a) facilitate the political analysis of any
political system with respect to iis performance, (b) facilitate
cross=comparison beiween sysitems with respect 1o their per=
formances (in their entirety) and their "levels of development®,
(c) with the addition of the developmental approach it becomes
possible to compare political systems on ihe basis of their
historical development, viewed in terms of sysiem performance
and "level of development®, (d) provide a general criterial
framework enabling explanaiion. and prediction of the pat-
tern of deveiopmen’i‘ of specific political systems, and (e)
given the interrelationships beiween the variables,provides
information making it possible to obfain or sustain a given
"level of developmeni", togefher with iés corresponding paf-
terns of system performances.

in Weber's terms, the formal approach followed by the
authors is largely "value=free", seeking explanatory aids

[
wherever they may be found. The analysis obtained does

1. "The attainment of depth and realism in the siudy of political sysiems
enables us to locate the dynamic forces of politics wherever they may esist ~ in
social class, in culiure, in economics aind social change, in the poliiicul elives or
in the international envirenmeni," - ibid. p. 7
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not *. seek to ethically evaluate political s__ysvi‘.ems. On the
contrary, it seeks fto describe, explain and predict,

The attempt of analyzing anyvmodei, theory o.r’ approach
demands that its characteristics be spelied out and any short=
comings be identified and 'eAx;;.E"E’cesi'éﬂ&}{, The authors set out to
present an analytical perspective ciapable cf'expiﬁ‘ining the
characteristics of any political system. Conéepi‘s have been
employed to facilitate this, and it is on the grounds of
concepiual clarity that the model is at its weakest. We shall
now elaborate on this with examples from the modetl.

By the authors' own qdnﬁsé?@n,, the principal concept
employed is "political system™, and it is the comparison of
political systems that they seek. The concepts of "state™,

"government" and "nation”

have been deliberately avoided by
Almond and Powell because these are "limited by legal and
institutional meanings” and they "direct aiftention fto a
particular set of institutions usuaiiy found in Western socie=
ties". 1 This is certainly true of "state” and "government",

but to suggest that the concept of "nation" is limited by legal

and institutional meanings is misleading. On the contrary, it

........................

1. Almond and Powell, op. cit. , p. 16.
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to define in purely legal and institutional terms than the
concept of "nation”. Further, even in modern Western socie=
ties the concept of "nation" does not direct our attention fo
a particular set .of institutions. For example, the modern
German nation has two sets of political i‘nsi-H'u.Hons, and
Canada may not be a "nation" at all.

At another level, the authors legitimately question the
possibilities of suc'cess with respect to the problem of "nation-
building” in many of the newly-independent areas of the
world, At the same fime the authors continuously talk of the
"new nations". Why this confusion? Either there are or there
are not new nations in Asia and Africa.

Secularization, we are fold, is the process whereby
men become increasingly rational, analytical and empirical

. ¥
. . o e . T ) .
in their political action.~ However, we are not informed of

a

the criteria according to which the authors, in the tradition

of the Western Enlightenment, express such faith in the pol-

@

itical rationality of man. Given the growih of literacy and
the opening of new avenues of communication and information,
are we fo-day more rational politically than our predecessors?

Was Germany under Hitler more rational than pre=indusiriol

Germany? Was political action in Ryssia under Stalin more

1. lbid. , p.24.
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rational than under the Tsars? Modern man lives by as many
myths as his earlier counterpart, and there is no unilinear
progression of rationality, of the political type or any other.
Further, the concept of secularization also presents
substantial intellectual problems. Do all political cultures
follow a commo’n secularization process or are there different
processes gelated to different culiures? Is the process of

secularization an inevitable one?

In elaborating the concept of "political socialization”
7

two mutually incompatible definitigns are c)'n‘f‘i"‘er-ecﬁgfI These
suggest that the process of political socialization feads io
both the maintenance and change of given political culfures.
Istthis feat possible? It is our contention that in all the
above examples, concepiual clarity is lacking. Models are
offered for empirical purposes, and if the componenis of a
model (i.e., concepis in this case) are inadequately spelied
out, then rigorous and systemaiic application of the model is
made that much more difficult.,

At another level, we have noted that for the purposes

of predicting and explaining the "why" component of develop-

ment, the authors have introduced a four=fold classification

1. See pps 128,:129 &bove. -
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of system development problems, or challenges (in a specified
order) based upon the experiences of Wesiern societies. The
responses to these problems, we are told, can help expiéin
the developmental patierns of any given political system.
Alternatively, the exisience of specific characteristics of
structures, functions and culiure can help us to predici the
developmental potentialities of o political system. It is re=
markable that Almond and Powell have had no difficulty in
presuming that the pattern of deve?épmenf of Western sociei=
ies will be replicated by the non~Wesiern societies, notwith=
standing their structural!l and cuii’um-f dissimilarities. Surely,
the authors should make the rationale behind such a presumpiion
explicit, for there is no evidence 1o suggesi that all political
systems will encounter the same problems and in the same order.
If differing systems A and B successfully overcome system
deQelopmen’r problem P spparately, then both wiil necessarily
have the same level of deveiopmeni X . On o griori grounds,
this could only be valid if it is agreed that both systems A
and B possesé exactly the same characterisiics in ferms of roles,
strucfures, system performances and culture. But this is hardly
ever the case.

Following the logic implicit in the authors' presumption,

one could with equal validiiy contend that non-Western soc=
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ieties pattern of development will be replicated by Western
societies. The onus of showing that the non-Western systems
will follow the pattern of Western systems development and
the reasons for this rests upon the shoulders of Almond and
Powell. Perhaps they ought to be reminded thai there are
many paths to Jerusalem and thai however pleasant and com=-
forting Jerusalem isstothe Christian, the Moslem has his Mecca
and the Hindu his Benares, who can know precisely where
each will ultimately want to go.

The funciional approach followed by the authors can
be distinguished foom the "sysiems" d’pprogch folilowed by
David Easton, ! and the "communication” or "cyberﬁe?ics”
approach followed by Karl Deutsch.2 Bcsicai!y,.Eas’ron ex=
plores and elaborates the implicaiions of accepting "systems
analysis" as a framework, so fthat its value towards theory
formation may be appreciated. Deutsch, on the other hand,
has organized a concepiual sivucture around the concept of
"message" and its relatred "neiworks” as the major unit for a
kind of analysis that can lead fowards o theory of political
communicaiions; though he does use fhe “sysi‘erﬁ” approach.,

In conirast to Deutsch and Easton, Almond and Powell's

1.DDavid Easton, A Systems Analysis of Political Life , (New York:
J. Wiley, 1965). '

2. Karl W, Deuisch, The Nerves of Government, (New York: Free
Press of Glencoe, 1963).
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functional-system approach grows out of the separation=of-
powers theory, and seeks to freat the functions that are per=

formed by institutions that have emerged as a consequence of

diverse cultural and political changes. In soddoing, it borrows

rows concepfual tools from sociological and communication
theory for the purposes of facilitaiing our qndersi‘dndi’ng of
politics, for the purposes of explanation, and hopefully for
the purposes of prediction.

The authors have consciously attempied to tackle the
problem of change in political systems over fime! and they
have done this with some success. We have been able to
identifyv the faciors that cause change or development and
the effects on the political sysiem. For the purposes of tack=
ling the problem of change, the authors have elaborated a
highly refined and iniricate theoretical model that could lend
itseif for the purposes of application., But given that the
processes of political change are exiremely complex and that
they rest upon a very large number of interesting factors, it
remains to be empirically determined whether the model has
taken cognizance of them all. Iindeed, the auihors recognize

that any theory of development or change must be examined

i. "Political change is one of the mosi pervasive and fundamental con=
cerns of our analysis. " = Almond and Poweli, op.cit., p.41.



157

for its validity and that, "The advancement of knowledge
comes through the testing and reformulation of theories."!
Yei, despite the above, themmodel is of a h"igh quality
from the perspective of change. Indeed, it is one of the most
sophi‘sﬁcated examined yei. Further, the model is not only
the most recent of those examined in this disserfation, it
also represents the latest efforis of Almond (in this case co-
authored by:PoweH)é Some significant changes in his thinking
may be noi‘éd. For example, in conirasi to the static bias of
his earlier functional models, he now writes, "I is increas=
ingly obvious that the siudy of politics must be a dynamic
system=and=process analysis, and not a sictic and struciural
one,“2
Further, the proposed classificatory scheme is not only
comprehensive enough to facilittie detailed analysis of the
diverse types of polifical systems that embrace the experience
of mankind, it can also facilitate developmental analysis of
political systems. This is made possible by relating within

the classification the variables of struciural differentiation,

autonomy, and secularization toc the other aspecis of the

1. ibid., p.300.

H R . 1
2o ig«)lda, Pé4|e
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functioning of particular classes of political systems; i.e.,
their conversion characteristics, capabilities, and system
maintenance pcri‘i'erns.f’:l

With respect to the classification scheme employed, the
question of explicit cui=off points between the various system
types remains. These are, as noted sarlier, of prime impori-
ance fo our two dimensional analysis of change. Theoretically,

one can easily differentiate beiween the types, buf in practice

the different system=fypes usually diminish into each ofher

and render analysis difficult. The difficult nature of the
problem is concededp. yet atfempts fo overcome them must be
made if precision is desired. In this respeci, Almond and
Powell seem to offer us some hope, They write, "We are
simply arguing that one political sysiem differs from anofher
in certain specified ways and that these differences are sub-
ject to measurement Ih the empirical sense of the ferm."?
Clearly, it would have been a great coniribution to aill con=
cerned if some ftechniques for measuring system differences
within the classification scheme would have been revealed.
Regreitably, Almond and Powell have chosen fo leave the

above stafement unqualified.

1. ibid., p. 300.

2. ibid., p. 215.
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In conclusion, we have noted that it is the substantial
achievement of Alménd and Powell that they have incorporated
within their developmental approach an imporiant feature of
man's existence; i.e., change. But, towards what directions
are changes taking place? Towards whai directions are pol=-
itical systems developing? Whether, and how rapidly, the
"developing" systems can modernize are obviously legifimate
and important quesiions. Even more important, however, is
the question: afier developmeni, what? In what directions
will systems develop when they have reached ahliigh "level
of development™? The "developed"” sysiems of to-day, wheiher
democrafic or authorifarian, cannot remain unchanged. In
what directions will they develop? To this ultimate quesiion,
Almond dnvaoweH do not affempt an answer., Their silence
is a pity, especially since for them, "thieeultimate test of the
strengih of a scientific theory is iis ability fo generalize and
predict."! A theory of political development that does not
even raise such quesiions, is clearly, so much the poorer for

ii‘l

o

1. ibid, , p.300.



CHAPTER X
.SO’ME.CONCLUSiONS AND GENERAL REMARKS,

We have examined the models individually with respect
to their major characterisiics and their relationship to the
study of the problem of change. Such an exercise should per=
haps be considered as oniy the first step towards an over-view
of the models. As the major objective of this disserfation is
an examination of how the models deal with the problem of
change, it 't’é appropriaie that our attempts at providing an
over-view of the models be restricted to those characteristics
that bear directly upon the problem of change.

Such characteristics refer to the discernible views and
methods within our models with respect to the problem of
change. Do the model-builders feel change ought o be
studied? |If so, how? Another characieristic refers fo fthe
modal attributes. Do any of the modail aftributes have implic~
ations for the siudy of change? The fundtiomal atiributes of
our models may be seen as an example. These are some of
the modal characteristics that will be examined in this chapter.

This chapter, then, attempts to (a) examine the views
and methods of the modei~builders with respect to the study
of change, (b) the functional atiributes of the models and
their relationship to change, and some general remarks.

Views and Methods of the Model=Builders. With the

publication of Macridis's models, the "traditional” approach

. . i i e e
was for all practical purposes rejected., in his indictment
of the "traditional™ dpproach, Macridis informs us that if
ignored the dynamic factors that account for change and

that it laid an emphasis on studying the constituent parts of

. Macridis, op.cif.

160
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a pcli‘lz’-;;y.“‘g By ignoring the dynamic factors that account for
change, it is suggested that no need was discerned or felt

by scholars to facilitate the study of change. If nature
answers only when questioned, then it is clear that questions
relating to political changes had not yet been asked. indeed,
the contemporary concern with the study of change can be
said fo have begun with the publication of Macridis’s model
itself. To appreciate and ascertain the naiure of this con-
cern we shall now examine the views and meithods of the
model-builders and attempt an over-view of the same.

All the examined models provide for the analytical
study of a polity and for the comparison of one polity with
another. These were, among others, some of the very crif=
eria for the selection of our models, Of the seven models
that we examined, oniy Binder and Almond and Powell
consciously sef themselves the task of facilitating the study
of change. The remainder of the modei-builders, as may be
noted in our analysis of the models, indicate varying degrees
of informale concern with the siudy of change. We will now
turn our attention to them.

Macridis®s concern with the siudy of change ief him
to formulate analiytical categories that would enable such
study. Referring to his four analyfical categories, he in-
forms us that these can heip us to "get an abalytical picture
of the differences beiween systems and the way in which
these differences affect profoundly such concerns as political
consensus, stability, and chcznge."z Basically, Macridis’
concern with the stddy of change was limited to studying the
condh‘ion‘ir;g factors that helped to account for changes
amongst systems. Apart from furthering our understanding of
the phenomenon of change, such knowledge wou lId hopefully

generdte hypotheses and theories of change in systems.

1. "... the traditional appreach has ignored the dynamic factors that
account for change." Me goes on fo add, " it /i.e. the traditional aporoach/ has
concentrated on what we have calied political anutomy . = ibid., p.11.

2, ihid.,p.36.



162

Apter's interest in the study of change is similar fo
Macridis', and like him, he too develops his analytical
categories in a manner that would facilitate the study of
change through the process of comparative freatment. Whilst
Apter's immediate interest was focused on understanding and
aiding the workings of democracies in Africa, such a focus
does not limit the scope of the model with respect fo studying
different types of systems. Speaking of his model, Apter
writes: "It seeks to produce theories by developing a scheme™.
He adds, "It is through the comparative analysis of democ~
racies under widely differing conditions and through time
that we can learn something about their pofentialities and
u'ii‘ima‘i'e‘_compdff@xbﬁii‘y with drasiic social changea"l

Aﬁi?ﬁ%ﬂaﬂs first attempt was the first political culture
model proposed for political analysis, and it outiines «
fourfold classification of political culture types. Changes
within given types and from one type to another are deter-
mined by changes in the constifuent elements of the system,
viz, roles. The fype of change effected within a given system
if

is determined in terms of his classi

icatory scheme. The
novel conceptual vecabulary employed in this arficle includes
the concept of "interdependence” of roles, the lafter being
the basic constituent elemenis of the system. However, the
model represenis a tentative formulation for facilitating
political analysis and the concept of interdependence of
roles permits an analysis of change, assuming that for anal-
ytical purposes we can at feast identify and perhaps quantify
individual roles.

The attempt by Almond and Coleman was based on
Almond's earlier political culiure model. In it, they
expressed hopes for the emergence of a probabilistic theory
of politics. Such o theory would be concerned with the

T. Apter, op.cit.,pp.236~7,



understanding and ultimately the prediction of chdnges over
time.. The possibility of quantifying the variables towards
this end is recognized. JSuch a step would, in turn, enable
the attainment of an element of precision in identifying and
measuring changes in political systems over time. Changes
in systems would, however, be ascertained from a series of
analytical "snapshots"™ taken over fime, and theories of change
would be developed from such idductively obtained dafta.
Almodd and Verba's model seems to have achieved the
closest synthesis between it and its application. The formul=
- ated variables are geared toward, and used, as empirical
indices. The quantification of orientations in a political sysiem
thus permits the ascertainment of changes in culture~types and
changes within cultures. However, the analytical piciure
obtained of the political culture is essentially a static one,
and in i'Ah'is. respect it resembles Aimond's functional model.
That theories of change can be formulated on the basis of
inductively obtained cross=sectional date is agreed, though
its value for the purposes of understanding and prediciing
chcnge"s,_'cver time remains questionable.

by o o
1y, we may now consider the models of Binder and

Almond and Powell, These authors it may be recallied, con-
sciously set themselves the task of facilitating the study of
change.

A Binder writes, "Change is not the product of the in-
quiry, it is the basic postulare."” |[n his model, Binder attempis
to study changes in terms of what is happening and how%

The neatly gggelled out iﬂferreia%iahships of the constituent

parts of the model and its infernal logical consistency help-

15The functional ’rheeryi of the polity... does specify the elements of the
polity in such form as moK ultimately moke, possible statistical and perhgps mathe~
matical formulation." - Almond and Coleman, op.cit. p.59.

2. See chapter 1 for further elaboration.
3. Binder, op.cif.,p.346.
4, ibid.,p.345.
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identify any changes that may occur and the nature of such
changes. However, the longitudinal study of change in terms

of cause and effect requirés knowledge of "why" changes
occur. Such a question has not been raised. The upshort is
that theories based on data obtained fhrough investigating

the "what" and "how" of change may not necessarily facilitare
the successful understanding and study of longitudinal change.
We have argued in our introduction to this dissertation that
understanding the "why" compbnent of change is desirable if
theories of change are to be fruiifully employed in contem=~
porary research probliems.

Referring to their model, Almond and Powell write
"Political change is one of the most pervczs'ivé and fundamental
concerns of our dnaiys?s,"? Their model is the latest and one
of the most sophisticated of our examined models, It is also
the only examined model that attempis to understand and study
change longitudinally in ferms of its causes and effects.
Towards facilitating this end, adequate developmental cate-
gories have been proposed, and the possibility of their quan-
tification is recognized,.

For the purposes of undersianding the manner in which
our seven models seek to relate themseives o the problem of
change, the models may be dichotomized with respect fo
their approach to the study of change.

If the "traditional™ cpproach as Macridis informs us
ignored the dynamic factors that account for change, then
the publication of Macridis® model can be seen as the begin-
ning of an epoch in which aftention was being paid to the
study of change. We can say that quesiions relating to change
became a common, though not necessarily an essential, com-
ponent of political analysis. Ail our examined models deal

in some form or another with the problem of change.

1. Almond and Powell, on.cit., p.41.
4 h Ip
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Macridis and Apfer suggest understanding changes in
systems fhrdugh the process of comparative freatment, and
‘uli'imdi-ely building theories of change upon such knowledge.
Almond's first model and the models co-authored with Coleman
and Verba are political culture models in which the concept
of syss'a‘em,‘I with its interdeépendence of roles, plays a ceniral
part. Typologies of sysiems are consirucéed and the inter~
relationships of their elements are spelled out. Through an
understanding of these interrelationships, changes to systems
~may be discerned. Almond and Coleman's model and Almond
and Verba's model suggest the quantification of variables.,
This is then operationalized., The quantification of variables
serves to enhance our abilities o ascertain precisely and
analyze changes in systems.,

However, whilst the above modéls enable the analysis
of changes in systems over time, such an ahalysis is esseni=
ially based on cross=sectional data of political systems,

This consists of a series of "snapshois" taken over time for
the purposes of ascertaining changes. On the basis of such
knowledge, hypotheses and theories of change may be devei=
oped. The possibility of deficiencles in theories of change
obtained through such a method must be noted, for they have
important methodological implications: (a) the “snapshois"
obtained may be unique experiences, and (b) where the time
span of the total "snapshois" faken is short, the possibility
of "finding" or discovering spurious associations beiween
the variables increases.

Binder's model, whilst categorically addressing iiself
to the problem of change, nevertheless follows the above
method of studying and undersianding it. However, the fact
that its objective included the specific study of the phenom=
enon of change leads us fo categorize his attempis as being

.half-way between the above cited=-models and those of Almond

6nd, Powell.

1. Thisdsdealt with in greaier defaififurther on, see p.171.



The attempts of the latter may be seen as represenfing
a new trend or inaugurating o new era &n that it explicityy
seeks to understamd the "why" component of change. Such a
concern may be seen as reflecting the dominance of the theme
of political development as a major focus of theoretical
attention and ‘inquiryi’oy the Committee on Comparafive
Poii’i‘ics.z More specifically, the model followed Almond and
Powell's participation in the said Commiitee on Comparafive
Polities in 7963,3 which also concurrently sponsored a series
of conferences and institutes leading to the publication of a
set of volumes exploring various aspects of political develop-
rne:ni',4 The theoreiical formulation of Almond and Powell,
with its &evelopmenm? emphasis, cafegorically sesks fo know
the "why" of change.®™ To what extent this emphasis will be
maintained is difficult to predict, and it is noteworthy that
Almond and Powell express their framework cautiously: "What
we have outlined thus far A?‘ﬂ@iy be viewed as preliminary exer=

cises pointing towards a theory ¢f political development ., ™

- 1. See Fred W. Riggs, "The Theory of Political Development,” in
Contempordry Political-Analysis, ed. James Charlesworth, (Philadelphios Free
Press, 170/), p.dlo, _

2. This.is a Committee of the American Social Science Research Council.

3. In 1963 Almond proposed a new theoretical framework designed o
relate his political system concept to the problems of political change., -~ "Political
System and Political Change,""American Behaviorel Seientist, June 1963, pp.3=10.
Two years later he wrote anothér @ssay eXBIICITIY aavocaring o developmental
framework for the study of political sysiems. ~"A Developmental Approach io
Political Systems, " World Politics, Jan. 1965, pp. 183-215. That he has not
abandoned this apprédich way bhe Udged from the publication of his model now
being examined . |t is devoted to the comparative analysis of political systems from
a developmental viewpoint. = Almond & Powelii, op.cif,

4, Seeithe Studies in Political Development series (Princefon: Princeton
University Press, 1964=T985% VoI . T, Lisicn W. Py (ed.), Communication cnd
Political Development; Vol. {I, Robert Ward and Dankwart RGSFEW (€ds? ), FéTitical
Métemizarion 1n Japan and Turkey; Vol. i, Joseph Lo-Palombara {ed.), m

BuTeaucracy and Political Deveiopment; Vol 1V, James Coleman (ed.), Education

‘g%‘ y vy [ L WA o A\l = 3 e B R F o b N i it st
’%ﬂd Political Developmeni; Vol, V, Lucian W, Pye and Sidney Verba (eds. ),
Polifical Culfure and Political Developmentie

3. Almond and Powell, op.cit.,pp.314-322.

6. ibid.,p.322.
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We have already argued that longitudinal studies of
change in terms of cause and effeci are desirable if we are
to successfully develop comprehensive frameworks for the
purposes of comprehending and studying the vital phenomenon
of change, so relevant to the contemporary polifies of the
world, Almend and Powell's model represenis the only exam-
ined work that seems to be moving in this general direction,
and we hope that futtvre studies in this field will do likewise.

A final criticism of all the examined models is théir
neglect of the possibility of system "extincition" or evapor=
ation. Easton has termed fthis us "non-persisience” of systems
and he has outlined historical examples of their occurrence.
Clearly, in studying systemic changes longitudinally we need .
to know the effects of varitsblies on sysitems: what kinds of
system behavior lead o sysiem survival or maintenance, and
what kinds to deterioration or death?

Whilst authors who have not formaily addressed them=
selves to studying the problem of change can be excused with
respect to the above, it is difficuit to overiook such omissions
in the works of Binder, and Almond and Powell.

In our study of the models with respect to the phenom=
enon of change, we found one generic theme running through
all the models, viz , functionalism. In other words, within
our models, fraces of the influence of other social sciences
may be seen, especially in the tewminology and conceptual

foci that they employ. These reflect an adherence to the

functional theories derived from socislogy and anthropology.
We poinfed out earlier that contemporary model building
activity was parily g response ¥o an increasingly felt hostility
towards the study of formal~legal institutions of goverament.
What has tended to replace that earlier focus have, to g
certain degree, been some of the feuiures associated with

functionalism.

1. David Euston, A Framework for Political Analysis, chap.6,pp.77-101.
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Almond and Verba concentrate on®the patterns of
orivénfdﬂon towards political objects among the members of
the naiion. wl The sum of these orientations is the political

culture of the polity. Political ¢culture is then reiafed to the
political system by (a) characterizing a whcie political
system on a basis of a sample of interviews; (b) ascertaining
the interviewees®' orientations towards others' orientations;
‘and (c) testing the characteristics of the political system
against sets of political attitudes so that one may be related
to the o‘i’ﬁ*wer.,z While Almond and Verba do not elaborate in
~any detail on what the constituent elements of a political
system are, they broadly distinguish, affer Easton, the input
and output funciions of a political system. .And they emphasize
the 'brientation to political structure and process, not orient~
ation to the substance of political demands and output,

Almond and Powell cqfeg@rrca”y sharpen the concept
of political system to free it from any taint of a conservative
bias. They write, "The conception of the political system
which we follow in this book is one of interdependence, but
not one of hdrmo'nya"

The characteristics associated with the concepfts of
"Requisites™, "Inferdependence” and "Equilibrium?” were pro=~
- posed by Almond "as three cond?i’ions,"s implicit in the
sociological school of functionalism, though not as one group
of characteristics associated with functionalism as they are

being considered here. However, thére is perhaps some merit

1. Almond and Verba, op.cit.,p.15.
2. ‘ibid., pp.73~74.
3. lbld.,,p‘,29

4. Almond and Powell, op.cit., p.12. Further, to them, interdependence
means that "when the properties of one component in o sysfem change, all the other
components and the system as a whole are affected.” =~ ibid.,p. 19

5. Almond, "A Development Approach to Political Systems, " op.cit.,
p. 184,
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in consider"iAng them as a group here, insofar as they tend fo
form a clusier (fogether with the concept of political system)
both in logical as well as sociciogical theory.

In seéking the common denominator of the funciionalist
schools of thought, some exphanatory remarks concérning the
above three concepis, however brief and crude, may be

o a i

attempted. "Requisites," or "prerequisites,” may be seen as

-

the essential requiremenis that phenomenon X has fo mee

in order for it to be so regarded and distinguished from Y,
Z, and so forih. The purpose may be entirely defianitional,

for example the requisites of oxygen are the eliements thut

factors that support such

e

comprise it and the environmenta
a composition. However, some functionalisis have gone
beyond such a stage. They conceive of the requisites for a

society (i.e., sociai sysiem) and procecd o identify those

\:;

requisites most directiy reiated to volitics; the politica
_ 3 H

ands

sysitem is then conceived as o subesysivm of the social sysienm

ly

(o}

"Interdependence" and "equilibri are so clos
related that they may be considered together. We suggesied
above that a system is defined in ferms of iis properties or

requisites; the latter when defined as integral pavis of the
? > E

1. See sources cited in foutnoles -8 on p.t Ji Labovés §
et al, "The Functional Prereguisives of a Scolery,” Bihics, Jan, 1950, K?gDQ 100=111,
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system, would obviously bear some relatiosship to the former.

Interdependence may be seen as referring to that relationship.

a

However, in so doing, it post chean:
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brings about change in others. But prior to suech changes,
functionalist analysis assumes the existence of a hypothetical
state of balance, or order. The concept of equilibrium may

be seen inusuch a light. Almond sums up the relationship

When one variable in o system changes in magnifude
or in guality, the others cre subjecied to sirains
and are iransformed, and the system changes iis
£
] i

Pter ‘ rformance; or the dysfur
attern of perform e@; or i lysfunc
ponent is discipglined by regulasory me
cnd the equilibrium of 1§ : i

Prior to examining ihe modeis, it would be appropriare

p
a8

to further explore some viewpoliais on the conc
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7

N s 2.
PT O Sgulii
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The claim 1:
weil as substuntive concerns of funciionulists have a coaser=
vative orientation, ¢ prediiection fo view the shaiusvquo

as desirable, or neglect the sources,as well as the

‘S
i% s ot iy it
itiaa! Svsiems

1/ Almord, "A Developmonial A




of change in sociei’yai These charges lawe been the focus

of considerable controversy. Many of the bases, as well as

implications of these churges, hove been refuted in some

i

fashion or another. Whilst we agree that the fun

tionalists

s

H

have tended to ignore the probdem of societal change and

3

fransformation, we do nof feel thai there exists a necessary

or inherent bias within the funciionalist "docirine”. The

is said to provide a metheod for the

e

functionalist framewer

P

study of survival, mainienance, s weil as stress and franse

To William Flanigan ard Edwia
Science, "in {gd) Don Martindaic, Funcilvaulism ir : _
AA. PSS, ,1988), pp.111=26, Don svxg:z'h»“k“sc;, %arf i e silfernatives fo

Functicnalism in Sociclogy, "ibid. po. ;

Functional Analyses: Some f’ré‘i‘;}?}a ane
Review, April 1956, ppe 129-37; Kin
sis as a Special Me*hcd in Sociclom
pp. 757=773; Walter Buckiey, "5
in Howard Becker and Alvin Bogko
and Change, (N.Y.: Holt, Risshart &
Hempel, "The Logic of Funciional A
on Sociological The m‘vg Evansion, |
Alvin W, Geuldner, "Reciprosiely una Autonomy ia ?mzmmm.g

ppag‘é}“;mz?(ju

e

Hfeler

‘J r(‘:} i

2, See, for G}iciﬁ’ap%f" fon Whitteker, "The MNai
Funetionalism in Sociology, ™ ia L?ur i\\u findaia,
Nugel, The Stiwcture of Scionce, (N.Y.: Harco
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formation &n s;ysi*emaT
We can now commence with our examination of the
mdde%sgggszcrid?s‘ model seems, relafiveiy speaking to adnere
teast to functional analysis. His four categories, as poinied
out 4e§riier, do not comprise a system. Th

them are only fenuous, thereby preciuding the possibility of

their being described as interdependent, and no order or

balance is prescribed for them vo aporoach the state of

equilibrium.

Apter lies on ihe other exireme, As noted in

S
o i
o

analysis of his model, he defines the political system as «

sub=system of the socicl sysiem. The siruciural requisites
of government are carefuily worked out by him. While socicl

<
2
o
i
o
4]
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stratification is his cenjral variabie, the
related fo it and form clusters., Interdependence gmongst

3
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them is stressed, no!

independentiy postulated variciies; governmentd, poiificul

«

groups and the other unit

il

of anaiysis dependent vpon
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1. However, David Laston |
used® in the funciionalist Em,m shi
usually assumed fo mean the some thing. " -
of Politics,” in Easion, \euh \%
]966);;:)5.‘ 45. See alse ;‘Elb i
Behaviorul Science, Vol. (
endeavored fo indicaie h;,aw ine

Sase his A Systeras Aﬁ@i”, i
Almond and Powell have
ﬁ“ l"’ﬁVb F’xc‘;dmeé fthelr j"’

?g has consciously
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in nls own work
sioral theory oas.
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wial study of peifiical
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them.  Apter does however speak of "affinites” and "relaié

ionships” among the variables, but whether these amount fo

2

o state of equilibrium is difficuly 1o assess,

o
w
&
e
o
=
.
o
[
&
e
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For Binder, the polit comprise

ama

specific categories of siructures or funciions. The "requisites

that he seems to implicitiy provide dre ceriain power reiagiion=

ships challenging or supporting ihe legitimacy=sysiem of the
polity. Further, no connection among such relationships is

imposed, since in both their origins as well as consequences

iy
2

©
L
o

they are noi neaily categorized
is an ideal=type of an integrated system; i.e., when benavior
and belief coincide. He writes:

in their generality, beliefs and seoliticai beha
F-4

Q
s
[
-5

comprise an analyiical system which §5, by definitidn,
always in equilibrium. ©Gut wien we refer to specifis
beliefs and specific behaviors in vthe percepiible
world of continuous vhangs, we must focus our
aifention on degrees of maiintegration of ideas, of
political behuvior, and of each with the other. = 2

din his first model, Almond makes no conscious aftomey
to develop any requi
Itke Apter, he expliciviy states his adherence to the ;.»‘ic:e;;u

of interdependence in sysiems anaiysis.

1. Lucien W. Pye hes resc &
the hanging together of clusters of certain variables, Sec
Fitigss of Modernization, E:,y David E. A LR

2. Binder, Spaciia, E&‘f»u
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The concept of system implies that these roles are
interdependent and that a significant change in
any one role affects changes in others, and thereby
changes the sysiem as a whole., = 1

Embedded within this statement may be the idea of equilibrium,

a

but in his descripiion of the four major types of political

systems, neither of the concepis of interdependence or equil~
ibrium have been pursued.
However, th Cas eman, Almond specifies four univer=

sal properties of all political systems. Trese may we considered

as requisifes of a system. Interdependence is indicated as

: " o nooL : 332 A7l 91 &l [ 3
one of the "properfies of fhe system. While not the subject
of explicit concern, egullibrium may bs assumed $o inhere in

Inferdependence.

ith the actual

Tl
-
o'

Almond and Verba are no? coacarned

s

itical systems, but with the i

o]
£
o~
<
e
o
C
[
o
1%

performance of pol

cognitions of it. Inferdependence may thersfore be seen

most claarly in their empirical

a

that constitute one or anoiher kind of political cuivure,
Further, equilibrium is not relevant jo their emplivical sei=

ting since the effect changes fa variables have on one another

t. Almond, "Comperarive Political Sysioms, "

2. Almond, "latroduction: A Funchionas
Politics, " op.citop.7.
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can appropriately be siudied over iime, while Almond and
Verba provide, a "snapshoi" so to speak, of the attitudes
of individuals at a point in time.

Almond and Powell in their guest for a developmental
approach to politics explicitlyyreject the notion of equilib=
rium an hérmony,i and in so doing argue that their previous
model? had static and conservative implications. They write,
"Qur eariier formulation was svitable mainly for the analysis
3

£

of political sysiems in a given cross=section of time,"

From the above review of the modeis, the following
generalizations emerge. Macridis and Binder seem relatively

immume from the spell of functionalism. While they resort

to the use of some variabies fraceabie to funciionalist lifer~

(4

[

ature, their core concepis and general orientations do not
dappear fo be conirolled by it. Almond®s first model is a
transitional formulation, ana it is therefore almosy impousinic

to classify it amongst ouy oiney modeis., Heowuever, the penev~

-

ration of functionalist influence is not pervasive and ihe

variables that emerge are not gusy o relaie to the harsh

realities of empirical roscurch,

sramn which we foliow in this book is
AEEAGHY . = 0p.CiT., PulZs

1. "The conception of gol
one of interdependence, but rot one ol
2. Almond and Coleman, op.ci®,

3. Ibid.,p.13.



The ofher models (Apter's, Almond and -Colemdn's,
Almond and Verba's, and Almond and Powell's) are on the
opposite exireme. Though distinct and separaie from each
other, they are deeply imbuved with the norms of funciionalism,
;

The implications of systems analysis are carefully spelled out

and the highest priority cccorded io empirical operationai-
ization., Exemplary amongsi these is Almond and Verba's
model in its attempis at synthesizing ihe voriables derived

from funciional theory and vigorously quantified through

survey research.

iy

Modél=building, as a conscious effort within the
F4

[y

tics, is o phenomenon that has

e

[iterature of comparative sol
recently come into ifs own, and it has much fo commend it.
Through the explicit rendering of its aaclytical criferia and

2

conceptual framework, it holds the promise of facil

o

itarin

€2

betiter, scientific, and rigorous scholarship in comparative
politics. Conscipusly stating the rationale as well as the
purpose of the criteria of relevance is likely to avoid many
oitf l NS i H £ &l P A §"E,».¥, 2 Ly 5o S
pitfalls. ome clarity of thougnt is likely to be infroduced
insofur as exiraneous and irrelevant variables aad criteria
are eliminated. The siress on iogical consistency is iikely
to avoid some lacunae thai may otherwise have been overw

looked., Where categories or iypologies are proposed with



a view to facilitating the organizing of data (as ihey are
expected to), rigour is achieved, and af least some of the
requirements of science are mef, Comparisons are facilit-
ated. Errors of logic, emphasis and relationships are easily
detected cznd eliminated. Finally, the relevance of concep~
tualization is related to defensible, or atlieast plausible
empirical grounds, or fo use David Easton's phrase, "empir-

ically oriented theory. n2

v

However, models, despite the above, cun be culiure=
bound, negleciful of seme crucial variables and perhaps
insufficiently sensitive fo the problems of change. Such
considerations are specifically relevant to the probiems of
empirical G(ﬁplica%fcﬁ of the modeis, and will be briefly
viewed here.

In contrast fo the universalisiic scope of our models,

we may note some views of contemporary cuthors who confend

that such a scope is meaniagicss and that "the polivics of

s

non-Western couniries forms u distinct category for study. "’

1. For some of the c;%'w'“'
see David Easton, A Framework for

2. David Easion, ?i‘:@
Political Science, . (New York: A

3. George McT. Kahin, Guv Zavker and L. W, Pye, "Compurative
Poliiics of Non=Western Counirige, 3‘93, Dec. 1955, pp.1022=41; see
p. 1023,
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Such a view calls into question the ability of gy examined
models to serve as an adequate guide for the purposes of
collecting data in non=Western areas.

Further, the above criticismsdimply that our models,
as products of Western political science, have failed fo con=
front some specific problems. Such a crivicism does not,
however, discouni the heroic attempis of many of our model=
builders Gf‘dec.li’ﬁg with the politics, the areas, the culiure
and the h%g?gry of polities that are alien to them. The

essential point is thai they have been deemed unsuccessful

i

in captruriag vividly some profound and subtle iniricacies o

the non=Western political process. Even though our model=

builders :mpilcs?iy deal withiit, no satisfdciory resolution

€1

H -

emerges. Clearly then, ihe process of eclevaiing models

analogically derived from Wesiern experience ¥o o universagi-

o

istic position is

2,

notf without iis probliems. Howsver, it is

1. See, Fred W, Ri’g ”‘i’i‘a{: Thaory of Daveloping Poliries, " World
Polit xa,s, Oet. 1963, ppa ia,/r Barcingion Moore, Jr., "The New Scholasticism
and the Study of Politics, Wca;'u, Polivics, Got, 1953, pp. 122-38; Pavl F.
Lazarsfeld and Allen H. i:"Scaﬁ‘cmﬂ, Oualiiative Meesurement in the bu&so Sciences:
Classification, Typologies and indices, ™ s 1. Letner ard H. Lasswell (eds), The
Policy Sciences, (Stanford, Cizi‘z"i‘bi'r;'s‘a;; Lm. vl Lniversity Prass, 1951), pp. 185«

92; G.McT.Kahin et al, op.cite; Lucien W. Pye, Politles, Pmmmi ity and Nation
Bu:%dmg] (New Haven, Connccricut: Yaie Univer Ty Prass, 1962), pR.1o-31;
David E. Aprer, The Politics of | LA ¢ Rusi iiNew Horizons
for Comparaiive Politics,” W 957, 0. 53049, Al these
authors have felt obliged io devore vheir oneriics b posiulaling the characteristics

of non=Western politics.
2. A source generaliiy relevent fo Inis whoie ssue is Gidso :;f &

"Operationalism and Social Ressarch® in Listdwyn Gross, 0:("@, 50 603= /

3EYY

L

4
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o °

not our intention nor is it necessary fo conclude from this

o

that a universalistic model of polity is i’mpéssib?e, or thai¥

P

such models cannot appropriately aifend to specific issues
of the type suéges%ed above. If is oniy fo say that neglecting
to confroni squarely the issue of whether Western models are
qde_quai’efy applicable to all the poiities must remain o
basic deficiency of our models.

With respect to the study of change, the recognizable
differences beiween the Wesiern and non-Western polifies

have to be bridged. What needs o be focused on obove all

are the crucial variables that are pivotal in spurring change

and the faciors that help determine the direction and measure=
ment @f that change. The models are of very litileg help in
meefing ithese needs.

i

in stating the ubove, it is not being suggested That

ng

this is an easy problem to rescive. Indeed, the contemporary

w 1
H

15 GiWIOEY MONOBOiiLed LY

literature of comparative polivics
this elusive but unavoidabie tusk of determining the sources,
direction and measurement of political chunge.

Following from the wbove observations of ‘vurcimodsis,.

model-building as a schoiariy effori has to face the fear of

T. The sources genevally relovand aru:

Acaderny of Political and Sccic! Scionce, March i
Princeton series, op.cif.
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becoming an end in itself. At least four of our seven models

have never been operationalized in ony form; i.e., Almond’s

first model, Macridis' model, Apter’s model and Almond and

Powell's model. The only purpose and tesi of these efforts,

°

viz, empirical use, is in some danger of being ignored.

Kaplan's apt observation may be noted:

The model itself ... becomes the objeci of interest
as means so ofien usurp the imporiance of the ends
they are meani to serve. The failing | am speaking
of is the tendency to @ﬁ@ﬁgc in model=~building for
its own sake. Candor.must acknowledge the exisi=
ence of this fendency, just as we recognize the
corresponding tenderncies fo cmr/ oui experiﬁenfrs
or fo perform measuraments only for the sake of
experimenfing or measuring. = |

Simultaneous fo this undesirable sfream in contemporary
comparafive politics is anoiher siream. This refers to the
more or less empirical studies in comparative politics that

ic information. Their

€.3
o
-.;..

are based largely on impres
authors are either ignorant o7, or have chosen fo de
disregard, the modeis of comparative polir

severed from any theoretical base, degenerates infto what

Binder has called "inside dope."” This cpparent lack of

1. Abraham quidﬁ, The Co
Publishing Co., 1954.); see also, A“u Rut
of Political Development, "Werid Poi
The Political System: An Inc

jiry, (Sun Francisco; Chandler
"The Underdevelopad Study
»éf n.477; David Easten,

S e o i
vical dolence, v.6.

('A w

© 2, Binder, opscitip.d.
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convergence between models becoming ends in themselves and

the concepival frameworks pro=

empirical studies ignor§
posed by models is a source of concern for those who hold

the idea of the scientific study off politics dear,

Fi’nall-y} the reason for our deliberately siressing the

-1

weaknesses (logical and substantive as well as those of applic~
ation) of the models may be noted. Iif has not been our desire
here to be purely destruciive or fo put the stamp of disapproval
on the recent movements in compardtive politics. in u sense
no approach is ever so perfect as o require no improvement.
Instead, the inadequacies huve been emphasized in the hope
i‘hé:‘ a rigorous theory of political change, capable of encom=
passing as wide a scope of polities as human experiences

permii, will ultimaiely emerge. Towards this end, the ini-

erest of polifical theorists and political scientists converge
in such o way as to iavite e best eiforis of political scien-

:ffovis and provides
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fists. |If this disse
useful intelleciuad cues for those concerning themselves with
o3 i

this importani problem, it will have more than served its

purpose.
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