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_Pféface

These are essays in critique. In a sense, criticism is easy,
especially in as blurry and contentious an area as the theory of
society, where verbal imprecision, logical inconsistency and dis-
cordance with observed facts are commonplaces. The critique is
also rather fashionable these days, for in times when received
notions are fast losing their sanctity, it is naturally the ‘done’
thing to announce one’s displeasure with the state of human
knowledge and join the glamorous ranks of the nonconformist
intellectuals. It is not without reason, therefore, that the
whole genre of the critique is looked upon with some suspicion
and displeasure by the bulk of the academic profession which,
having to plod through the more humdrum business of daily
teaching and routine research, has trouble enough making sense
of current theoretical orthodoxies without the additional
disturbance caused by such periodic salvoes into methodological
foundations and first principles.

The objection gains further weight when it is asked, “Fair
enough, we have succeeded in showing that our present theories
are weak, riddled with unacceptable assumptions, inadequate
for the problems we feel we should solve. Where do we g0
from here 7’ It is a fair question, to which there are two
possible answers. One is to assert that there already exist
alternative theories, which we only need to adopt, or perhaps
with some modifications adapt, and we will have gone a long
way in solving our problems. This may not seem a very
convincing answer, and we will presently argue that there are
reasons to think so, but it is not wholly false either. A few
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million pages have now been written in various languages on
the Marxist theory of society, and it is truly surprising how
small a part of this is really known in Indian academies of
learning, enchanted as we still are by the cold-war knight-
errantry of Sir Karl and Sir Isaiah. Compared to the time and
effort we devote in grappling with the manifold intricacies of
British constitutional law or the most satisfactory recruitment
procedure for the civil service, it is regrettable how little of this
vast literature we seriously study.

There is a common argument in the essays included in this
book. At this stage it is only an assertion, which says that the
basic principles of the Marxist theory of society offers us a
viable starting-point for constructing the theories we need.
Along with this assertion goes a plea that these principles be
seriously examined, used and tested for their logical strength
and explanatory power. But this would still not obviate the
relevance of the second possible answer to the objection
mentioned above. And that is that we need to construct
new theories, fashion new concepts, use new assumptions,
adequate for the problems we wish to tackle. The Marxist
theory of society as it exists today has many unresolved issues,
both logical and historical. Besides, there are large gaps in
theory, particularly in areas which are of more immediate
relevance to post-colonial societies such as India, because many
of these problems have either never been adequately formulated
in classical Marxism, or else formulated wrongly. There is thus
a crying need to attempt a resolution of these problematic
issues and to close the gaps in theory. If we still assert that we
must start building upon the existing body of knowledge known
as the Marxist theory of society, itis because no new break-
throughs can occur by starting altogether from scratch; in fact,
it would be foolish to try to do so. Nothing, indeed, comes
of nothing,

There are, however, two other dangers we must guard
against. The dissatisfaction with “Western” theories of politics
and society often leads us to argue that we must therefore have
theories of society all our own—an “Indian” political science,
an “Indian” sociology. This delusion is fast catching on
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among our intellectuals. It is attractive in many ways—it gives
our society a kind of uniqueness among all other societies,
and thereby, no matter how perversely, salves our much injured
egoes. It also protects our formulations from outside examina-
tion and criticism : our theories are derived uniquely from
premises internal to our society and culture, and cannot be
properly judged by any standards other than those derived
from within those premises. That the whole business of science
is thereby reduced to absurdity does not seem to bother many
of us. But that is precisely what happens when we try to have
an “Indian” political science.!

The other danger can result either from a superficial
infatuation with ¢‘socialism” or from a grudging acceptance of
it. This is an old disease, and we only need to quote what the
founders of the new science of society had to say about
it : “Instead of thoroughly studying the new science themselves
to begin with, each of them [the great majority of the German
bourgeois converts] preferred to trim it to fit the point of view
he had brought along, made himself forthwith a private science
of his own and at once came forward with the pretension of
wanting to teach it. Hence, there are about as many points
of view among these gentry as there are heads: instead of
producing clarity in a single case they have only produced des-
perate confusion—fortunately almost exclusively among them-
selves. Educative elements whose first principle is to teach
what they have not learnt can very well be dispensed with by
the Party.”2 And for the practical political dangers which go
hand in hand with “socialist’’ slogan-mongering and ill-conceived
attempts at social engineering, our recent memories are still too
fresh to need further restatement.

1 Three of the present authors have argued this point at greater length
in Partha Chatterjee, Shibani Kinkar Chaube and Sobhanlal Datta
Gupta, ‘““Teaching Political Science : The Debate on New Orienta-
tions’, Journal of Higher Education (Monsoon 1976), pp. 5-12.

2 Karl Marx and Frederick Engels to A. Bebel, W. Liebknecht, W.
Bracke and others (“The Circular Letter”), September 18, 1879, in
Marx and Engels, Selected Correspondence (Moscow : FLPH, 1953),
at p. 394.
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The essays in this book attempt to review and assess existing
non-Marxist theories of politics in their methodological founda-
tions, their relationships with other social sciences, their sla.tus
as a general theory of society, and in some of their specific
formulations in the field of “political development”. This is
done to clear the deadwood, take stock and proceed on a new
path. It would be unfair to charge us with Coleridge’s comm-
ent on critics : “Reviewers are usually pcople who would have
been poets, historians, biographers, etc., if they could; they
have tried their talents at onc or the other, and have failed;
therefore they turncritics.” All of us are practising political
scientists working and writing on specific areas of substantive
social research; we cannot afford to be irresponsible in our
criticism of the work of others. We have, however, not erIO-
red our proposed alternatives with the same degree of critical
thoroughness and rigour. As one perceptive reader of one of
the essays in this book has pointed out, it consists of ¢“28 pages
of detailed and exhaustive critique and 2% pages of exhortation”.
This is not an abdication of responsibility. The task of
constructing a new and adequate theory of society is not one
that can be accoplished by a few individuals; it requires the
active and serious attention of the entire profession of social
researchers. If the proof of the pudding is in the eating, let us
atleast agree to wash our hands (unlike many of our other

rituals, this one certainly has a sound underlying logic), pull up
our chairs and sit at the table.
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Sudipta Kaviraj

How Not To Study Method :

A critical note on positivist teaching of methodology!

There was once a man who aspired to be the author of the
general theory of holes. When asked ‘What kind of holes—holes
dug by children in the sand for amusement, holes dug by gardeners
to plant lettuce seedlings, tank traps, holes made by roadmakers ?’
he would reply indignantly that he wished for a general theory
which will explain all of these. He rejected ab initio the — as he
saw it — pathetically common sense view that of the digging of
different kinds of holes there are quite different kinds of explana-
tions to be given ; why then he would ask do we have the concept
of a hole? Lacking the explanation to which he originally
aspired, he then fell to discovering statistically significant correla-
tions ; he found for example that there is a correlation between
the aggregate hole-digging achievement of a society as measured,
or at least one day to be mecasured, by cconometric techniques,

1

An earlier version of this paper appeared in Teaching Politics,
3(1977),3 & 4. This paper uses, for comic purposes, the officious
distinction between the terms ‘method’ and ‘methodology’. However,
Ido not want to be misunderstood. Not that this terminological
difference matters. Etymologically, ‘methodology’ simply meansa
systematic study of methods — something to which no one should
have any objection. Still, positivism makes such a fetish of making
a science out of everything, without quite making it in the end. That
is why I have persisted with the stilted ceremonious distinction. I
think these two words are perfectly interchangeable. In fact, switches
to the word method, among other things, improves English prose.
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and its degree of technological development. The United States
surpasses both Paraguay and Upper Volta in hole-digging. He
also discovered that war accelerates hole-digging ; there are more
holes in Vietnam than there were. These observations, he would
always insist, were neutral and value-frcc. This man’s achicve-
ments have passed unnoticed cxcept by me. Had he however
turned his talents to political science, had he concerned himself not
with holes, but with modernization, urbanisation or violence, [
find it difficult to believe that he might not have achieved high
office in the APSA [American Political Scierice Asscciation].

—Alasdair MaclntyréZ

‘The two main requirements for philoscrhising are :
ﬁirstly, not to keep any question back, and sccondly, té *
atfain a clear consciousness of anything ‘that gocs without'*
saying so as to comprehend it as a problem.”’ 3 Schopenhauer’s
Temark appears surprisingly relevant to methodological
theories of contemporary political | science. It lS uscful
Occasionally to reconvert our certainties into problems and
Se¢ how they stand up to new levels of questioning. This is
not a fanciful thing to do. Recent discussionslon the history of
Sclence’ has shown that this is exactly how the sciences have
a_dvanced, though scientists have not always done’it' cons-
clously.  For them often it was the result of a process that

2 Alasdair Maclntyre, ‘Is a science of comparative politics possible 2’

iln his Against the Self Images of the Age (London : .Duckworth,
971).

Schopenhauér, Essays and Aphorisms (Harmondsworth : Penguin,
1970), p. 117 ‘

From very divergent orientations, the ideas of Thomas Kuhn and
Gaston Bachelard point in this direction. The idea of a’ scientific
Tevolution, or epistemological rupture as they prefer to6 -call it, has
been extensively used by the French structuralist schiodl (A}th’usscr,

Oucault, Canguillhem)—as in Louis Althusser, For Marx (London :
Allen Lane, 1969) : Althusser and Etienne Balibar, Réading Capital
(Londop :NLB, 1972). For the main theories of science, Thomas

uhn, Tpe Structure of Scientific 'Revolutions (Chicago : University
of Chicagg Press, 1970) ; Dominique ‘Lecourt, Mdrxism b’yqd'Epis-

femology (London : NLB, 1975).* '’

P v
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HOW NOT TO STUDY METHOD 3

was not entirely delibzrate. But there ought to be some
lessons of reading history. And the minimal lesson seems to
be to build into the conscious programme of a discipline
what scientists have had to do anyway. The point in read-
ing history is that if men encounter the same situation (or,
since that, strictly speaking, is not possible, a similar situa-
tion), they should do the thing bztter. On this logic, methodo}
logical criticism should form a part of any scientific discipline.
That is exactly, this paper argues, what we must do now, if
we are to renew the study of politics as a discipline.’

Political scientists often complain abouti their subject of

a feeling that it is not going anywhere.® Such complaints
- have suddenly come in vogue. One suspects sometimes that
these are imitated complaints; just as our unshakable beha-

“vioural certainties of the last two decades were imitated
‘certainties. A behavioural consensus did not grow out of
the work we did ; it was taken second hand from others’

.works. It reflected the iogic of the intellectual experience of
'scholars in other socicties. - They appeared particularly
burlesque in India because they answered the needs of others’

"situations.” Imitation continues. After two decades of domi-

+ 5 My argument is based on the premise that our disciplineis ina
crisis. That some, even many, do not see it that way scems to
make the crisis still more serious. The deepest intellectual crisis is
one that is taken for the discipline’'s normal state.

6 These complaints have tended to multiply over the years; set off,
no doubt, by David Easton’s trendsetting presidential address to
the APSA in its 65th annual meeting. See the American- Political
Science Review (1969). Since ‘then a mild dissatisfaction with
one’s own previous work, or of one’s cwn school, has bccome quite

' 'cpmm'on. ‘But thesc criticisms suffer from thé¢ common.defect of

all autocritiques' they are not drastic enough. For both these
thmgs——that is, the expression of dissatisfaction, and thé noted

"qualltyof gentleness — see S. N. Eisenstadt and Stein Rokkan, eds.,

Bulldmg S!ates andNanons (London Sage Publications, 1973)

7 App}lcablllty problems of catcgorles that were dlstllled out of the
hlstoncal experience of western societies are discussed in Gunnar
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nation, the behavioural ideology is teing questioned even in
its ancestral homeland. Some feel that we must do this too.
Probably, this paper argues, we could do it better.
Usually, when a discipline crosses over from one crystallised
form to another, it goes through a period of methodological
civil war. Issues of method suddenly come alive.8 1Itis
rarely that altogether new social facts are discovered.
Revolutions in social science centre less on discovery of ncw
facts, more on new ways of looking at what is known.?
Most claimed revolutions in social science have been reco-
ordinations of this sort. Marx, for instance, did not discover
that there were economic factors in social life. He did not
discover that classes existed.’® He proposed a different
Myrdal, The Challenge of World Poverty (Harmondsworth : Penguin,
1970), chapters 1, 2.
This is one of the major conclusions of Kuhn’s The Structure of
Scientific Revolutions. Kuhn's theory is based on the experience of
natural science disciplines. In this regard, it can bc applicd to
social sciences. However, one must be cautious in applying Kuhn’s
formulations to social sciences. Of latc, one finds a rather discon-
certing tendency to transpose Kuhn’s propositions indiscriminately
to the terrain of political science and sociology. Along with the
tendency to positivise social science methodology goes a concurrent
one of positivising the history of social science.
Thisis a convenient simplification. Although new facts are not
discovered, new frameworks often affix new epistemological values
to the old ones that are already ‘known’.
Marx himself handsomely pointed this outto a correspondent.
“As to myself, no credit is duc to me for discovering either the
existence of classes jn modern society or the struggle between them.
Long before me bourgois historians had described the historical
developmant of this class struggle and bourgcois economists the
cconomic anatomy of the classes. What 1 did that was new was to
demonstrate 1) that the existence of classes is merely linked to
Particular historical phases in the development of production,
2) that class struggle necessarily leads to the dictatorship of the
Proletariat, 3) that this dictatorship itself only constitutes the transi-
tion to the abolition of all classes and to a classless society.” Marx
toJ. Weydemeyer, March 5, 1852. Karl Marx and Frederick Engels,
Selected Correspondence (Moscow : Progress Publishers, 1965), p.69.

10
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arrangement in the architecture of social explanation, shift-
ing the relative importance given to particular factors
through a new conceptual structure.!! This argument applies
to all important shifts in social science method, not to Marx
alone. A paradigm shift in social science occurs primarily
through the process of looking again at the material through
alternative structures of explanation and conceptualisation.
In course of this, new material is often discovered. On
occasions, it may lead to a new ordering of material in a
field.'2 If you think through the theory that ordinary
people’s attitudes are significant i understanding an epoch,

11 Althusser pursucs the theme of marxism representing an ‘epistemo-=
logical break’ in the history of social analysis. But his exposition
is needlessly complicated by the deployment of this concept at two
levels : (a) marxism emerging after an epistemological rupture with
carlier theories, and (b) locating an epistemological break in Marx’s
own work—between the younger and the mature Marx. Thisis
valuable insight. But Althusser was probably a little blinded by the
physicai associations of the idea of a break, and dogmatised the
epistemological rupture in the German Ideology. He was obliged to
qualify his position afterwards. Sce Althusser, Essays in Self-Criticism
(London : NLB, 1975). I belicve that Althusser was himsclf to blame
for his troubles. Stated differently, the major thesis of the break
can be saved.

12 Such reorderings occur most typically in history. Take a simple
example. Events that used to be derisively called ‘civil disturbances’
are being seen increasingly as popular dissent. Acts that were set
aside as forms of criminal behaviour are taking on a new significance
in the context of resecarch on popular history. One can quotec a
number of excellent works by British historians : Eric Hobsbawm,
Bandits (Harmondsworth : Penguin, 1972); Eric Hobsbawm and
George Rude, Captain Swing(Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1973); George
Rude, TheCrowd in History (NewYork: Wiley, 1964); E.P. Thompson,
Whigs and Hunters (London : Allen Lane, 1975); and Stephen
Hay, ed., Albion’s Fatal Tree (London : Allen Lane, 1975), are all
examples of this trend. Hay’s work is a particularly good example
of what happens when historians defy the conventional definition of
“crime”, open up the criminal records and look for essentially
political activity masked by crime definitions of the age. The same
is true of the work of Indian historians on peasant movements.
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you would consider material dealing with crowds important.
If you do not, you will tend to treat them as part of the
landscape, or treat them as a persistent nuisance. Revolutions
in social sciences happen in the field of explanation in this
sense, more than in information-gathering. It is not that
we discover utterly new facts, as natural scientists often
do; rather, we achieve more satisfying reatignments of aspects
of what we already know. This illustrates incidentally how
much explaining enters into knowing. Consequently, when
a subject enters a state of creative unrest before taking on
a new form, the focus inevitably shifts back on to method. ;

Inevitably is perhaps a tall word. On occasions, it may
not happen that way. It did not happen in India twenty years
'ago. In India at least, the original paradigm shift from
legal formalism to behaviouralism took place without any
spilling of blood.!3 It was a ‘glorious revolution’ in political

13 This does not me=an that pecople did not go through agonijes of
adaptation. Polijtical scientists of the earlier gencration had been
trained in the unrealistic ficld of constitutional law and -had been
encouraged to mistake that for political analysis. Within the colo-
nial framework, inside the debased dispensation of the British rule
of law, minus of course its d2mo:zratic properties, political scientists
could stil! make do with this competence. After all, their main
Occupation was to celebrate the ‘democratic system’, which,
ironically, did not obtain in Britain’s colonies. They did this
because their principals in England and America werc doing this,
and had taught them to do it. In any case, the historical rcasons
for the constitutionalist consensus in  Anglo-American political
theory are not far to seek. Ina political system that was perfectly
stable, and in which political initiatives had to look for legitimation
through legal hzrm:acutics, this was understandable. It is not
actidental that the glory of legalism in political analysis coincided
With the pleasant period of stability of capitalism. For the same
Treasons, it was utterly misplaced in the post-colonial situation.
In most post-colonial socicties the political system was brittle ;
Political forms fluctuated wildly between a messianic populism and
deformeqd versions of fascist dictatorship; and the constitutions
Tepresented how the process of politics did not go on "(for a.sample,
the ‘democratic’ constitutions of South Vietnam, South Korea,
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analysis. The earlier type of political theory was displaced
with surprising ease. Few took up positions for old liberal
theory as some did in Europe and America.l* It wasa
walkover. Indian political scientists were converted to
behaviouralism almost overnight with, of course, variations in
the adjustment lag. Itisa pity thai all this happened so
smoothly. Otherwise, the turn probably would have still
come, but some basics of political theory would have been
discussed in the process. Implicit assumptions could have
been dug up and debated. Nothing of that sort happened.
One suspects that there was a subtler continuity between the
two phases. A guess, somewhat uncharitable to our
profession, will be that the transition took place so smoothly
because it did not need much thinking on our part. It was
mainly an_ absorption of whatever came from the west. It
was of secondary importance that the west formerly exported

Philippines, and a numbzr of Latin Amesrican countries). Legalism
-“had little explanatory value under such conditions. In the post-
i1 colonial -’ socicties the focus of political. analysis was . not just
.\, .changed. It was inverted. Political instability, rapid political change,

~or what behaviouralists would call lack of mstntutlonahsauon.
became the main problem areas, in which the traditional
‘form of legalism was precisely the most unsuited. Perhaps it will
"'not be entirely unfair to suggest that those whose ‘theoretical
1 crisis’ this' was had very inadequate awareness about its nature or
«causes. -They simply submitted to the logic of academic colonia-
. lism, In the cvent, the adaptations were in most cases less than
perfect. Academics who had been brought up to work as ordinary
constitutionalists evolved into imperfect specimens of the behzi-
vioural scientist. '
14 Isaiah Berlin, ‘Does Political Theory Still Exist 7’ in Peter Laslett
and W. C. Runciman, eds. , Philosophy, Politics and Soc:erv Second
Series (Oxford : Blackwell, 1969) ; and H. Storing, ed., Essays in the
Scientific ‘Study of Politics (New York : Holt, Rinehart and Winston,
1962). There was nothing comparable to this in India. Randhir
» Singh’s forceful polemic, Reason, Revolution and Political Theory
(Delhi : PPH, 1968), was, in retrospect, aimed at a theory that had a
very transient voguc in Indian umversmes— Michael Oakshott’s
refitted rationalist theory of politics.
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liberal legalist analytical paradigms, and now behavioural ones.
We, in anycase, did not have to do the thinking lcading
to the change. The underlying colonial method of imitation
was not altered. It was hardly surprising under the circum-
tances that we never dcbated methodology. For these were
actually others’ debates. Whatever the result, we acccpted
them. This silent transition should never happen again if
Indian political science aspires to adulthood. Since old-style
behaviouralism has been shaken out of its inertness by a new
wave of questioning, we could use this interval for rcal
methodological controversy.

But can one accuse behaviouralism of being indifferent
to questions of method ? s not that unfair? Is not
behaviouralism always lavishing ceremonial attention to
methodology ? Some will argue that methodological aware-
ness is precisely the gift behaviouralism has brought to
political theory. This is true in a sense, but on a superficial
level. For one thing, it is not factually true that behavioural
political theory alone is aware of problems of method.
Traditional theory was so too, though classical theorists
hz%ndled these questions differently. Their way of dealing
Wlth method was not equally overt. As a compensation,
it was also remarkaply [ess dogmatic. The actual result of
this ceremonially overt concern with methodology has not
always. led to increaseq sensitivity in the method of political
analysis. It has, paradoxically, often led to the reverse
effect.

What we ¢a)) met
not what the classicg
the same set of quest

hodology after the behaviouralists is
meant by method. They are not exactly
ions. They are, in one sense, a subset
mosi sensitive ’ no. means include the m?St significant or the

- Questions apoyt approaching political pheno-
mena. POlftlcal analysis s suffering today froma serious
methodological Crisis, though some may not feel it. We
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should, I shall argue, recognise this crisis, and try to analyse
its aspects and causes.

It is not simply that the official method of looking at
political reality was wrong. The flaw was much more
fundamental. In many ways, political scientists tried to work
with a wrong definition of the concept of method itself. Much
of the so-called methodological controversy was beside the
point, because they had an altogether erronecous idea about
what method was. To put it simply, the discussions were
sometimes competent, but on a wrong subject. This paper
suggests that we go back from the consuming concern with
what are really secondary questions of techniques to the
more fundamental ones of method and epistemology. One
need not dogmatise cither side of this division. One can be
sensitive to basic epistemic concerns and still be an excellent
user of normal iechniques. They are not to be bought at the
expense of each other. They can be usefully worked as
complements.

Paradoxically, this will take us back to the classics.!s
In the first place, it will make us realise that some of the
casy dichotomies we had got used to are misleading. Take
the one between ‘political philosophy’ (previous political
theorists) and ‘political science’ (a collective name for our-
selves, of course, minus those who dissented from the beha-
vioural faith).1® Such dichotomies are always dangerous.

15 Dissatisfaction with the behavioural theory of political science
should not, however, drive us into the opposite extremism—to defend
all of traditional theory. Traditional theorists had interesting and
relevant concerns, but they did not solve all problems of political
analysis. They made instructive mistakes. Iam notin favour of
the indiscriminate nostalgia that some have for the classics. This
essentially backward-looking reaction actually reinforced the
behaviouralist claim to be the only modern theory of politics.

16 These distinctions are too well-known and too widely shared to be
ascribed to individual authors. Behavioura] attempts at rethinking

its relation to classical modes of political theory gave rise to a series
of interconnected illusions.
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We are not the first generation to congratulate ourselves this
way. There were others before us who had done so. Thomas
Hobbes, one of our most conceited ancestors, remarked that
before him political theory was more a dream than a science.!?
Bentham felt that with him political thcory and governmental
practice had a better chance of becoming a science than cver
before. Saint-Simon!® and Comte!® had thought along
similar lines. Behaviouralism too made a somewhat similar
claim. It was a collective claim for a change, not a personal
one, since there were no outstanding individuals of the cut
of a Hobbes or a Comte.?? It differed from the carlier
claims in that those werc made with greater justice. The
Hobbesian ‘revolution’, or the Hegelian, certainly represented
a more authentic break in the methodology of political
theory. Of course, no such claim could be true in an absolute
sense. Even Hobbes’s revolution, which in many ways
resembled Descartes’s, fell short of it. Behaviouralism was
no different in this respect. In terms of ideological content,
behavioural theory had very little to say that was new.?!
17
18

Hobbes, Leviathan, part 1V, chapter 46.

Emile Durkheim, Socialism and Saint-Simon ( London : Routledge

and Kegan Paul, 1959).

19 Comte is quite explicit about his philosophical aims. For a concise

statement of his position, Auguste Comte, The Positive Philosophy

(New York : AMS Press, reprint of 1855 ed).
20 However, for rather laboured comparisons between unequals, see

William T, Bluhm, Theories of the Political System ( Englewood
Cliffs, N. J.. prentice-Hall, 1965). Comparisons are between :
Thucydides and Waber, Plato and Strauss, Hobbes, Downs and

Riker, Aristotle, Lipset and Almond, etc.
2l The ideological continuities between constitutionalist and behaviou-

Tal political theory are obvious. Both systems of thought defended
the bourgeois democratic state on the basis of liberal premises about
social behaviour. One must qualify this general statement in one
field. 1n their treatment of democracy, these two theoretical
Systems took up very different attitudes. Behaviouralism represen-
ted a stage in which democratic theory had lost its innocence. It
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There were some marginal novelties. It absorbed some
elements of the elitist objections to the unrealistic simplicity
of earlier democratic theory. Consequently, it handled the
problem of democracy with greater cynicism. It had, un-
doubtedly, some novelty about the way it said what it did.
Cynics often called it more a revolution in terms than in
the way of looking at political things.2? Since the late fifties,
political scientists started talking to each other in a more
incomprechensible language. Less hostile critics would
probably value the mountains of data behavioural research
has piled up, though conceding that these have to go
through several processes of reifining before they can be used
as useful indicators.?> But in its social roots, its orienta-
tions, its opinions and prejudices (though a behavioural
scientist is disqualified from having prejudices except in his
nonscientific, strictly private capacity), it was remarkably
similar to the methodologically individualist and conatively
liberal political theory that had preceded it. Behaviouralism
certainly introduced innovations in matters of technique. It
was more officious and self-conscious in methodological dis-
cussion. But certainly it is absurd to say that the classics
neglected method. Methodological structures may be open
or implicit. Classical theorists sometimes liked to keep their
propositions on method discreetly in the background, or

incorporated, within the general democratic theoretical framework,
a strong dose of the elitist cynicism about the basic possibility of a
democratic government. The works of Mannheim and Aron contri-
buted to it in their very disparate ways. Sce T.B. Bottomore,
Elites and Society ( Harmondsworth : Penguin, 1966).

22 For an example : Heinz Eulau, The Behavioral Persuationin Politics
( New York : Random House, 1963).

23 For different ways of criticising the behavioural revolution, Bernard
Crick, The American Science of Politics ( Berkeley : University of
California Press, 1959); Herbert J. Storing, ed., Essays on the Scienti-
fic Study of Politics ; Thomas Spragens, Dilemma of Contemporary

Political Theory : Towards a Post-behavioral Science of Politics
(New York : Dunellen, 1973 ).
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mixed into the detailed movement of the argument. This is
true, say, of Machiavelli, Rousseau or Mandeville. But it
is certainly not true of some others, like Hobbes, Mill or
Hegel.?* They thought carefully about the architecture of
their theories, their strategies of presentation and, one might
say, about its ground plan. They made it impossible for any-
one entering their theories to walk past their method. They
put it squarely in the foreground, in fact, at the entrance.
But why does one have such a different taste from reading
them ? The reason ig simple. They did not mean by
method what behaviouralists mean today. Their definitions
were more open and more complex.25 Ours come in necater
packets, more pedestrian, a long series of commonplace
questions.  Schlick said that the most important task of
philosophy is to give things their right names.?6  Conversely,
it ought to be the task of philosophy to see if names arc
attached to the right things. Do we attach the name ‘method’
to the right things in politjcal enquiry ?

Misunderstandings as to what method is led to scveral
serious effects on the inner arrangement in the academic
regime of politics, |t separated the study of political ana-
lysis from the study of the history of political theory,
obviously on the Pretentious supposition that we have hardly
anything to learp from the classics. Its effects were mira-

culous. - At one stroke, it totally dehistoricised the study of

24 To b ¢ specific, the firsy part of Leviathan, Hegel’s Science of
‘LLogl'c and the first sections of Phenomenology, and Mill's
ogic.

25 As examples, one could refer to some studies of classical thinkers by
eommentators who Were sensitive to the methodological sophis-

tication of their subjects, like Macpherson’s explication of Hobbes’s
method or Kq

Jeve’s com el’s. C. B. Macpherson,
Political  Theor, Mmentary on Heg

: . of Possessive  Individualism ( London : Oxford
I—;’n‘;:rs:;y Press, 1967 ), and Alexandre Kojeve, An Introduction to
the Reading ofH"&’el(Nc i : b, 1969 ).

26 Moritz Schlick, G W York : Basic Books, 1969 )

eney,

al Ty g New York : Springer
Verlag, 1974), 0. 8, 11 teory of Knowledge (
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method. Supertficially, this disjunction with tradition may
appear like the logical empiricists’ treatment of conventional
philosophy. But it is not a rigorous parallel. Behavioural
political theory was only superficially analytic, achieving
none of the rigour and the relentless demystifying energy
that go with logical positivism of a superior variety. Sub-
scquently, a new type of orthodoxy has emerged as theorists
like Winch tried to work out a whole theoretical system of
social science from the work of the later Wittgenstein.??
Practically, its only consequence was to bifurcate the study of
political analysis — on the one hand, methodology -was
abstracted from 1ts historical precedents ; on the other,
history of political theory deteriorated for lack of methodo-
logical understanding. Now students rarely tried to interro-
gate the methodological core of classical systems. With a
new view of this relation, both these alienated streams might
improve.

Methodological enquiry is ‘thinking about thinking’.28
In discussing method we ought to discuss how we think,
what are the ways or collective thinking about social reality,
and whether we think of the right questions in the right way.
German idealists, in their usual heavy jargon, used to call
this ‘philosophical self-consciousness’ or ‘criticism’. The
purpose of methodology is to make a discipline ‘critical’ in
this sense, to make the discipline think critically about itself,
about its favourite roads to reality. Making a discipline
ccritical’ in this sense does not halt its forward move-
ment. It provides it with a built-in mechanism of self-
correction, mobility and what some romantically (call ‘crea-
tive tension’.

The effect of behaviouralism on political science was
paradoxical. Purely in quantitative terms, it threw a lot of

27 Peter Winch, The Idea of a Social Science ( London : Routledge and
Kegan Paul, 1958). For a critique, Martin Hollis, ‘Witchcraft
and Winchcraft’, Philosophy of the Social Sciences ( 1972 ).

28 A phrase widely used by German idealists.
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attention on what it called mz:hodology. This was apparent
in its literature. But it was more so if you consider its
academic system as a whole — the written work, the institu-
tional system of their interpretation and teaching. Every
degree programme would have its first course on methodo-
logy. Every book would have its first chapter onit. In
interviews for college jobs, therc werc obligatory questions
on its many wonders, particularly the mysteries of sampling
theory. Every doctoral thesis was made to do compulsory
speculations on it. Particularly disturbing was the collapse
of the concept of method into a few relatively simple statis-
tical techniques. Never was there such an enormous quantity
of thinking(?), writing, reading, cramming, lecturing, question-
setting and answering (during exams, that is, when the students
are safely at the receiving end) done about the rather
abstruse area of method, Method nearly became an industry.
Teaching led to manuals to seminars, seminars to summer
Institutes, along the historically inevitable academic sequence.
Fashions spread from the metropolises to the periphery of
the academic world.
. I am not criticising all of it. Certainly, debating method
in th.e _open is better than being only half-conscious of its
"Tfp'llClt contours. Writing explicitly about it is betier than
TIXINg it into a substantive argument and having your
l‘eaders' perpetually guess at it. All this is true, provided
What_ IS being discussed is the complex of fundamental
Eg::tlll(;ﬂinby solving  which an enquirer knows about
of vision. %:;ﬁe;“d h‘fw possibly he can det.ect subtle errors
whirl of courses :1’ tl.ns was really h.app.emng through tl.me
the absurd pm’let:rr"mnars, S}Jmmer institutes and, now in
conversations called l‘an termln?logy, the very comfortable
what came out was m\)’\:orl.(s.hOps » was df)ubtful. More oftc?n,
SenS6 — turning the faccrmcal thinking in a remotely Kantian
. . ulty of reason ‘inward’ first, as some
old-fashioned philosophers would have put it, turning it on
itself, before turning it on the world outside. S,erious methodo-
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logical study 1s subversive in principle, because its function
is to detect errors in established knowledge-systems that are
considered error-free. It tries to isolate error-zones in
political analysis, to retrace its steps (much the way a man
who has dropped a key goes back looking for it along the
way he had come, or the way one detects an errorin a
sum a child has done wrong), and detect where exactly
errors come in. That is what methodological training is all
about. Behaviouralism, unfortunately, does not look at it
this way.

What it does is in some ways its exact opposite. And
one must make allowances for other types of dangers as
well. Since certain points are not stressed in the manuals
themselves, or not stressed enough, they leave the way open
for infinite regression. Slides occur at several points. The
manuals themselves often turn away from intelligent positi-
vist or logical empiricist theories to simplified ones. Manuals
are simplified in the course of teaching, and debased.
Teaching is bound to be further deformed, in the Indian case
at least, by the inadequate theoretical preparation of students.
But these students are supposed to swing into action shortly—
armed with these tools, the modern weapons to extract
meaning from the heart of facts. It is, of course, not the
student’s fault. They are not equipped for this at any stage.
An average political science student would know nothing
about scientific controversies since Galileo’s time. He would
not know how the experience of scientific practice is distilled
into theories of knowledge. He would not know of the
classical epistemological doctrines. It is unlikely that he
would have studied Descartes, or Hume, Kant or Comte.?®
Rationalism, empiricism, nominalism are just long words to

29 The fact that theorists like Descaries, Hume, Kant or Comte do not
figure in political science syllabi is not accidental. It arises from the
inability of our academic culture to see the essential unity of the
European intellectual tradition, and from an absurdly narrow
definition of ‘the political’.
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him. He is never told that science too has a history. What
men considered °‘scientific’ method has changed from one
age to another, often in a dramatic revolutionary way. A
student undergoing this training is, therefore, not in a position
to criticise a given methodology. He can only uncritically
accept it. Besides, his ignorance of the theories of science
will prevent him from using intelligently even the limited and
restricted models that he has learnt. The image of ‘method’
that the student would go into research with would be a
gross caricature of not only what is meant by method in

the wider sense, but also of positivist methodology of the
original manuals.

There is an ‘official’ method of teaching methodology.
It is remarkable for its dogmatism. It sets out by telling the
learner what ‘the scientific method’ is. ‘Scientific method’
can apparently exist in the abstract, without embarrassing
encounters with specific problems. It tells him how this
sFienttﬁc method can be applied to the intractable and, at
Flmes, baffling material of the social sciences ; how such
1ntracFability can be overcome : that is, the tricks that the
quantitatively minded social scientist must play on the tricks
that the social material may play on him. After this diet of
. Somewhat fragile ceriainties, he is encouraged to dive into
the real stuff scientific research is made of—the exciting
world. of survey research and its intricacies.? Methodological
qQuestions are just preliminaries. What is crucial in the
making of a socja] scientist is this plunge into the ‘facts’.3!

30 Th{S !SIn N0 way a rejection of survey research in general. There
are Important areas which are amenable to it. This is a criticism of
;:;:‘(‘)I; ;;?tu_l'vey research, and the illusory f:onﬁdencc that all prob-

g Ical behaviour can be satisfactorily solved once they are
put into this formay,

31 An uncritica] theo
b

ecause of the ﬁy .of facts is distressi.ngly widespread, again

endemic influence of positivist method. Facts, one
s told, would solve a]| controversics. The obvious flaw in this
approach is that it overjooks the theoretical context of fact-gathering,
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This, of course, has a touch of caricature. But in purely
statistical terms, this would be a fairly objective picture of
what goes on in methodology courses. There are innumer-
able objections one could put forward against this procedure.
I shall mention just a few. First, it may give rise to miscon-
ceptions about method itself— what it means, what it is
supposed to do, what questions or types of questions are
subsumed under it. It is confusing in the purely analytic sense.
Social scientists debate methodology because men follow and
work out for themselves different strategies of knowing. A
methodological theory has to weigh these different ways of
seeing against one another. Methodological knowledge comes
only when one is aware of the plurality of possible methods in
the field, and when one can choose, and therefore can think,
and be critical. And also when, while choosing, one can give
reasons why onec is choosing one out of a range of alternative
methods. “You can be a good empiricist only if you are pre-
pared to work with many alternative theories rather than with
a single point of view and ‘experience’....Theoretical plura-
lism is assumed to be an essential feature of all knowledge
that claims to be objective.””3* Methodological knowledge
cannot come by way of preemptive dissemination of one single
point of view. It simply cannot come if we shut off all hints
of alternatives, and pretend that there is one definable, obvious
scientific method, that there is obviously something wrong
with those who do not agree, and that the said method is a
chain of unshakable truths. Experimentation is futile. All
other styles of enquiry are classed, implicitly, as methodological
‘deviance’. All that the student has to do is to learn it, and
then apply it— dogmatically, as it turns out in most cases. The
way it is prescribed to the learner, it looks like a long string of

and does not look at the theoretical problems of the constitution of
social facts. For a discussion on facts and their use, Malenbaum,
‘Social Facts’, in Alan Ryan, Philosophy of Social Explanation
( London : Oxford University Press, 1973).

32 Paul Feyerabend, ‘How to be a good empiricist’, in P. H. Nidditch,
ed., Philosophy of Science (Oxford : Oxford University Press, 1969),
p. 14.

3



SUDIPTA KAVIRAJ
18

. in how to
a training in h
answers.  Actually, methodology must beorc like a long line of
Pose problems best, and should look m

lassical
llow the ¢
questions. Training in method Shoulc;iouft intelligently. It
Cartesian maxim, apg help people to

should mga

bout
. lems even a
ke them aware that there are prob
f
how to pose your problems. ) of this syndrome f>
In India, the exclusive dominance scribed to our colonial
utilitarianism and positivism can be as once a brief interval
academic inheritance, though there \‘;(aof Brajendra Nath Seal
of interest in idealjst theory in the wor British idealists, and
and hig school. Since the time of the ism of Moore3? ?nd
after the conclusiye philosophical critie list-phenomenological
the analytjcg the main trend of idealis prican theoretical
s -Ame
Philosophy NeVer returned to the Anglo

of German
: off-shoots . 3
culture. I tpe continent, interesting lism34, hermeneutics3s,
idealism Continued tq develop— existentia
phenome

‘critical theory’37.
nology®, the Frankfurt school of
33 G.E, Moore, p,
versity Press, 19
34 Though it wag
Kicrkegaard deve]
Heidegger o4 J
Posing of social
introduccd More,
massive (g
York : AW

idge : Cambridge Uni-
N 1903 (Cambridge : Cam
incipia Ethica, s
. as dSoren
73). academic phllosophfys:rlrc and
oot initially annc‘wcd in the WO”_‘S ° ce on the
oped it, it was re to have a deep lnnuc"ld it was
Aspers, and camrc\c English-speaking wc;::ss,b)’ the
Questions. In tsarll'c's literary W‘I)"k' ess (New
thingn
I suspeCF, oy hy, Being and .A{O N i Dialectical
courses on philosop ])'9,66) or the Critique o,
ashington Square Press, . ks
wor
Reason (Longqy, . NLB, 1976). in English, though his ony
35 Diltheys Work is pot casily availablcuOks on German socio ‘:Sté
are regulayyy discussed in the textboo school failed to pereota
However the influence of the hermeneutic ess of political science.
into the ,gencral methodological conSCIOL;:rmondswortl1 : Penguin,
Connertop ed., Critical Sociology ( s on the main themf’S'
1976) gives useful collection ofg:l::'{cs Taylor, ‘Hermene ur:lgi
Particularly useful are the articles by ‘Hermeneutics : Restoratio
and Politicy’, and by pau] Ricoeur, ‘He o
H ? . m
eduction of Tfjusion. ical positions of pheno o
t f the sociological P New Rules of Socio
Statement o Anthony Giddens,
Omethodology, An 76). : n
od (London: Hutchinsof'l, 1’?0” (London : Heinemann,
1a
The Dialectical Imagir furt school.
ankfur
1973) is an intellectyq| history of the Fr.

36 For a recent
logy and ethy,
logical Meth

37 Martin Jay,



HOW NOT TO STUDY METHOD 19

None of these tendencies troubled the dominance of a shallow
positivism in political analysis. Fortunately, the Anglo-
American academic culture is showing some absorption of such
trends. It may, one hopes, affect the methods of political
analysis. Still, it is entirely enveloped by the behavioural
variety of the positivist theory of knowledge.

The official approach to methodology subverts the essential
significance of methodological debate. Two things may come
out of it. Either the student goes away with a false sense of
intellectual security, a feeling of having a pocketful of truths.
If he has a thinking mind, all these certainties will betray him
cruelly when he comes in touch with the puzzling complexities
of social interaction. He would find it authentically complex—
a hard order of complexity that will not obligingly break down
into neat rows of simple elements and simple relations between
them.38

If he lacks the capacity to wonder, which is the second
possibility, he will simply go for the line of least resistance.
He will either choose his methodology first, and his problem
afterwards ; that is, he would choose a problem to fit his
method, instead of doing it the other way about. Or, which is
much worse, he would systematically reduce the intractably
complex structure of reality to simple rows of elements and
relations, wondering secretly at the primordial unreasonable-
ness of social phenomena. In professional terms, he might not
do badly. He might, like Maclntyre’s general theorist of
holes3?, achieve high office in one of our social research insti-
tutes. His simple formulas may even cross over into ‘policy
science’. Some harried administrator may buy his simple
solutions. Cognitively, however, that is not going to help.
There are no happy endings. The way behaviouralists think
about a methodology is nearer to a mental drill which makes
men experts in solving simple questions. Unfortunately, simple
questions in that sense do not exist.

38 Edgar Morin, ‘Complexity’, International Social Science Journal

(Paris), no. 4 (1974).

39 Alasdair Maclntyre, ‘Is a Science of Comparative Politics
Possible ?°, op. cit.
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Such approaches in effect dull methodological sensitivity by
stereotyping responses to real-life problems. The moment you
face a problem, you go into an instant platonist action of
finding out waich archetypz of problem it resembles. It makes
you think of ‘ideas’ of problems, instead of the concrete one
at hand. It makes you, in other words, incapable of operating
beyond the frontiers of your methodological manual. This
type of training clouds over the important fact that one should
not look for readymade methods while approaching a concrete
problem of research. They appear as substitutes for thinking
on one’s own. In fact, they produce a kind of trained incapa-
city to think out anything beyond the most routine and obvious

answers. By closing off all options, it makes one think that
there can be alternatives only inside
to positivists, this lower-order
to it.

positivism (or to be fair
positivism), no alternative

One must be fair to the positivists. One may not agree

with them, but one should recognisc that they contributed

immensely to the growth of modern theories of knowledge.
Ordinary manuals should not be ¢

say, the work of the Vienna Ci

language of science?? ; for instance, the work of Rudolf Carnap,
Mc?ritz Schlick or Karl Popper; and if students are to be
trained in a positivist tradition anyway, it is better to do it
through the ‘originals’, through works whi’ch offer sophisticated

positivist ide.as, than through their hacks. Similarly, though
many behaviouralists swear .

ne : by Max Weber, their sins should
not be v151tefl on him.  After all, thinkers are helpless in face
;If a?hentbumasuc bpostcrlty, €ven though it reads them wrong.
0 theorist can be blamed fo, . i
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rcle on epistemology and the

It is, therefore, extremely impOrtant that we do not discuss
method th‘? Wway we have done during the last decade. It is at
b'eSt myopic. If Orf.e ConSiderS the perverted training to genera-
tions of students, it is almog, Criminal, One should start out

assuming a plurality of Methods, making one’s audience,
40 A standard statement of th

Schlick, General Theory of K"m:;;nna Circle position can be had in
ge, op. cit.
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learners or readers aware that “what being scientific means”
is, ironically, still an opsn question. Actual experience of
scientific practice has given it a fluid answer, an answer that is
constantly changing, an answer that has to be fashioned accord-
ing to specific questions. There is nothing like a universal,
infallible ‘scientific method’ that can save us the agony of
thinking about the specific coordinates of a concrete problem.
Of course, men have often believed that such a miraculous
thing existed. They may even form a ‘social contract’ around
it, as behaviouralists have done, by setting up a scientific
version of totems and taboos (the do’s and dont’s). Science
is also, after all, a real society. It hasits social controls and
pressurising mechanisms.*!  Still it cannot escape the dilemma
of all tribalism. There will always be other tribes. It is simpler.
and also more rational, to treat the definition of ‘the scientific’
itself as a problem. Not believing in a dogma, besides being
an excellent principle, is also a sound practical strategy. Even
Eins:ein once said that ““the way the practicising scientist 1ooks
about his method he must appear to the systematic epistemo-
logist as a sort of ‘unscrupulous opportunist®,>*42

We should, therefore, try to create an ‘open universe’ of
methodological discourse.** This could start with an assumption
of methodological plurality, and it could move through a dis-
cussion, preferably historical, of the growth of theories and
practical models of science. This, however, does not at all

41 Unfortunately, this aspect of the problem— taking the scientific
community as a real socicty in miniature— has recejved jnadequate
attention in social science literature. Kuhn s made a beginning
in this direction. Cf. his discussion of the institutional arrangement
of ‘normal science’. A dazzling, but al] too short, piece is: Martin
Nicolaus, ‘Sociology Liberation Movemeny in T. Patman, ed.,
Counter-Course (Harmondsworth : Penguin_ 1972), pp. 38-41.

42 Einstein, quoted in Paul Feyerabend, dgq); Method (London :

NLB, 1975), p. 41. However, I am using thjg o a negative argument.

It is difficult to agree with the extreme Methodological anarchism Of
Feyerabend.

43 On closing of the universe of discourse 54 a result of positivist
influence, Herbert Marcuse, One Dimensional Man (London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1964), chapters
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mean faithful transcriptions of Thomas Kuhn into the language
and lore of social science. We should not drum into our
students the cult of a ‘scientific method’. It is too medieval 14
Finding an adequate methodological answer to a concrete
social problem is an art of craftsmanship. For even the most
detailed manuals can offer nothing more than abstract advice
that has to be concretised. One of the major points of modern
discussions on epistemology of social science is precisely this.
Method does not meet the material the way two people meet
on the street. It is a more complex form of connection.
There is constant relativity and co-determination between the
method and the material. The orthodox truths of the beha-
vioural school are too simple to penetrate this dialectic. In any
Piece of work that is closely argued, these two elements will be
Interdependent and holding each other up. The method too is
s_hapcd by the material. It is a misunderstanding of the cogni-
tive process to think of either the method or the material as
entirely receptive, or to think of a strict invariant sequence
between them. Method and material in that formless sense
fire bure abstractions. In reality they always work through an
INner reciprocity. One cannot really think of pure data un-
to“Ch?d by method, or pure method untouched by material.
That is why jt is often difficult to shift a block of data from
one frame of generalisation to a qualitatively different one.
Some qualities of the generalisation-frame will filter into the
data even in the form of a reference-code. If one wants to
work with a pew generalisation, one has to generate a different
set of data, or at least rework what one has got.
thesTehaesglﬁronre importar}t political theoxjists worked precisely on
Ptions until the behaviouralists arrived. These are not
Ezzvf;::;r;ilatiom'; these have been overlaid by the behavioura-
rediscover c;mltél‘lal of the last 'twenty years. These ha}/e to be
favourable t.o b::}?]p?re’ f?r instance (to take an instance
aviouralists), the table of contents of the
44 Ttcanbeap exciting problem for sociologists of education to find
Out how a predominantly industrial-bourgeois-rationalist theory like

Positivism is conditioned by the accumulated habits of a feudal
intellectua] culture.
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collection of Weber’s work on msthod*s with any ordinary
manual. The difference would be immense. And it is not 3
difference in the technical language or in formalisation, byt
onc of the fundamental concerns. Weber’s position has come
to be particularly ironical. Much of modern methodology is
legitimised in his name. But when Weber talked of objectivity4s,
he did not urge any of the shortcuts to scientificity practised
by behaviouralists today. One can, I think, make out a very
strong case that the collection of subjectivisms (as in question-
naires) that political behaviouralists specialise in, does not
exactly answer Weber’s idea of scientific truth.4” Much of it is
susceptible, ironically, to a purely Weberian critique.

One must have extraordinary naivete to belicve that what
men think about themselves, or what they want others to think
of them— their indulgent self-images— can be processed statisti-
cally into objective knowledge about roots of political beha-
viour. Do not blame the statistician. He is no magician, after
all. He can only show the possible inner relations in the
material that the political scientist has presented to him. Most
of the time, the trouble with bad ‘statistical’ studies is not that
they are bad statistics, but simply bad politics.

Let us take a second example. With behaviouralism,
collection of data about political processes has proceeded very
fast. ‘Accumulate ! Accumulate !’ is also the slogan of politi-
cal science in the period of late capitalism ; only it refers to
data, not to capital. What led to this blind accumulation of
abstracted empiricism was the absorption of the data-hoarders
in their own micro-areas. Certainly, the more eminent
theorists underscored the need for a macro-theory.48 They also

45 Max Wceber, Methodology of the Social Sciences, ed. Shils and Finch
(New York : Free Press, 1949).

46 1bid.

47 Weber also used the verstehen method. Cf. Schultz, A Phenomeno-
logy of the Social World (London : Heinemann, 1972) ; Theodore
Abel, ‘The opecration called verstehen’, American Journal of Socio-
logy, 54 (1958).

48 Easton, Deutsch and Riker did this in their different ways and on
behalf of their favourite models. Cf. David Easton, A Systems
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called for ijtg weaving in with micro-level generalisations.
Easton and Deutsch tried this. Riker did this in a smaller way.
Curiously, though Easton was

logical inspiration, this particul
Efforts at integration of micro-
theory were rare. At times,
invoke the modernization ort
these were far too general,

more than that all systems try
for means of doing so%;

changing under the impact o
theory-construction became

a universal source of termino-
ar advice of his went unheeded.
level data into a general political
there were token attempts to
he general systems model. But
They said by way of theory little
to continye indefinitely and look
and that even old socictics were

f industrialisalion_ The pattern of
unbalanceq.

Both these theories shared 4 common weakness. They
moved on only two levels— the mo

stabstract and the most micro,
with few fully spelt-out intermediate steps. Here, too, the
behaviouralists’ implicit theory of science, cognitive empiricism,
showed through.

For any science, collection of facts is

important. But it must be followed by attempts at coherent
arrangement. ‘Science’, ag Schlick

: said, ‘is a system of truths.
not a mere collection’,50

There are some fairly sim
any social scientist. Byt
contrary, such belief in mak
cognitive method seems to h
some institutions

_Urously they  did not. On the
Ing a burcaucratic file-system out of
_ ave spread, 14 has caught up with
administering Tesearch. They distribute

naires on COgnition, irrespective of the kind
Analysis of Political Life

Deutsch, The Nerves of Goy
william H. Biker, The Theory of Politic
Yale University Presg, 1962), ang W.H a
An Introduction to Positiye Politicyy ™ (,
Prentice-Hall, 1972),

(NCW YOTI( .

ernmeny (New

Wiley, 1965); Karl W.
York : Free Press, 1969) ;
! Coalitions (New Haven :
Riker and P, C. Ordeshook,

ory (Englewood Cliffs, N.J. :
49 It must be pointed oy that the ‘g
analysis came nowhere neqp the sop},

ystems’ frﬂmC\VOFk of political
and systems—the ideals ¢,

istication of cybernetic models
despite Easton’s subsequen attc::c:c SUPposed to take after. This,
- . s e
out of the original simple allegoryp 3t building a complex structure
forms the theory cannot esc

in thc appzu Cllﬂ Complex
ape the tri y .
50 Sch]ick, Ge”e‘ a‘ ilzcmy of 1

teness of jg initial stage.
Knowledge’ P. 102
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of research a candidate intends to do—consisting of five ques-
tions about ‘purpose’, ‘hypothesis’, ‘methodology’, ‘conceptual
framework’, ‘data processing’. Itisa typical case of going after a
vulgar positivistic respectability of the social sciences5!. Words
lose their meaning by indiscriminate use. At this rate some of our
basic concepts—‘concept’, ‘data’, ‘method’—would be misused
out of commission, degenerating into cliche which only filing
clerks in bureaucratic organisations will have faith in. Such use
simply subverts these words. A man who wields a form and in-
sists on having a blank on ‘conceptual framework’ filled in much
the same way as he would insist on the date of birth does not
know what he is doing. He is a respectable citizen of the acade-
mic-bureaucratic world. He does his work innocently and mind-
lessly as a machine. He goes on asking ‘what is your conceptual
framework? ‘of students who probably have not even heard of
the major theories of social science. Because he does not know
what he is doing, he can do it better. The best torturer is one
who does it out of a sense of duty. All this leads to a simple
result. The whole world, of politics at least, becomes strictly
ordered and hierarchical. The highest order of research is the
one that lends itself to exactitude in this sense, in this simulated
natural science way. You can hardly be so exact about the
processes of change in an entire society, about revolutions,
about the functioning of coercive structures, about the silent
effectivity of the legitimation process. But you can about how
many times a leader has used a certain word in his last three
years’ speeches, or about the quantifiable wonders of electoral
behaviour.52

This is not to say that there is no exactness involved in the
actual business of politics or in its study. An effective politi-
cian must have what we call a ‘sense of timing’. This implies
‘being exact’. Everybody knows about Lenin’s comment in the

.

51 Vulgar positivism, because, though I have generally maintained that
positivism is an inadequate theory of knowledge, behaviouralism is a
vulgar form of positivism, and ICSSR forms befray a vulgar form of
behavioural consciousness.

52 The impact of behaviouralism in India has been mostly in one field.
It has led to an explosion of electoral studies,

4
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Bol’-shevik party committee before the revolution in Ru.ssriai
‘Sixth would be too early, eighth would be too late’. POlithl?ﬂS
always make such calculations. Consequently, political scientists
have to explain them. But surely these calculations are n?t on
natural science lines, or necessarily measurable by technlqt_les
borrowed from them. Here too there are problems of ‘being
exact’, but ‘being exact’ does not mean quite the same thing.
Thus, subjects of research tend to get strictly ordered, not
overtly though, but through winks and nudges, through
insinuations and subtle ways of saying no. All research strives
for its apex—survey research, the relatively small and often
indifferent layer of a society’s politics that is ideally susceptible
to this type of handling.s3 1 do ot wish to be misunderstood.
No one can oppose necessary and intelligent quantification in

social research. And certain types of behaviour lend them-
selves quite naturally to such handling. But not all.

Secondly, there are some relatively more 8013'1'1isticateci

theoretical aspects of quantified analysis and formalisation of
social problems.

: Those can be at least intellectually exciting,
though quite often of uncertain analytical value.# Political
33 '3::’ thowcver naive, is ap epistemological argument of sorts.

starr(n)r l;natfely, there can be less charitable explanations of the
: pe ]fi O survey research. No other genre of research has been
Zz:::l‘la Y more profitaple (treating each individual researcher as
then ' c:l‘_tfel?l‘e'neur), and cognitively more suspect. Grants from the
avenu;nfgscil?lnatcly generous funding agencies also provide an
T the flowerip ial talent in
academics. & of suppressed entreprencuria

54 ;‘:::gzztt?:c?}'fz;‘ analyses occasionally end on a disappointing note.
: general review of the different aspects of the

problem leads one 4, the conclusion that no clear-cut solution has
been found for Arroyg paradox. In any case, the problem of social
fiemsnons‘cannot; be disposed of once and for all. For the problem

Is ?ssen-tla!ly One of ethical exploration into the criteria for aggre-
gating mdl.vidua] Preferences. The values involved are numerous
and changing. Aj that we can do is to work out implications of
different values, to asses their acceptability by making clearer their
consequences.” Prasant, K, Pattanaik, Voting and Collective Choice

(Cambridge : Cambridge University Press, 1971), p. 171, and
chapter 10 passim,



'HOW NOT TO STUDY METHOD 217

science in India has, however, stood firm against all such
seductions. Note the relative silence about coalition theories>s,
gamesS, theories of voting and collective choice.5? There is
impressive proliferation of only one specie—electoral behaviour
study. One would think that the only safe home for science is
in the municipalities of small towns, particularly at the time of
elections.

All this is due to one fundamental error—a failure to differ-
entiate between two distinct levels—one of which would be more
happily called techniques, the other of method proper. It
follows that political scientists should rethink the problem of
method. This should start at the level of definitions. It will
require a recordination of our concepts, and a new arrangement
of things we already know. Two things must be kept in mind.
I shall turn to them briefly.

I am not arguing for a simple linguistic shift to the word
method. What I am arguing for is a shift in the way we look
at the complex of methodological problems. The word method
is after all a shorthand. It denotes a structured complex of
questions about modes of scientific enquiry and the grounds of
choice among them. It also refers to problems of organising
the experience of scientific practice in the field. That structure
includes, to put it schematically, problems at different levels—
of epistemology, of conceptual coherence, of logic, and finally,
of techniques. Methodology, if it is treated as interchangeable
with mere techniques, is part of this structure, but a small part.
If one thinks of an ideal sequence, technical questions can be
answered only after the others have been answered. Logically,

55 Notably, Riker’s Theory of Political Coalitions.

56 Martin Shubik, ed., Game Theory and Related Approaches to Social
Behaviour (London : Wiley, 1964) ; R. D. Luce and H. Raiffa, Games
and Decisions (New York : Wiley, 1957). Recently, Arun Bose has
tried to set a number of political problems in the format of game
theory. Arun Bose, Political Paradoxes and Puzzles (Delhi : Oxford
University Press, 1977).

57 Cf. Kenneth Arrow, Social Choice and Individual Values (New
York : Wiley, 1951) ; Amartya K. Sen, Collective Choice and Social

Welfare (San Francisco : Holden Day, 1970); Prasanta XK. Pattanaik,
Voting. and Collective Choice, op. cit.
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one must solve other questions before one comes to them. And
how one handles techniques, or chooses one set of techniques
against other possible sets, depends on how one has decided
on the other questions that are logically prior to it. These
structures are very wide in scope, and have deep sociological
connections—forming specific mediations between social exist-
ence and identifiable structures of ideology. A network of
concepts and a set of specific rules about their use will form a
grid, as it were, for men to think through.58 These structures
combine operations at varying levels. A highly articulated and
refined intellectual system will express it in one way— through
its own specific jargon; so would ordinary common sense.
Enquiry into theoretical systems, if done with sensitivity, often
turns in the direction of sociology of knowledge.®® The link
between the two levels of articulation of cognitive attitude—
of self-conscious theory, and of immediate common sense—
exists through shared methodological procedures, though oper-
ating, admittedly, on very different levels of logical refinement,60
Quite oftep they are differently worked out versions of the same
basic methodological principles, the same way of making sense
of the world. Social scientists, particularly those who are
concerned with the understanding of cultures, ought to investi-
gate the precise nature of the mediations between these two
levels of thinking about society— one absurdly naive, the other
often absurd]y rarefied. In analyses of thought processes, it
is dangerous to miss their subtle symbiottc relation.6! Cogni-
tive attitudes play a critical role in the adhesion of various

58 An Outstanding example of such analysis will be Lukacs’s study of
the methodological structures of idealist philosophy and late capita-
list development in Germany. Georg Lukacs, History and Class
Consciousness (London : Merlin Press, 1971) ; essay on ‘Reification

and the Consciousness of the Proletariat’, section 2.

59 The most obvious example from the mainstream of sociology will be

the work of Karl Mannheim ; and from the marxist tradition, the
work of Gramsci,

60 Antonio Gramsci, Selections from the Prison Notebooks (London :

Lawrence and Wishart, 1971) ; section on the ‘Study of Philosophy",
61 ibid, pp. 325 f,
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sides and levels of an intellectual culture. Usually, these are
not manifest, but latent. This does not prevent them from
acting as a subtle connective mesh.

Through a series of mediations, epistemic structures perform
significant social functions. Some of these functions are mysti-
ficatory, or what Marx would have called ‘ideological’. They
give rise to false but plausible images of structures of social
reality, and of the quality of the relations in which individuals
are ‘“‘caught”. There are excellent studies on the play of
ideology and interest in social science methods. An interesting
example would be Habermas’s study on Knowledge and Human
Interest.®> Not unnaturally, these do not form a part of our
cloistered bibliographies.

Engels’s definition of ideology is sometimes turned into a
onesided cliche.®® Ideology, Engels explained, is not just a
consciousness that is false. To be ideology, and particularly
to be an ideology of any cognitive significance, it must be false
in a special way. It is that very special falsehood that has the
appearance of reasonableness, that very special error that looks
exactly like the truth. The quality of ‘seeming to be true’
is a critical element in the definition. Even theories of science
may be ideologies in this sense—collating appearance relations
in the social system, never cutting down to the essential struc-
tures beneath— the most stable, regular, recurrent and irredu-
cible social relations.®* Sometimes we must start this discussion
on the social roots of methodological attitudes, the historical
reasons why a particular mode of looking at society arises
precisely at the time it does, and what it does to the working
of the system. A certain way of seeing reality is also part
of a society’s structure.

62 Jurgen Habermas, Knowledge and Human Interest (London :
Hecinemann, 1972).

63 Despite attempts at discrediting the concept of ideology, scholars
who do not belong to the marxian tradition also find it analytically
useful, e.g., W. C. Runciman, Sociology in Its Place (Cambridge :
Cambridge University Press, 1970).

64 ‘Essence’ need not always be a hegelian category ; for a simple non-
hegelian rendering of the notion of essence, Oskar Lange, Political
Economy, Vol. I (Oxford : Pergamon Press, 1974), p. 51.
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In that case our thinking on methodology will have to be
retooled. And it is essential to do a few things as part of this
retooling. First, to revive the questions of what once used to
be called ‘architectonics’. Another would be to break down
the myopic way of thinking about techniques abstracted from
all complications of their determinate epistemic context. Tt
would not do, secondly, to pretend that that there is one
single unquestionable scientific method. Science flourishes only
when men try to think of alternatives. Paradigm shifts occur
through shifts in method, though often a method that is latent
ina new individual discovery is itself discovered afterwards.
Occasionally, what initially appears as an individual suggestion
relevent for a narrow field, turns out to be a methodological
principle for rearrangement of explanations of an entire disci-
pline. Instead of bothering for a semester about how best to
prepare a questionnaire (and we must admit, among profes-
sionals, that our lay respondents often show a humorous
contempt for them), and how best to administer them, and
thinking of complicated questions to fire at politicians which
they are going to evade anyway, we would then ask more
difficult questions, with less obvious solutions : what is know-
ledge in social science ? how is such knowledge possible ?
are there some special built-in obstacles to social knowledge,
as Marx alleged ? what are the problems of intersubjectivity ?
how does one get round them ? are there ‘problems’ lurking
inside things or concepts that appear transparent at first sight,
like observation, verification, etc. 7 would all social scientists
agree about what observation Or verification implies? what
do we do if they don’t ? and finally, what do we do with social
knowledge, in case we get it after so much trouble ? Current
methodological training does not equip a social scientist to
deal with these questions. NoO one can have his methodologi-
cal problems sorted out by others. For there are problems of
method all the time, at the most unexpected corners.

It is here that the classics of political theory could come in.
If we look at those texts closely, we find that these were also
the classical theorists’ questions, the ones that they considered
important : problems of “seeing” society. That is why they
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are the classics after all. They have a strange way of coming
back to relevance. Despite the obituaries that behaviouralists
wrote for them throughout the ’fifties and ’sixties, they are not
quite obsolete. After the outbreak of the behavioural revolu-
tion, political scientists started looking at them rather patro-
nizingly, the way a man would look, in museums, at his some-
what ridiculous predecessors. They were ‘philosophers’; we
are ‘scientists’.  As it turned out, the advantages were not all
on our side. No.one would, of course, defend them wholly.
Just as no one would claim that the behavioural revolution has
been entirely futile, though its critics would claim that it has
been, in the main, negatively useful. What political scientists
have done over the last twenty years clearly outlines how not
to study politics. The classics, by contrast, clearly thought of
the central questions of political processes— relations between
economic and political power structures, the role of prejudice,
of ideology, problems of establishing causality, totalisation,
temporality and their implications. They thought, in other
words, of politics in the large sense, not of its infinitesimal
particles after grinding the total political process into a fine
dust of strictly individual and strictly political events. Beha-
vioural concerns sometimes look trivial in comparison. This
is an old story now. Even the most enthusiastic former beha-
viouralists admit this. It has become quite fashionable to show
a mild dissatisfaction with one’s own earlier work. Unfor-
tunately, these waves of fashion have not reached India. There
is always a time lag. We have still not entered the repentant-
behaviouralist phase. Even if we do there is the danger of
there being lags in the discipline, and the profession behaving
remarkably like the dog in the limerick :

one so long

it didn’t have any notion

of how long it took to notify

its tail of its emotion.

so it happened, though his eyes
were filled with tears and sadness
its little tail went wagging on
because of previous gladness.
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In academic conferences one comes across much ‘previous
gladness’ about behaviouralism.5

Still, this moment of hesitation among behaviouralists can
be turned into a creative interval, if we do not go in for ad hoc
solutions. And if political scientists do not repeat their
collective mistake of thinking that high methodology, like high
technological skill, is exclusively produced in the advanced
countries : let us not have our own methodological debates ;
let us await the results of theirs.

This is a good time to begin a methodological debate of our
own, about posing and choosing our problems. This debate
should include the most fundamental categories of arranging
social phenomena— causality and determinism, time and its
handling, totalities, the always interesting relationship between
the logical and the historical. Of course, this will not be
comfortable for intellectual conservatives. It might make too
many of our certainties suspect all of a sudden. Archaism is
comfortable, Probably, if one takes a vote, a majority might
be against such a shake-up. Unfortunately, in questions of
th‘is kind, majority is a weak principle. Even the natural
sgnences have advanced through the subversion of earlier para-
fhgms; not in a linear fashion, through a repressive consensus
In which one does not have to think about fundamentals
because otherg are thinking about them anyway. Or, in some
cases, because these questions have been finally settled.

.Let us take a casual example of how apparently simple
things might conceal underlying problems.6 Take ‘observation’,

65 Still one of the best critiques in the field is C. Wright Mills, The

Sociological Imagination (London : Oxford University Press, 1972).

66 Several schools of idealistic-phenomenological inspiration have

attempted to lay bare the complexities involved in social interaction
and observation. For example, Ethnomethodology : Aaron V.
Cicourel, Cognitive Sociology (New York: Free Press, 1973);
Harold Garfinkel, Studies in Ethnomethodology (Berkeley : University
of California Press, 1967) ; Phenomenology : A. Schutz, Phenomeno-
logy of the Social World : A. Schutz and Luckmann, The Structures
of the Life World (London : Heinemann, 1974) ; Hermeneutics : it
can be sampled in the pieces by Dilthey and Gadamer in Connerton,
ed., Critical Sociology, op. cit. A brief critique is to be found in
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an essential step according to the manuals. Observation is one
of the few wonderfully simple operations which together make
up the process of ‘theory-building’. Theory is built out of a
number of bricks, like hypothesisation, conceptualisation, obser-
vation, verification, and of course experiments (if possible).
Mecthod would have been a dream if its constituent moments
had really been so simple. Unfortunately, all these stages
contain possibilities of dispute. How are hypotheses construc-
ted ? how are concepts generated ? why does one choose one
set of concepts rather than another ? how do concepts fit into
a larger theory ? what does observation mean in the social
sciences ? does the observer ‘enter’ into the observed, as some
philosophical schools claim ? how do you verify laws ?

Let us also take Sartre’s famous illustration of the problem
of observation. Think of two people inside a room—a couple
in the middle of a quarrel. They would say things about each
other that they would rather hold back at quieter moments,
and what they probably do not believe in. Their gestures
would be less placid than usual. Consider the effect on this
situation if they suddenly realise that they are being looked at
through a keyhole. Obviously their behaviour would change.
There is, first, a difference between observed and unobserved
behaviour, because the observer is ‘part’ of the situation. The
fact of observation conditions the behaviour that is being
observed. The observer ‘enters’ the situation in this sense.
He becomes a factor in it. The categories of ‘observer’ and
‘observed’ wobble and turn fluid disconcertingly. Would you
then drop these categories, and turn to others ? Would you
refit them, and make them more complex ? Would you try to
use them still, not in the simple sense, but with the qualifiers
built into them somehow ? Whatever you do, you would not
be able to go back to the innocent simplicity of ‘simple’
observation.

To continue with this example, think of a more complex
case on the same lines. Suppose that this couple, unfortunately,
have a rather inquisitive neighbour. Their previous experience

Anthony Giddens, New Rules of Sociological Method (London :
Hutchinson, 1976).

5
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suggests that he is quite capable of looking through the
keyhole. 1In this case, at the time of this particular quarrel,
they may think he is out there, when, in fact, he is not. Beha-
viour becomes more interesting. Their behaviour had changed
in the first case because of the problem of presentation of self
to others, or, less charitably, because they want to appear
different from what they actually are. The whole ritual of self-
presentation would come into play. In the second case too,
there is no actual observer. What is being integrated in the
behaviour, then, is simply the possibility of being observed.
Like the first, this is also a triangular social interaction. Only,
in the first case a third point really existed, in the second it is
imagined. It is not an actual factor, but the ‘real’ factor of

their illusion, or expectation. Social sciences have to deal with
many ‘illusions’ of this sort.

‘Seeing’ can contain many
surprises.

Anyway, the real world of social facts is more com-
Plex than the ideal world of the handbooks. One can even
formulate a paradox. If the problems are really that simple
Yyou do not need a textbook to solve them. If they are more
complex, the simple solutions of textbooks will not take you
very far.

Finally, in politics there is the constant play of ideology.
Knowledge here does not lend itself to simple orders of
causality, and rarely to universally accepted standards of truth.
Hobbes saw this. He did not talk of ‘positivism’ or of the
concept of ‘ideology’. But he had sensed the underlying
problem. He emphasised that in this field the question of
knowledge is always complicated by the play of interests. As
@ prudent cynic he put his formulation in a negative form.
“For such Truth as opposeth no man’s Profit nor Pleasure is
toall men welcome.”s” Turned into its positive form, this is
an explosive idea. If it hurts men’s interest, they would simply
deny the truth even though it may have axiomatic self-evidence.
There are few areas in social science where ‘the truth’ can be
demonstrated ‘incontrovertibly’ as in natural science. This is
why ‘social knowledge’ poses peculiar problems. Subtler

67 The closing sentence of Hobbes’s Leviathan. \
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questions of this kind can hardly be tackled by drills in
technique. They require methodological sensitivity of a different

order.
Contrary to the impression the manuals give us, method is

not a realm of certainties. It is one of surprises.



Partha Chatterjee

On the Scientific Study of Politics:

A Review of the Positivist Method

I

A mild flurry of excitement has been created in academic
circles in India on the question of the proper methodology for
the social sciences. This excitement ig largely in response to the
various innovations in methods and techniques which the social

sciences have recently produced in the West In certain disci-

plines, a consensus of sorts seems to haye been established
For the more empirically-minded researchers .
economics, sociology, psychology or anthropolog;
sus represents a total devotion of attentio ,
technique—observation,

whether in
this consen-
n to problems of

: _ classification or measurement—and
a tacit avoidance of all fundamenta] issues concerning method

Among those who claim to be concerneq with
economists are completely lost in the labyring
complex, increasingly abstract and increasin
matical analysis. How the social statyg of academicians plus the
international structure of an academic discipline can c;)nfound
completely the objectives and rationale of scientific inquiry is
shown vividly by the recent development of economicqthe)cl)r

but that is a story that cannot be toiq here. Of the Ochl"
disciplines, political scientists in India are only.now beginnin

to feel the shock waves of a debate that rocked Americaﬁ

“theory’”’, many
h of increasingly
gly unreal mathe-
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academia two decades ago. The diehard traditionalists seem
at last to have been left by the wayside. The dominant cry
now is for ‘““a synthesis between the old and the new”,
‘““a bridge between the traditional and the modern”. In the
haste to escape from the horns of the dilemma, none has asked
himself whether such a synthesis is even logically possible, let
alone how it is to be achieved. And the historians, still
bedevilled by the ruinous influence of British historiography,
are largely not even aware of the possibility of “‘theory” in
history : even E. H. Carr’s What Is History ? is regarded
in most Indian universities as a piece of intriguing novelty to be
inspected with some curiosity and then kept back on the
shelf.

Most curious of all has been the response to all this of
many practitioners of social science who are professedly, in
varying degrees, of a “leftist” or “socialist” persuasion.
Some of them have contended that the methods of the natural
sciences are in principle not applicable to social phenomena,
and that, therefore, any efforts to make the study of society
scientific in this sense are misleading and, in any case, doomed
to failure. Others have been horrified by the ignominy of
being counted and coded and registered on a computer tape,
and have condemned this “‘dehumanising”” method of carrying
on scientific inquiry. The more sophisticated have taken
refuge behind what they construe to be the ““dialectical method”’
and, on the basis of a ‘‘necessary’’, though unexamined and
unelucidated, contradiction between this and the methods
of “bourgeois social science”, have peremptorily rejected the
latter. The more naive have been ensnared by diabolical
“imperialist plots” to delude the truth-seekers of the third
world and keep them in perpetual ignorance. There has been
little serious effort to confront the issues raised by recent
methodological discussions in the West and to attempt a

thorough critique of the methodological assumptions of the
Western social sciences.

It seems to me important that the issues raised by recent
discussions on the methodological foundations of liberal (i.e.,
bourgeois) political theory be studied seriously by all political
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scientists who are confronted by the intellectual task of under-
standing the problems of change and development in post-
colonial societies such as ours, and seeking, even if only in
theoretical terms, a direction towards their solution. It will,
in fact, be the argument of this review that a renewed dis-
cussion on method is vitally necessary if political science in India
is to grow out of the state of complete confusion in which it
has found itself ever since the “behavioraj revolution’’ (minus
the ‘u’) was imported into our universities,

For the purposes of this discussion, I propose to examine
the basic premises of the positivist method which, explicitly or
otherwise, comprise the methodological foundations of liberal
political theory currently used in the West. Since much of

teaching and research in politica] science in India is influenced
by what is being written in the West op t

and electoral competition, politica]
behaviour, on leadership,
of political development, it j

he theory of democracy
Participation and electoral
organisations and the entire theory

Let me add that this review does not deal with all aspects of the
voluminous, and exceedin

. . gly complex apd sophisticated,
literature on the positivist method -

08 ; it attempts to discuss only
the central propositions of thijs ph

( of ilosophica] position as reflec-
ted in contemporary politica] science in the West

1 Frederick Engels, Dialectics of Natyre i
- (Moscow : Progress Publi-
shers, 1972), pp. 40-49 apg 222.43, Also, Engels, Aiti-Duhring
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chief bone of contention in most of the debate in the West
regarding scientific method and the social sciences : the positi-
vists have maintained that there is only one kind of knowledge—
the scientific—and therefore, only one necessary method for
obtaining it, while others have disputed this. Realising,
however, that the classical Marxists had engaged in bitter
polemics with many positivists (such as Mach or, in sociology,
Comte), and keeping in mind the recent criticisms by many
Marxists of neo-positivism and empiricism, we must be very
careful to examine the precise implications of this apparent
similarity in the positivist and Marxist positions.

The discussion will be facilitated if we take a representative
expression of the current methodological position in the
Western social sciences. I will take as an example perhaps
the most sophisticated, and at the same time the clearest, expli-
cation of the positivist methodological premises of political
science to appear recently in the West, James Gregor’s Intro-
duction to Metapolitics.2

What, according to Gregor, is the scientific method ? It
refers to ““those procedures, which, as a matter of historic fact,

(Moscow : Foreign Languages Publishing House, 1962), pp. 118-32;
Marx, Grundrisse, tr. Martin Nicolaus (Harmondsworth : Penguin,
1973), pp. 100-8 ; Marx to L. Kugelmann, July 11, 1868, in Marx
and Engels, Selected Correspondence (Moscow: FLPH, 1953),
pp. 250-3. In the first version of The German Ideology there was a
passage which ran : ““We know only a single science, the science of
history. One can look at history from two sides and divide it into
the history of nature and the history of men. The two sides are,
however, inseparable...’. See Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, The
German Ideology (Moscow : Progress Publishers, 1976), p. 34n.
It must be pointed out that in the discussion in Anti-Dukring, the
only instance Engels finds of the existence of “‘eternal truths’ are
mathematical laws; as we shall indicate very soon, these
“truths” are only syntactic truths, i.e., they are true by definition,
and, thgrefore, do not add anything to our knowledge of the world.
Engels was apparently unaware of the distinction between syntactic
and empirical truths. The confusion, however, persists in Lenin’s
criticism of Bogdanov in Materialism and Empirio-Criticism
(Moscow : FLPH, 1947), pp. 130-6.

2 A.James Gregor, An Introduction to Metapolitics (New York : Free
Press, 1971).
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have provided a systematically articulated and comprehensive
body of maximally reliable knowledge claims that afford men
survival and adaptive advantage by affording explanatory and
predictive leverage”.? The important thing to note here is
that no one procedure is essential to the scientific method.
There may be a variety of procedures depending upon the
phenomena to be studied. It is often said, for instance, that the
human sciences can never be truly scientific because there is
little scope for experimentation. Yet, experiments are in no
Wway germane to the scientific method : the science of astronomy,
for instance, has developed with virtually no opportunity for
conducting experiments. The question of measurement, again,
is similar. There is no essential reason why things must be
measured : unti] quite recently, botanists, for instance, had
very few instruments for measurement. These are questions of
technique, and appropriate techniques can only be developed
according to the demands of the phenomena being studied.
Tlfere is no single invariant set of techniques that goes with the
scientific method.

The crucial Question is the reliability of scientific knowledge.
Here, we have to make a distinction between two kinds of
truth. cl-aims—one, purely formal or analytical, the other,
descriptive or empirical. The first refers to the propositions of
formal'logic, Or as a special case, of mathematics. These
propositions follow as deductions from a set of axioms, and
conseguently are implied by these axioms. They do not assert
anything Tegarding the empirical world. The proposition that
two plus two jg four follows from the definition of natural
numbf:rs and the operation of addition. To establish the truth
‘0f this statement one does not have to go around counting
apple_? Or oranges or anything else, because it does not assert
anything about them, The theorem that two sides of a trian-
gle a.re‘together greater than the third side, again, is not a
descriptive statement at all ; it is formal and its truth is estab-

3 ibid, p.21. A substantially similar definition is given in another
Standard statement of the positivist method of social science,

Richard S. Rudner, Phitosophy of Social Sciences (Englewood Cliffs,
N.J. : Prentice-Hall, 1966).
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lished according to the rules of Euclidean geometry. The
thing to note here is that these formal truth claims must be
absolutely reliable ; they must follow with complete certainty
from the original axioms. This also implies that once establi-
shed, these ‘‘truths’ are not corrigible within the given set
of axioms.

Formal truths, however, do not add anything to our know-
ledge of the world. To know something about the world, we
must have descriptive statements which assert about empirical
categories that something is or is not the case.4 Thus,
we might say that a political party is the organised expression
of class interest. If this statement is true, it adds some-
thing to our knowledge of social organisations. The truth
status of this statement, however, is not of the same order as
“two plus two equals four”. For to determine the validity
of this statement, we cannot rely on a purely formal deduction
from a set of axioms. We have to examine political parties and
class interests and corroborate empirically the hypothesised
relationship between the two. Now, here, one cannot have
absolute reliability. All one can expect is maximal reliability,
which is a statistical criterion. This means that any descrip-
tive statement is accepted because it is more reliable than all
others currently available. In principle, however, it remains
corrigible; that is, it can be supplanted by another assertion
which demonstrates itself to be more reliable. Statistically,
this means that we must accept that proposition relating two or
more empirical categories (variables) which explains the largest
proportion of the variance. This holds equally for all scientific
propositions, whether relating to physical or social phenomena.

Any scientific theory makes assertions which are claimed to
be true both in an analytical as well as an empirical sense. A

4 It should, of course, be pointed out that in many instances the
distinction between analytic and synthetic statements is not very
clear. This point was argued very forcefully by Friedrich Waismann.
I do not, however, think that the conceptual distinction, and the

corresponding differences in the criteria of validation, are necessarily
impaired by this.

6
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theory is a deductively connected set of assertions : the primary.
assertions are axioms, the others are logically implied by the
axioms. The truth of these axioms are not self-evident.
They are inductive generalisations; sometimes they are comple-
tely imaginary logical artifacts. Their acceptability depends
upon the empirical reliability of the deductions that
are made from them. A scientific theory, therefore, is
an axiom system from which certain descriptive assertions
about the empirical world can be deduced ; it is, in other
words, a “hypothetico-deductive” system.> A scientific
theory, consequently, must consist of certain conceptual cons-
tructs with formal connections between them and with rules of
correspondence with the empirical world. The formal connec-
tions and the rules of correspondence represent the operational
definitions of the theory; their reliability, maximal for the
‘?mpirical connections and complete for the formal, dctermines
1ts scientific validity.

. Although the structure of a scientific theory is represented
In this fashion, the actual process of constructing theory cannot
‘F)e attributed to any simple method such as deduction or
Induction, ¢ is always a mixture of both, plus that creative
l{se of scientific imagination which Aristotle called ‘“‘retroduc-
tion” 6 Qpe g reminded here of Einstein’s comment : “I think
ﬂ_lat theory cannot be fabricated out of the results of observa-
tion, but that it cap only be invented”.

_ This also clarifies the question about the need for abstraction
In the construction of theories. In order to clarify the formal
or erppirical connections between conceptual categories or
descriptive variables, it is often necessary to consider certain
factors or relationships in isolation from others. It is fashiona-
ble these days to talk about “models”, although the isomor-

5 Ernest Nagel, The Structure of Science (New York : Harcourt, Brace

& World, 1961) ; Carl G. Hempel, Aspects of Scientific Explanation
(New York : Free Press, 1965).

See Arthur S, Goldberg, “Political Science as Science™ in Nelson w,
Polsby et al., Politics and Social Life (Boston : Houghton Miffiin,
1964).  Also, C. Wright Mills, The Sociological Imagination
(Harmondsworth : Penguin, 1970).
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phism between the real thing and its model is absent in almost
every social science ‘““model” that I know of.? It also means
that in order to handle the logical connections more conveniently
and effectively, the use of mathematical reasoning will be
helpful. This will produce greater clarity and consistency of
thought as well as the development of a relatively unproblema-
tic and consistent language. It is also true that it is much
easier to make inductive inferences out of mathematical
models.8 Of course, different kinds of mathematics must be
developed according to the subject being studied : an indiscri-
minate adoption of the techniques of mathematical physics
does not necessarily lead to an enrichment of social theory.®
The crucial question here, of course, relates to the rules of
correspondence between the conceptual and the empirical
categories, that is to say, the operational definitions by which
we can translate the statements of the model into assertions

7 The term “model’” has a very definite meaning in the physical
sciences, particularly in atomic physics; in the social scienccs the
term is used with incredible looseness. See May Brodbeck, ‘‘Models,
Mecaning and Theories” in Llewellyn Gross, ed., Symposium on
Sociological Theory (New York : Harper & Row, 1959), pp. 373-403.

8 See Kenneth J. Arrow, ‘“Mathematical Models in the Social
Sciences” in D. E. Lerner and H.J. Lasswell, c¢ds., The Policy
Sciences (Stanford : Stanford University Press, 1951).

9 This has been the bane of modern economics. Again, this point can
only be established with much more detailed arguments, but a few
comments from an eminent mathematician and cybernetist may not
be out of place. *“Just as primitive pcoples adopt the Western
modes of denationalized clothing and of parliamentarism out of a
vague fecling that these magic rites and vestments will at once put
them abreast of modern culture and technique, so the economists
have developed the habit of dressing up their rather imprecise ideas
in the language of the infinitesimal calculus....The mathematics that
the social scientists employ and the mathematical physics that they
use as their model are the mathematics and the mathematical physics
of 1850....Very few econometricians are aware that if they are to
imitate the procedure of modern physics and not its mere appear-
ances, a mathematical economics must begin with a critical account
of these quantitative notions and the means adopted for collecting
and measuring them.” Norbert Wiener, God and Golem, Inc.
(Cambridge, Mass. : MIT Press, 1969), pp. 89-90.
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about the empirical world. The element of abstraction is
obviously necessary in theory-construction. But whatever
level of abstraction one may need to go to, the validity of a
theory must ultimately be decided on the descriptive assertions
it makes about the real world and the reliability of those
assertions.

We now come to the crux of the matter : what constitutes
reliability? The reliability of an assertion, according to Gregor,
means “minimally, that intersubjective confirmation of some
specific observations is forthcoming”.!® The validity of a
descriptive assertion involves its confirmation on the basis of
intersubjective evidence. This has been a fundamental conten-
tion of logical positivists, although all of them are not agreed
on exactly what the process of confirmation amounts to.!! The
earlier positivists suggested that all scientific assertions should
be verifiable. Later, Popper argued that the criterion should be
“refutability’ rather than ““verifiability”.!> Thus, all descrip-
tive assertions which are meaningful must be, in principle,

refutable by demonstration, and must, therefore, remain for
ever corrigible.

Assertions such as Locke’s, that the “Law of nature...
obliges everyone... that no one ought to harm another in his
life, health, liberty, or possessions’, or Rousseau’s, that ‘“the
general will is always right and tends to the public advantage”’,
do not admit of any empirical testing, because concepts such
as “the law of nature” or “general will”” do not have accepted
operational referents which may be used to confirm or
disconfirm the statements. These assertions, whether or not
we believe in them, are not scientific propositions and cannot,
in principle, add to our scientific knowledge of the world.

10 op. cit., p. 53. Italics mine.

11 For a brief description of these arguments, see John Passmore, 4
Hundred Years of Philoso phy (Harmondsworth : Penguin, 1968),
Pp. 367-423. A historical introduction to the positivist methodology
is Leszek Kolakowski, Positivist Philosophy from Hume to the Vienna
Circle, tr. Norbert Guterman (Harmondsworth : Penguin, 1972).

Karl R. Popper, The Logic of Scientific Discovery (New York :
Basic Books, 1959).

12
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However, many assertions found in classical political philo-
sophy such as the one by Thrasymachus in Plato’s Republic,
“In every case the laws are made by the ruling party in its own
interest” or by Herbert Spencer, that “‘the quality of society is
physically lowered by the artificial preservation of its feeblest
members”’, can be seen as descriptive statements which may
be confirmed or refuted by reference to the empirical world
once concepts such as “the interest of the ruling party” or
‘““the physical quality of society”” can be given an operational
meaning.

Popper’s criterion, however, logically leads to an uncomfor-
table position. If every meaningful assertion is, in principle,
refutable, then we can question the definition (the ““meaning”)
of every term used in that assertion. This would require that
we define the terms in the form of a different set of prior
concepts, which, in turn, can be questioned. There is thus
the possibility of infinite regress. If we take our earlier asser-
tion regarding political parties and class interests, we may ask
for the meaning of the term ‘class”. This could be defined,
let us say, in terms of the relations of production”. This
again might be a problematic definition and some prior
concepts explaining the meaning of “relations of production”
would become necessary. And this can go on ad infinitum.
Analytic philosophers have replied here that there exists in
every scientific language a set of basic unproblematic primary
terms (‘‘protocol sentences”, as Carnap and Neurath originally
called them) on whose meaning there is universal agreement.
These sentences are unproblematic not because there are no
prior assumptions attached to them, for that there must be :
it is impossible to avoid theoretical assumptions, even in our
ordinary language, as Feyerabend of modern epistemologists
has argued so forcefully. It is rather that the assumptions are
universally considered as acceptable. It is, indeed, obvious
that unless there are a set of basic meanings on which there is
agreement, no communication is possible. Protocol sentences,
therefore, are the basic definitions on which there is intersub-
jective agreement.

This, interestingly, elucidates the question of ‘“objectivity”’

/
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and ‘“‘adherence to facts” in science, and in turn reveals the
falsehood of the ‘fact-value dichotomy’ on which empiricism
and positivism have traditionally rested. ‘‘Facts” are never
“value-free”, for every assertion of a fact involves a generali-
sation over an infinite number of smaller facts, and therefore,
a prior set of assumptions. Take a simple fact of modern
Indian history.’* “On 15 August 1947, India achieved her
independence.” On the face of it, this appears a simple‘
enough fact. Yet is it all that “simple”” ? Why, for instance,
do we choose the date 15 August 1947, and not 26 January
1930 when the Indian National Congress observed Purna
Swaraj Day, or 21 October 1943 when the Provisional Govern-
ment of Free India was proclaimed in Singapore, or 2 Septem-
ber 1946 when the first central executive manned by Indians
took office, or 26 January 1950 when the republican constitution
of India was first proclaimed ? Obviously, when we accept
the above statement as a “fact’’, we have in mind certain
c’il_e"ia by which we pick and choose and generalise over an
entire period of India’s political history and then select the
events of a particular date as symbolising in a sense a certain
landmark. In other words, the above statement of “fact” is a
géneralisation over innumerable other facts comprising the
history of India’s independence. Secondly, the criteria on
the basis of which we make this generalisation are dependent
on certain prior assumptions—theoretical or ideological, but

nonetheless assumptions—about what we mean by “indepen-
flence - Thus we accept 15 August 1947 as the date of India’s
independence,

_ and reject the other dates, because we hold a
certain idea of “independence”, which in turn is related to our
concepts or notions of such things as ‘‘nation”™, ‘“nation-state”’,
“‘colonialism”, “imperialism”, and so on. And these concepts,
we al'l recognise, are not entirely unproblematical in the
do.mam of political theories. Consequently, when we accept
this “simple” statement as a statement of fact, we accept it in

13 The classic discussion of the problem of “facts™ in history still
remains Car] L, Becker, ‘“What are Historical Facts ?” reprinted
in Hans Meyerhoff, ed., The Philosophy of History in Our Time
(Garden City, N. Y. : Doubleday), pp. 120-37.
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relation to certain larger theoretical or ideological conceptions.
And if we differ on these conceptions, even in our acceptance
of the fact we perhaps mean different things by it.

The point is that there are no “facts” (and again there is
no difference here between physical and social phendmena)
which are not generalisations based upon certain assumptions.
The only facts are those which are generally agreed upon by
virtue of certain reasonable criteria of intersubjective confirma-
tion. And these facts change. What was accepted as eminently
reasonable in one century may not be acceptable as a fact in
another. To medieval political philosophers of Europe the
existence ' of a natural law was obvious ; no one required any
evidence or proof of its existence—it was a primary category
whose meaning was accepted. Sixteenth-century thinkers,
however, called such an assumption into question. Not only
does fresh evidence disconfirm old facts, but even the criteria
of reasonableness change. This is where the sociology of
knowledge impinges on epistemology. One of the main conten-
tions of historical materialism is that there is no knowledge
which is eternally valid, that knowledge itself changes as the
material bases of society change. Indeed, the agreement on
basic assumptions or concepts or facts on which scientific
knowledge must be based itself changes with changes in socio-
historical conditions. The basic assumptions upon which our
knowledge is built rests upon a certain consensus—a consensus
which accepts the assumptions as reasonable. This c¢onsensus,
however, is temporary ; it exists only so long as the reasonable-
ness of those assumptions is not seriously challenged. It is,
of course, the claim of historical materialism that these changes
in consensus are intimately related to structural changes in
society.

We have established, therefore, that all scientific theories
are constructed in terms of a basic language, and rest upon
certain assumptions which are generally accepted as unproble-
matic and reasonable. In the physical sciences, most termino-
logy and assumptions enjoy relatively general and long-term
acceptability, although the major scientific revolutions, such as
the Galilean or the Einsteinian, were challenges to older
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assumptions and represent their substitution by new ones. In
the social sciences, there is considerable contention regarding
theoretical assumptions, and hence, theoretical concepts and
terms. The nature of this contention, and the relevance here
of Marxism, can now be made clear.

I

The purpose of all scientific enquiry is obviously to produce
viable explanatory theories. A theory, according to the estab-
lished positivist conception, is “‘a systematically related set of
Statements, including some lawlike generalizations, that is
empirically testable”.!4 The strongest lawlike generalisations
are those which are deterministic, irreversible, sequential,
necessary and sufficient.!S There are several such generalisations
which are found in the various physical sciences, although as
We have indicated in the earlier section, the reliability of all
such assertions is probabilistic and never certain. But in the
physical sciences there do exist fairly reliable systematic process
laws, i.e., logical relationships between variables on the basis of
which we can, given the present state of a system, specify a sub-
Sequent or prior state. We do not have any such laws regarding
social phenomena which are quite so strong. In the social
sciences we can only have historic process laws, to use which
We require informatjon about the past history of a system in
order to predict some future state.

So much is clear. What is more important for our discuss-
ion, however, s the way in which we can arrive at these historic
process laws. Ip pis analysis of the scientific enterprise, Kuhn
Suggests that in order to provide a schematic guide for research,
there must firgt be a “paradigm’’,16 or to use Gregor’s termi-
nology, a “preliminary conceptual schemata™. This conceptual
schemata myst consist of certain broad theoretical or specula-
14 Rudner, op, cit., p. 10.

15 Hans L. Zetterberg, On Theory and Verification in Sociology
(Totoma, N. J. - Bedminster, 1965).
16 Thomas S. Kuhn, The Structure of

Scientific Revolutions (Chicago :
University of Chicago Press, 1962).
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tive hypotheses about the phenomena being studied, so as to
determine what will count as relevant data and then to make
some sense of this data. But this is only a preliminary stage.
Before we can understand in a meaningful way the empirical
relationships we establish between a limited number of variables
within a limited domain, we must have a longer theoretical
framework which places the limited domain within the perspec-
tive of the larger universe of enquiry. Thus, to make any
sense of an empirical relationship we may establish between,
let us say, party preference and the age group of voters, or
between the social structure of a town and the occupants of
office in municipal government, we must have a general theory
of social structures in which we can locate concepts such as
political power, party preference, political generations, etc.
This is a vital question which is either not recognised by the
usual run of “‘empirical” researchers in the West (or for that
matter in India), or if recognised, not paid any attention to. 4
general theory of society is a necessary framework for constryc-
ting and understanding partial theories.

This leads to two very important conclusions. First, there
is no sense in arbitrarily demarcating separate disciplineg of
social science. If the significance and meaning of a sma set
of events can only be understood by placing it in the context of
the whole universe of study, then any partial theories Which we
may develop regarding economic relations or political life would
not be meaningful if we permanently assume away all nop,.
economic or non-political variables. Yet this is exactly what
is done under the present arrangement of sectioning oyt the
study of society into various social ““sciences’’.

The answer to this problem is not “interdiscip]inaryn
research. The farce which has resulted in most UniVersitieS
from this ramshackle experiment is common knowledge.
When basic conceptudl schemes, empirical techniques, researc,
strategies—indeed, the whole intellectual tradition of
researcher—are structured within the confines of one Narroy,
discipline, the problem of constructing more general theorjes
embracing the contents of several disciplines is not solved by
a forced mating of diverse concepts or inappropriate techniqueg

7
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The answer must be a conscious effort to study socicty as a
totality, a totality whose ‘““meaning’’ is historically revcaled,
and a totality which is for ever changing.

The second conclusion relates to our choice of a general
social theory. And here it will be my contention that at fhe
present time there are only two sets of assertions regarding
social phenomena which could claim to represent general theo-
ries of society. One of these is essentially a liberal theory of
society which, in its various manifestations, either implicitly or
expressly forms the framework for all Western or, more Qro—
perly, bourgeois, social research. The other is historical
materialism. .

The liberal macrotheory has grown out of the positivist
sociology of Comte, through Durkheim, Weber, and the funf:-
tional anthropologists, to its culmination in recent decades in
the functionalist sociology of Parsons and his school. The
functionalist macrotheory does conceive of the social system
as a whole within which particular problems must be located.
But the assumption is “that a process or set of conditions either
‘contributes’ to the maintenance (or development) of the system
or it is ‘dysfunctional’ in that it detracts from the integration
and effectiveness of the system. It is thus the functional
reference of aJ) particular conditions and processes to the state
of the total system as a going concern which provides the
logical equivalent of simultaneous equations in a fully
developed system of analytical theory.”"?

That the functionalist “theory” of the social system
Tepresents, both in its conservative and radical versions, an
essentially libera] (capitalist) conception of society has been
amply demonstrated by Alvin Gouldner.! 1In its application
to politics particularly, the liberal ideological foundations of
the entire theoretical edifice become clear in the works

of Gabriel Almond and his associates.!® Yet, even among

17 Talcott Parsons, Essays in Sociological Theory Pure and Applied

(New York : Free Press, 1954).

18 Alvin W. Gouldner, The Coming Crisis of Western Sociology (New

York : Basic Books, 1970).

19 The most important works here are G.A. Almond and J.S. Coleman,
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Western social scientists, functionalism is rapidly losing its
status as the general theory of society—this indeed is the crisis
whi.ch Gouldner talks of. Functionalism has in recent years
been subjected to seriously damaging criticisms with respect to
its logical and scientific status, its adequacy is describing
non-Western and non-liberal social systems, and above all,
its suitability as a theory of instability and social change.20

v

Many of the more telling criticisms of functionalism have, in
fact, been made from a positivist standpoint on the scientific
method. Yet, positivist attempts to construct an alternative
theory of society have not been any more successful. The
dominant effort in this direction has gone towards the construc-
tion of a theory of social choice. Instead of a structural theory
of society, the concern here is to produce a consistent theory of
collective choice given a set of individual preférences and
alternative sets of decision rules. The exercise is analytical in

The Politics of the Developing Areas (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1960) ; G.A. Almond and G. Bingham Powell, Comparative
Politics : A Developmental Approach (Boston : Little, Brown, 1966) ;
G.A. Almond, Political Development : Essays in Heuristic Theory
(Boston : Little, Brown, 1970).

20 Some of the important critiques of functionalism, particularly in
reference to its applications to politics, are Carl G. Hempel, *“‘The
Logic of Functional Analysis” in Gross, ed., Symposium on Sociolo-
gical Theory, op. cit., pp. 271 - 307 ; Alvin W. Gouldner, “Recipro-
city and Autonomy in Functional Theory” in ibid., pp. 241 - 70 ;
Rudner, op. cit.,, ch. 5; Robert E. Dowse, “A Functionalist’s
Logic”, World Politics, 18, 4 (July 1966), pp. 607 - 22 ; John C.
Harsanyi, ‘“Rational-Choice Models of Political Behavior vs
Functionalist and Conformist Theories”, World Politics, 21, 4 (July
1969), pp. 513 - 38 ; W.G. Runciman, Social Science and Political -
Theory (Cambridge : Cambridge University Press, 1969),ch.6; A.
James Gregor, “Political Science and the Uses of Functional
Analysis™, American Political Science Review, 62, 2 (June 1968),
pp. 425 - 39 ; Alvin Rabushka, “‘Functionalism, Comparative Politics
and Scientific Explanation : Have We Reached a Dead-End ”,
Government and O pposition (Summer 1971). Plus, of course, there is
Gouldner’s book already cited.
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a purely instrumental sense. It is not denied that any method
of arriving at a collective choice on the basis of a set of
individual preferences will involve a value judgment. Never-
theless, as Arrow explains, ““given these basic value judgments
as to the mode of aggregatiny individual desires, the economist
should investigate those mechanisms for social choice which
satisfy the value judgments and should check their consequen-
ces to see if still other value judgments might be violated. In
particular, he should ask the question whether or not the value
judgments are consistent with each other, i.e., do there exist
any mechanisms of social choice which will in fact satisfy the
value judgments made 9’21

The limits of this kind of instrumental analysis are made
even clearer by Sen?? who makes the distinction between
“basic” and “‘non-basic” value judgments. ““Basic’” judg-
ments are those which apply under all conceivable circumstan-

ces, while others are ‘“non-basic”’. If a particular value

judgment is considered basic, and a person would hold it
.under all conceivable circumstances, then one cannot dispute
It on any factual or analytical grounds. If, however, they are
“‘non-basic”, i.e., conditional, then a factual or analytical
eXamination can be made about its validity or consistency
with other valye judgments. Now, most value judgments that
we make everyday are ‘““non-basic’’, and hence are amenable
to analysis of thjs kind. Further, although value judgments
Mmay be demonstrated to be non-basic, no value judgment can
be demonstrated to be basic, since at no point of time can one
f:onsider €very conceivable circumstance. Consequently, an
Instrumental analysis of social choice can be conducted for
Vvirtually all sets of value judgments one is likely to encounter.
‘ Unfortunately, the tangible results of much of this
Instrumental analysis of mechanisms of social choice have not
been Particularly meaningful as elements of a theory of society.
The early attempts were concerned with certain paradoxical
21 Kenneth J, Arrow, Social Choice and Individual Values (New York :
John Wiley, 1963), pp. 4-5.

22 Amartya K. Sen, Collective Choice and Social Welfare (San Fran-
cisco : Holden-Day, 1970), pp. 59 - 64.
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situations in choosing according to the simple majority rule.
These were later generalised in Arrow’s famous general
possibility theorem which proved that there was no possible
rule by which a set of collectively chosen preference orderings
for society could-be obtained which satisfied four extremely
mild and plausible necessary conditions of logical completeness
and consistency, rationality and democracy. This was an
undoubtedly significant result, which raised several questions
about the validity of trying to find social orderings of prefer-
ence by any democratic procedure. Later analysts have sought
to avoid this rather disastrous result by relaxing several of
Arrow’s conditions, or by trying to find methods of social
choice rather than complete orderings. Compared to the
volume of work that has gone into these attempts, the results
are not exhilarating. Indeed, it is very difficult to imagine
how the dozens of papers now appearing on subjects such as
strategic voting without collusion under binary and democratic
group decision procedures, or the necessary and sufficient
conditions for Nash-stability of sincere voting situations,
would ever add up to a more meaningful general theory of
political institutions. Abstracted completely from all consi-
derations of the historical development or the structural context
of social institutions, these studies have now reached the stage
of a laborious but essentially barren pursuit of logical rigour
for its own sake.

These are, of course, attempts to build theoretical
formulations on the basis of purely instrumental analysis of
certain assumptions about behaviour, institutional arrange-
ments and logical requirements which appear to have a certain
broad acceptability. Their explanatory scope is, naturally,
severely limited by this very mode of analysis. There are,
however, certain other theories which attempt to reach towards
a more general theory of social institutions and change while
claiming, at the same time, not to transgress the limits of
non-cognitive instrumental analysis. One example of this is
the theory of constitutional choice proposed by Buchanan and
Tullock.2?>  This theory assumes a society consisting of
23 James M. Buchanan and Gordon Tullock, The Calculus of Consent
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rational individuals whose only goal is to maximise individual
utilities, and then goes on to deduce from this that the ‘‘ideal”
constitutional rule of collective decision-making is that of
unanimity. In institutional terms, this implies that collective
activity should be decentralised so that the costs of bargaining
and reaching unanimity are reduced as far as possible. Secondly,
by allowing vote-trading in matters of political choice, i.e.,
allowing bargains and contracts as in market exchange, the
attainment of unanimity would be made even easier.

The formulation obviously ignores the entire problem of
imperfections or inequality in the basic structure of the initial
situation in which contracts are to be made, and when applied
in a constitutional, i.e., political, situation involving the state
which is not a voluntary organisation but an organisation of
power, the absurdity of the theory is patent. Replying to the
charge that the rule of unanimity would inevitably tend to
preserve the status quo in political relations, Buchanan and
Tullock defend their formulation by saying that it ‘“‘provides
us with an extremely weak criterion for ‘betterness’, a criterion
Fhat is implicit in the individualist conception of the State
itself> 24 Indeed, the apparently harmless ‘positivist’ conception
of .the utility-maximising individual can only lead to the
ratlo.nalisation of an extremely narrow and conservative indivi-
dualist ideology if the scope of explanation is extended beyond
pu1.‘ely. instrumenta] analysis to a more general political theory
of institutions and social change. This is, in fact, admitted by
Buchan.an and Tullock themselves, for at the end of their
theore-tlcal exercise they concede that their purpose is to
f‘pr.O\.ude Some theoretical determinacy to the working of
individualist democracy”, and to provide its supporters with
“a :SomeWhat Stronger theoretical base from which to defend
their position against the continuing onslaughts of the propo-
nents of idealist democracy”.2 So much for “valuye-free’’
scientific theory !

Perhaps the most significant of recent attempts to reconstruct

(Ann Arbor : University of Michigan Press, 1962).

24 ibid., p. 14.
25 ibid., p. 301.
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the liberal macrotheory is John Rawls’s much-discussed A4
Theory of Justice.?s It is doubtful if Rawls would consider his
work ‘‘positivist”’ in the sense in which modern bourgeois
economists or political scientists define the methodological
foundations of their work. It is quite clearly intended to go
beyond the limits of merely instrumental analysis, and in fact
proposes certain principles which could serve as elements of a
normative theory of social institutions and social change. On
the other hand, Rawls asserts that his theory is also ‘“a part,
perhaps the most significant part, of the theory of rational
choice”.?” It would be interesting to discuss how this is so,
and how far Rawls succeeds in combining a liberal theory of
society with a theory of rational choice.
Rawls’s principles of justice in their final form, and the
rules of priority between those principles, are :
First Principle : Each person is to have an equal right to
the most extensive total system of equal basic liberties
compatible with a similar system of liberty for all.
Second Principle : Social and economic inequalities are to
be arranged so that they are both: (a) to the greatest
benefit of the least advantaged, consistent with the just
savings principle, and (b) attached to offices and positions
open to all under conditions of fair equality of opportunity.
First Priority Rule (The Priority of Liberty) : The principles
of justice are to be ranked in lexical order and therefore
liberty can be restricted only for the sake of liberty. There
are two cases : (a) a less extensive liberty must strengthen
the total system of liberty shared by all; (b) a less equal
liberty must be acceptable to those with the lesser liberty.
Second Priority Rule (The Priority of Justice over Efficiency
and Welfare) : The second principle of justice is lexically
prior to the principle of efficiency and to that of maximizing
the sum of advantages; and fair opportunity is prior
to the difference principle. There are two cases :
(a) an inequality of opportunity must enhance the oppor-
tunities of those with the lesser opportunity ; (b) an exces-

26 (London : Oxford University Press, 1972).
27 ibid., p. 16.
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sive rate of saving must on balance mitigate the burden of

those bearing this hardship.
Besides, there is a general conception underlying all this, viz.,

All social primary goods—Iliberty and opportunity, income

and wealth, the bases of self-respect—are to be distributed

equally unless an unequal distribution of any or all of these

goods is to the advantage of the least favoured.28

* The analytical method by which these principles are derived

is particularly instructive. Rawls assumes a hypothetical
situation in which all individuals care only for their personal
interest (a standard assumption of ‘““methodological individua-
lism”), but negotiate with each other under a “veil of igno-
rance” in order to arrive at certain commonly agreed princi-
ples of institutional arrangement. That is to say, when this
negotiation takes place, noone knows what his social or
economic position, his special interest or his own personal
abilities will be in the new society. Rawls calls this the “origi-
nal position™ in which social institutions are commonly agreed
upon through mutual negotiations, i.e., a contract, made in a
snt.uation of uncertainty. The arrangements agreed upon in
.thns contract will be just, because all structural imperfections,
Inequalities or special interests are eliminated by the device of
the original position.
.What decision rules would the individuals follow in making
thel.r. Negotiations in the original position ? 1In the theory of
decxsnon-‘making under uncertainty, there are two schools,
e.ach of which suggests a different decision rulein such situa-
tions of uncertainty. One is the expected utility maximisation
rule, .which is most commonly accepted by social scientists
working in the new positivist tradition. According to this rule,
when ap individual is faced with the problem of choosing
between several alternative states, he will estimate for each of
the outcomes the utility which will accrue to him if that out-
come actually transpires, and also assign the probability or
eXpectation that the outcome will occur. He will then choose
the alternative which maximises his expected utility.2® Rawls,
28 ibid., pp. 302 - 3.
29 This is a very loose description of the expected utility maximisation
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however, objects to the use of probabilities in the original
position, because, he says, there can be no basis for subjective
probabilities, or even logical probabilities completely determi-
ned by symmetry considerations, if there is absolutely no
empirical evidence available regarding possible future states.
Instead, Rawls in his attempt to construct an alternative to
the utilitarian theory, adopts the other decision rule, viz., the
maximin principle. This principle says that an individual must
evaluate each alternative in terms of the worst possibility that
can occur to him should he choose that alternative. He must
then choose the one in which there is the possibility of least
harm. Now, many decision theorists have pointed out that
the maximin principle often leads to decisions which are highly
irrational, because it eliminates alternatives in which there is
even the slightest chance of a disastrous outcome, no matter
how attractive they may otherwise be. If strictly followed, it
means that no one may cross a street if there is even a remote
chance that he may be run over byacar. And where the
maximin principle yields decisions which seem reasonable, it is
found that they are precisely those situations where the
maximin principle is more or less equivalent to the expected
utility maximisation principle.3° '
Following the maximin principle in the original position,
Rawls deduces his principles of justice in which every possible
institutional arrangement is evaluated in terms of the interests
of the least advantaged. He thus . arrives at a conception of
society which guarantees greatest equal freedom, fair equality
of opportunity, and the admissibility of inequality only on the
ground that it maximises the prospects of the least advantaged.
Applied to present-day society, it would mean substantial

rule. For a more detailed and rigorous discussion, see R. Duncan
Luce and Howard Raiffa, Games and Decisions (New York : John
Wiley, 1967), pp. 12 - 34.

30 See the criticism of Rawls by John C. Harsanyi, “Can the Maximin
Principle Serve as a Basis for Morality ? A Critique of John Rawls’s
Theory”, American Political Science Review, 69, 2 (June 1975),
pp. 594 - 606. Also, Kenneth J. Arrow, “Some Ordinalist-
Utilitarian Notes on Rawls’ Theory of Justice™, Journal of Philo-
sophy, 70 (May 1973).

8
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redistribution of wealth and income sufficient to achieve and
maintain fair equality of opportunity and to guarantee man’s
self-respect. In ideological terms, it is a bold attempt to
incorporate into the corpus of liberal theory, based upon the
assumption of the rational individual pursuing his self-interest,
considerations of collective rationality which, in the present
context, arise essentially out of the ideology of social
democracy.

Nevertheless, the analytical problem of holding on to the
concept of a rational calculating individual pursuing his
self-interest (the fundamental assumption of possessive indivi-
dualism), and yet steering clear of the nonegalitarian
consequences of utilitarianism, once again proves an impossible
task. Rawls seeks to perform this feat by devising a situation
\.Nhere there are self-interested individuals but no particular
mnterests. The objection has been made that this is impossible :
you cannot have individuals with a hypothetical knowledge of
what it means to have interests and desires without their
actually having particular interests and particular desires.?!
Rawl.s then proceeds to derive his liberal-egalitarian principles
of justice by adopting the maximin decision rule—an
essentially conservative rule with a strong emphasis on security
an'd. risk-aversion. This procedure has led some of Rawls’s
critics to make the rather paradoxical point that, contrary to
appearances, Rawls’s man is not bourgeois man and his theory
not egalitarian at all. Rather, his choice of the maximin rule
suggests profoundly conservative biases which are “anti-capita-
list in thrust and to some degree anti-liberal in their spirit”.32
In the end, what Rawls suggests by way of policy is a continual
transfer of incomes and resources from the wealthy to the least
advantaged classes, enough to satisfy the minimum “human”
n‘eeids of the poor, but not exceeding a limit where the produc-
tivity and efficiency of the economy begin to fall. Needless to

say, this is an idealist prescription which ignores the entire

31 Benjamin R. Barber, “Justifying Justice : Problems of Psychology,

Measurement, and Politics in Rawls’, American Political Science
Review, 69,2 (June 1975), pp. 663 - 74, at p. 664.
32 ibid., p. 666.
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political process through which such decisions must be made
in society, and in which all existing concentrations of capital
and wealth ifnply concentrations of political power.3* The
fundamental theoretical problem in the new liberal democratic
macrotheory of reconciling a self-seeking individualist concep-
tion of man with an avowed concern for a dynamic egalitarian
welfare society remains unresolved, despite the methodological
innovations of positivist rationality.

The difficulties with the liberal macrotheory have led a
number of positivistically oriented political scientists to beat a
retreat—a retreat from all considerations of general theory to a
devotion to narrowly defined limited problems. Here, it is felt,
something can be said about the real world of politics without
seriously impairing the tenets of ‘“positivist science’’. General
theories of society try to generalise about huge events which
have no identifiable structure. Hence, such theories are
impossible to verify or falsify, and are therefore, in a scientific
sense, meaningless. So, forget about general theory, concen-
trate on relatively small and oft-repeated events about which
empirical laws can be discovered and formulated as theorems
within an axiomatic structure of theory. These assumptions
will strictly delimit the theoretical field to a narrow area where
events can be precisely described.

Of political scientists, Riker has made the most sustained
plea for ‘‘positive” political theories of this kind.3* The
example he constantly urges political scientists to emulate is
that of the demand-supply price theory in neoclassical micro-
economics. Here, he feels, is a well-formulated theory based
upon an empirical law (the law of demand) which is universally

33 See in this connection C. B. Macpherson, Democratic Theory :
Essays in Retrieval (Oxford : Clarendon Press, 1973), pp. 87 - 94.
Also sce Brian Barry, The Liberal Theory of Justice - A Critical
Examination of the Principal Doctrines in A Theory of Justice by
John Rawls (Oxford : Clarendon Press, 1973).

34 William H. Riker, “The Future of a Science of Politics™, American
Behavioral Scientist (1977) ; William H. Riker and Peter C. Ordes-
hook, An Introduction to Positive Political Theory (Englewood Cliffs,
N. J. : Prentice-Hall, 1972).



60 PARTHA CHATTERJEE

valid if properly restricted, embedded in a theory of choice, and
the conclusions non-obvious, non-trivial and stro‘ngly supported
by empirical evidence. The restricted applicability of the
theory merely to situations of competitive equilibrium is not,
according to him, any more disturbing than the fact that the
law of falling bodies is restricted to a vacuum.

Riker highlights certain areas in political science in which
progress has been made in a similar direction. Three propo-
sitions, in particular, seem to represent ‘““more or less embryonic
political theories” which could be developed further :

(1) that simple majority elections in single member dis-
tricts favour the two-party system, a proposition formu-
lated by Maurice Duverger ;

(2) that in two-party systems with a single ideological
dimension and a unimodal distribution of voters, the
platforms of both parties converge to the ideological
position of the median voter, a proposition first
formulated by Downs* and later developed further

by Davis, Hinich, Ordeshook, McKelvey and

others’ ;
and (3) that in situations similar to n-person zero-sum games
with side payments, participants create coalitions just
as large as they believe will ensure winning and no
larger, i.e., the “size principle” formulated by Riker.®
What Riker thinks is particularly commendable about these
Propositions is that they are essentially of the same theoretical

Structure gag price theory : they are based upon certain

35 Maurice Duverger,

Political Parties, tr. Barbara and Robert
North (London

: Methuen, 1964), pp. 206 - 28.
36

Anthony Downs, An Economic Theory of Democracy (New York :
Harper & Row, 1957).

37 There are many papers published recently in the field of electoral
Competition, but the most general statement of the problem is
Otto A, Davis, Melvin J. Hinich and Peter C. Ordeshook, “An
Expository Development of a Mathematical Model of the Electoral
Process”, dmerican Political Science Review (June 1970).

William H. Riker, The Theory of Political Coalitions (New Haven,
Conn. : Yale University Press, 1962).

38
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empirical laws about the behaviour of voters, politicians and
leaders and are theorems within an axiomatic theory of
rational choice. They are also theories about equilibrium
social states which go beyond mere psychological observations
to the social consequences of interactions between different
groups of people with different interests and motives. Finally,
they are about small and oft-repeated events which can be
preciscly described and defined : they do not fall into the trap
of overambitious formulations about a general theory of
society.

Riker does not show himself to be aware that the theoretical
status of the fundamental assumptions behind these proposi-
tions about political phenomena, or of those of price theory
for that matter, may itself be called into question.?® What, for
instance, is the theoretical basis for assuming that voters are
maximising utilities when they vote for a particular candidate
(unless this is so in a purely tautological sense), or that voter
preferences are unimodally distributed, or that election candi-
dates are interested only in winning.®® In other words, by
which criteria or in what theoretical context do we define
concepts such as electoral competition, ideological preferences,
party platforms, etc., and accept the primary assumptions
which use such concepts? And once such questions are
brought in, there is no escaping the fact that partial theories,
in order to be intelligible, must be placed in the context of a
general theory. Despite all protestations to the contrary,
it is not as though the “positive” theories of politics do not
implicitly assume a certain general conception of society when
they accept as valid the assumption that ideological preferences
are unimodally distributed among the electorate, or that voters
vote for the candidate who is ideologically closest to them, or—

39 For one such recent critique, see Krishna Bharadwaj, Classical Poli-
cal Economy and Rise to Dominance of Supply and Demand
Theories, Centre for Studies in Social Sciences R. C. Dutt Lectures
on Political Economy 1976 (Calcutta : Orient Longman, 1978).

4Q The argument that candidates who act otherwise are rejected by the

system only begs the question : what, then, is this system ? What
sort of society would produce such an electoral system ?
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a fundamental assumption—that they are maximising utilities
when they are voting.#! Certain general propositions about socie-
ty are implicit in all these assumptions. These propositions are
not, however, integrated into a cohesive theory of society, but
that is precisely the crisis of liberal theory today. The problem,
however, is not solved by running away from such questions.

It is possible, of course, to argue that the method of working
upwards from certain well-formulated and well-tested
partial propositions towards a more general theory gives us a
viable research strategy. The question that would then become
relevant concerns the objectives of social scientific enquiry.
Certain comments are in order here. The example often cited
here of the development of the theories of physical sciznce is
apt to be misleading. The physical sciences underwent the
most phenomenal developments in a period of history which
also experienced far-reaching socio-economic changes in
the structure as well as the techniques of production. There
Was a tremendous social urge for change in which technological
development went hand in hand with the development of scientific
theory. It is often forgotten that the fundamental assumptions
of Fhe bourgeois social sciences — the idea of the self-seeking
rat19na1 individual, the perfectly competitive market and its
equilibrium — were all developed in this historical period of
change, most notably in the political theory of Hobbes, Locke
and later of the utilitarians, and in the economic theories of
Adam Smith, Malthus and Ricardo. The social ideas of
f_nedleval Europe underwent fundamental and sweeping changes
n this period. From that day, inspite of much analytical
wmdo“{-dressing, the fundamental assumptions about man
and society have remained unchanged in liberal social theory.
rigo?;uthe present junctlfre, a p.lea for exclusi.v'e attention to
I usly formulated partial theories of competitive equilibria,
18N0ring  all considerations of a general theory of social
de"elopment, implies that we turn our eyes away from the

41 Ho?v, for instance, would such models explain the phenomenon of
entire villages in India boycotting the elections to register their

prqtest on some local issue? Are the voters here maximising
utilities? How ?
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changes which are taking place today in different parts of
the world. The evidence is now massive that these theories,
whether about equilibrium prices or equilibrium party strate-
gies, are totally useless in situations which prevail in most
countries of the world. Such academic exercises are perhaps
feasible in countries where the fundamental coordinates of
social interaction remain largely stable, or where, in the
absence of any urgent movement for social action, the motiva-
tion for social scientific enquiry is literally reduced to the mere
advancement of scholarly careers. In the meantime, the liberal
theory of society remains a complete shambles.

v

The alternative general theory of society that is available to
us today is the theory of historical materialism. That this
framework is far better adapted to analyse society in terms of
the historical development of social structures and their inter-
relationships, and particularly to tackle the problems of
instability and change, can, it seemsto me, hardly be doubted.
t is, in fact, a general theoretical framework within which one
could look for historic process laws about partial structures,
applicable to limited and concrete situations. It must be recog-
nised, of course, that this general theory only attempts to
provide a simple and abstracted theoretical system whose speci-
fic descriptive implications are necessarily incomplete and for
ever corrigible. There exists, therefore, considerable scope
for the development of partial historic process laws which
provide increasingly powerful explanatory theories, and the
consequent enrichment of the general theory as well .42

42 Consider this passage from The German Ideology : “This manner of
approach [the materialist conception of history ] is not devoid
of premises. It starts out from the real premises and does not
abandon them for a moment. Its premises are men, notin any
fantastic isolation or fixity, but in their actual, empirically percepti-
ble process of development under definite conditions. Assoon as
this active life-process is described, history ceases to be a collection
of dead facts, as it is with the empiricists (themselves still abstract),
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This point has been expressed quite clearly by Lukacs :
“The framework is complete. As a requirement and approach
to the general study of society, as an interpretation of society
in its globality, in its totality, in view of its structural and
cultural, i.e., historical transformation — in these respects,
Marxism is really complete. But it also is complete as a
method, i.e., as a mode of analysis and as the criterion for
establishing the theoretical hierarchy of the constitutive factors
of society. Completeness of method, however, does not neces-
sarily imply that one can find in Marx everything in all its
specific contents. Instead, these can come to light only through
long, patient research, conducted on the basis of the Marxist
method, which brings out the global, historical sense of social
evolution....What the positivists don’t understand is precisely
this : facts must be interpreted, thus transcended; the process
of abstraction is fundamental for the construction of a general

theory. And without a general theory, facts are and remain
meaningless,’’43

or an imagined activity of imagined subjects, as with the idealists.
“Where speculation ends, where real life starts, there consequently
begins real, positive science, the expounding of the practical activity
of the practical process of development of men. Empty phrases
about consciousness end, and real knowledge has to take their
place. When the reality is described, a self-sufficient philosophy
loses its medium of existence. At the best its place can only be
taken by a summing-up of the most general results, abstractions
which are derived from the observation of the historical development
Of men. These abstractions in themselves, divorced from real
history, have no value whatsoever. They can only serve to facili-
tate the arrangement of historical material to indicate the sequence
of its separate strata, But they by no means afford a recipe or
St?hema, as does philosophy, for neatly trimming the epochs of
history. On the contrary, the difficulties begin only when one sets
about the €xamination and arrangement of the material—whether
of a past epoch or of the present—and its actual presentation. The
Témoval of these difficulties is governed by premises which certainly
cannot be stated here, but which only the study of the actual life-
process and the activity of the individuals of each epoch will make
evident.” Marx and Engels, The German ldeology, op. cit., p. 43.
43 Franco Ferrorotti, ‘“Colloquia con Gyorgy Lukacs”, La Critica
Sociologica, 17 and 18 (1971), pp. 179-84 and 92 - 104, translated
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What I have argued here is not simply that historical
materialism provides ¢certain useful insights into social pro-
~cesses”” and must, therefore, be taken seriously by social scien-
'tists"(\which is essentially what most of the celebrated ‘radical
sociologists” plead). The argument is that we must work with
a general macrotheory of society in order to structure our
research at lower levels of generalisation, and that historical
materialism is the general theory of society at the present
juncture in history. This, however, is not the place for a
detailed discussion on this matter.

as “An Interview of Georg Lukacs”, Sociological Abstracts, 20,
1 -2 (Jan-Apr 1972), pp. i - vi and 20, 3 (May 1972), vii - xvi.

9
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sense of history. The phrase ‘political economy’ appears first
in the title of David Ricardo’s Principles of Political Economy
and Taxation (London, 1817) and it exhibits a deep awarcness
of the interrelation between the polity and the economy of a
socicty. According to one view, political economy was the
product of European mercantilism—the ‘managed economies’
preceding the industrial revolution—and ‘aimed to maximise
the profitability of the nation for the use of the monarch’.2
The name ‘classical political economy’, however, is given to the
theory of the industrial revolution originating from the philo-
sophy of John Locke and flowering in the writings of Adam
Smith and David Ricardo. The basic assumption of the
‘classics” was that the state was ‘the creature of economic power
no less than its master’.3

One major problem of theory in social sciences, rarely
admitted, is the role of philosophy. Philosophy enters social
sciences at two stages : (1) building of hypotheses and (2) their
verification. The first entry is more easily detectable than the
second. Assuming that complete knowledge of things can
hardly be gathered, social scientists of necessity satisfy them-
selves with the knowledge ‘sufficient’ for the construction of a
theory. The hypotheses determine the logic of filing such
knowledge which, in its turn, depends upon the social scientists’
world-view. Verification of the hypotheses in terms of the reality
in the social sciences is easily vulnurable to the social scientist’s
perception of his universe that is composed of human relation-
ships rather than physical objects. When Adam Smith was
reflecting the spirit of the industrial revolution by advocating
laissez faire, he was clearly assuming a primacy of the economy
which, to him, could take care of itself without state interven-

tion.* His basic assumption, evidently, was the permanence
of capitalism.

2 Scott Greer, ‘Sociology and Political Science® in Seymour Martin
Lipset, ed., Politics and the Social Sciences (New Delhi: Wiley
Eastern, 1972), pp. 49-64, at p. 51.

3 Eric Roll, 4 History of Economic Thought (London : Faber and
Faber, 1966), p. 92.

4 See Greer, op. cit., p. 51.
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Greer, a sociologist and critic of ‘economic determinism’,
finds in classical political economy itself the germ of seperation
between politics and economics since it was with the classics
that ‘Economics developed around the notion of the self-
regulating system of production, distribution, consumption and
saving’.S  Quite logically, he places Marx in the tradition of
the ‘classics’. ‘Marx was, in his convictions concerning the
primacy and autonomy of the economic system, a direct descen-

dant of Adam Smith’.6 It is to Marx that the crisis of political

economy is most frequently ascribed. It is, however, equally

ignored that with all its merits classical political economy left
Severe gaps in its theoretical framework which only Marx
could expose.

The principal concepts of economics over nearly the past
two hundred years, according to Roll, have been ‘private

broperty and enterprise, private exchange, .the market

ecfon(')my’ﬂ Of these three, the first two are evidently articles
?h faith, the last an all-purpose theoretical framework. Yet

ere have been shifts of emphasis. Thus, although Adam
Smlfh Wanted an uninterrupted operation of the economic
::::c.(eﬂt’ he. eXplained. its mechanism ‘by more fundamental
avie“‘:;; elt.her relat‘mg to human conduct or derived from

Soclety and its historical development’.8 The quest

f
oc;r st;ch a fundamental law based the supply and demand theory
the tde Market on the theory of exchange value which led to

Valueevier:ofglem of two Fliﬂ‘erent kinds of labour theories of
Marx (¢ ¢ hands of Ricardo and Marx. Both Ricardo and
apDroDE| etm(;)nstrated lh?t Fhe surplus value of labour was
like sf;i:;,eb t'>y the‘ capitalist owners of industry. Ricardo,
ron law’ elieved in the permanence o.f capitalism and .the
econom -Of: Wages’ appeared to him rational. Thus, political
i '¥> I 1ts later days, was identified with ‘shallow dogma-
tls'm l?y Which  well-to-do people in the first ‘half of Queen
Victoria’s reign tried to convince working men that any change
5 ibid., p. 52,

6 ibid.

7 Roll, op. cit., p. 20.
8 ibid., p. 371.
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in the distribution of the good things of life was “scientifically
impossible.”® Marx reacted by refuting ‘the laws of political
economy’ as entirely irrational. To him the capitalist mode
of surplus appropriation was exploitative, and the capitalist
system transient.

The crisis of political economy developed slowly. James
Mill’s Elements of Political Economy, published in 1821, is the
‘last expression of unquestioning faith in the Ricardian school’.
Soon the vicious capitalist ‘trade cycle’ set in and the optimism
of the classics started to dissolve. In England and France
‘the influence of classical political economy makes itself felt in
an unsuspected quarter : and, as a reaction, a powerful apolo-
getic strain makes itself felt in the growth of an economic
orthodoxy’.'® It was in the year of continental revolution
(1848) that The Communist Manifesto was published. In the
same year John Stuart Mill’s Principles of Political Economy
diluted some of the basic premises of classical political
economy.

Not until the lapse of half a century after James Mill was
capitalist economy restored to another generally accepted
theory—the neoclassical economics. The chief innovation of
the neoclassical school was the reduction of the entire set of
problems of economics—production, distribution, exchange and
consumption—to marginal analysis. ‘Behind demand is margi-
nal utility, reflected in the demand prices of buyers (the price
at which given quantities will be demanded); behind supply is
marginal effort and sacrifice, reflected in the supply prices (the
prices at which given quantities will be forthcoming)’.!! The
net effect of the innovation was the elimination of the great
problem of classical political economy—the problem of distri-
bution—through its reformulation in terms of marginal returns.
The ‘classics’ viewed it as a problem of the social structure.

9 Graham Wallas, ‘Human Nature in Politics’ (1908), extracted in
Heinz Eulauy, S. J. Eldersveld and Morris Janowitz, eds., Political

Behavior : A Reader in Theory and Research (New Delhi : Amerind,
1968), pp. 9-11, at p. 9.

10 Roll, op. cit., p. 141.
11 ibid., pp. 396-97.
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The ‘neoclassics’ reduced it to the problems of individ}lal
preferences and bargains. The orientation of the economists
thus changed from the society toward the individual.!2 The
structural problem was finally eliminated through the reduction
of the problem of distribution into the theory of employment.

Crisis of identity of social sciences

The unifying element between
earlier tradition of social t

the interdependence bet

political economy and the
hought was the acknowledgement of
ween individual action and the social
structure. The negative aspects of this interdependence were
the source of a social criticisms and reform/revolutionary
programmes. Marxism was the strongest form of such
criticism and Programme. ‘The most outstanding works of the
late nineteenth apg the early twentieth century emerged from
the arguments against Marx’.” Neoclassical economics ignored
the Marxist challenge by taking the social structure as ‘given”
and concentrating on the problem of individual choice. Thus
emerged ‘a subjective theory of value ... only compatible with
an individualjgt view of society’ : in some of its more extreme
formulationg it even became ‘atomistic’.14

The impact of
Crisis of
engaged
regard to

the emergence of neoclassical economics was a
identity for political science which now became
in the study of governmental institutions without
social realities. The hiatus between the two offsprings
12 Tl’.lis changing moog of the non-Marxist eco
briately caught by Sweezy in the changing

as the science of investigation into ‘the
Wwealth of nationg (Adam Smith),

bution of the Produce of the eart
ordinary businesg
corollarijes’

between ends
Robbins). See
ment -

nomists has been appro-
definitions of Economics
nature and causes of the
‘the laws which regulate the distri-
b (Ricardo), ‘man’s action in the
of life’ (Marshall), ‘price and its causes and
(Davenport), ‘human behaviour as g rclationship
and scarce means which have alternative uses’ (Lionel
Paul M, Sweezy, The Theory of Capitalist Develop-

Principles of Marxian Political Economy (London :
Dobson, 1946), p. 12.

13 Stanislay Andreski, Social Sciences as Sorcery (London : Andre
Deutsch, 1972), p. 144,

Dennis

14 Roll, op, cit., p. 372.
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of political economy was sought to be filled by the new science
of sociology,!s derived from the writings of Herbert Spencer.
Even in sociology there appeared a split between the structura-
list bias of Emile Durkheim and the emphasis put by Max
Weber on human action. Spencer differed from Marx ; but the
difference rested in Spencer’s prognosis of the individuation of
socicty and Marx’s emphasis on class contradiction. The
social structure was of primary concern to both of them.
Durkheim was concerned with the stability of the social
structure. Weber, on the other hand, took the social structure
as ‘given’ and concentrated primarily on ‘action’ with reference
to individual psychology.!6

At the turn of the century, psychology itself was getting a
new shape under the impact of the behaviourists who redefined
their subject as ‘the science of action’—action flowing from
motor responses to situational stimuli rather than the unquanti-
fiable faculties of the brain. Though ‘behaviourism’ in
psychology sprang from Pavlov’s emphasis on the association
of biological acts with situational stimuli, it should be noted
that the more sustained influence of psychology on the social
sciences in general was that of the individualistic Watsonian
variety of behaviourism as modified by the premises of
psycho-analysis about ‘instinct’ as the motivator of action.!?

There remained, however, one methodological problem :
how precisely is individual behaviour quantifiable in psycholo-
gical terms ? In physics, the source of all scientific aspira-
tions of the social sciences, it has been established that the
behaviour of light particles is measurable not individually, but
in quantum. Pareto, one of the fathers of neo-classical econo-
mics, confessed that utility is measurable not cardinally, but
ordinally. He thought that a ‘scale of preferences’ is sufficient

15 Andreski, op. cit., p. 144,

16 See Juliecn Freund, The Sociology of Max Weber (London : Allen
Lane, 1968), p. 88.

17 For summaries of the behavioural and the psychoanalytical schools
of psychology, sec Robert S. Woodworth, Contemporary Schools of
Psychology (London: Methuen, 1960) chs.3 and 4; and C.E.M. Joad,
Guide to Modern Thought (London : Faber & Faber, 1942), p. 3.
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for economic analysis. The best result that can be achieved
from this kind of psycho-mechanics is, therefore, probabilistic.
Seeking to redirect the attention of political science from
institutions to the new developments of psychology, Graham
Wallas, father of modern political science, recalled that ‘The
thinkers of the past, from Plato to Bentham, had cach his view
of human nature, and he made those views the basis of their
speculations on government’.'® A linkage was thus established
by the ‘new political science’ with the general emphasis of
the other social sciences on the psychological aspect of action.
.Yet the early political behaviourists could not altogether
1gnore the structural aspects of their themes. Wallas’s contem-
porary in the United States, Arthur Bentley, wrote that
polmc‘al behaviour could be meaningful only when it was
organised in ‘groups’ around definite interests.!® To the extent
that Bentley’s behaviour was derived from interests structured
?m““d pragmatic groups rather than classes, his theory was
a convejnient dilution of Marxism’, but ‘hardly ... a substantial
alterflatlve’.20 According to Giovanni Sartori, ‘the interest
:‘:ltrsl::si:gé either leads to fuzzy theorizing or acqnfires its
om the more or less covert assumption that interest
generally is “economic interest.”’2!
. se::ziegtiviou'ral paradox.v.vas cx.pos$:d when Charles Bearc‘l,
I’"erpl‘etatio,eratlon new p(.)ll[l'cal scientist, wrote An Ecm.zor.mc
the function;lof the C0{1stttutlorz of the USA clearly depicting
USA and the _correlatlon betw?en the federal structure of the
Proprietors anzlcf:tory of' the big moneyholders ove.r smaller
USA from g o a;mers in th-e battle over .the conversion of the
against the popo? ederathn into a federation. The FhCSlS went
victory of strai ular {\mc_:rncan myt}\ that the federation vxfas a
ght-thinking Americans over the narrow-minded
18 Wallas, op. cit., p. 9,

19 Arthur F. Bentley,
Pressures®

at p. 14,

‘The Process of Government—A Study of
(1908), extracts in Eulau et. al., op. cit., pp. 14-24,

‘) M . .
.20 _GIO\.Ianm Sartori, ‘From Sociology of Politics to Political Sociology’
in Lipset, op. cit., pp. 66-100, at p. 71.
21 ibid.
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ones and was roundly condemned by conservative Americans,
at the same time being admired by the leftists. In the
1935 edition of his book, Beard tried to make amends but
reminded his critics that the idea that economic difference
could give birth to political division was as old as at least
Hamilton’s Federalist Paper No. 10.22 Beard was rejected by
the behaviourists who reduced ‘interests’ to the rather abstract
category of ‘attitudes’. L. L. Thurstone, who proposed the
term, defined it as ‘the sum total of a man’s inclinations and
feclings, prejudices or bias, preconceived notions, ideas, fears,
threats, and convictions about a specific topic’. Richard
Jensen comments that ‘Since the scientific methodology of the
day in psychology (and in most sciences) did not stress the
analysis of mutual interaction of a number of variables and
constraints within a unified system, Thurstone’s formulation
proved satisfactory to the political scientists’.23

There is indeed a very positive value of the behavioural
approach which represented ‘a break with the social absolutism
and moralism of Christian theology’. As LaPierc correctly
stresses : ‘If the important aspect of any social structure is its
functions, it follows that no structure can be judged in terms
of structure alone’.** The behavioural approach destroyed
the ‘sanctity’ of any established social-political institution and
could encourage rational assessment of such institutions. This
comment is even more applicable to Freud who did a great deal
to destroy the ‘holiness’ of society.

Here precisely lies the rub. The ‘functionalist’ theory that
developed after World War I, first in anthropology, then in
sociology and finally in the other social sciences, rejected the
scientific potential of this theory of action. Robert Merton, a
functionalist sociologist, condemned the poiitical implications

22 Charles A. Beard, An Economic Interpretation of the Constitution of
the USA (1913 ; New York: Macmillan, 1961), sec particularly
pp. vi and 14-15,

23 See Richard Jensen, ‘History and the Political Scientist’ in
Lipset, op. cit., pp. 1-28, at pp. 5-6.

24 Richard LaPiere, Collective Behavior (New York : McGraw-Hill,
1938), pp. 55-56.

10
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of Freud’s doctrine as anarchistic.25 Talcott Parsons carfle Ol.lt
heavily against the behavioural school. Unless behaviour is
viewed in terms of interaction, it has little relevance to the
social sciences.26 David Easton, who developed the concept of
‘the political system’, accorded behaviour the status of ‘datz?
while, at the same time, making a distinction between ‘behavi-
oralism’ and the ‘outmoded behaviorist views’2? Against
mounting attack the political behaviourists beat a retreat. In
1956, a Reader in Political Behavior admitted the importance
of the structural and situational variants in the political process
which have been of interest to the political scientists.28 In
1961, Dabhl signed the epitaph of the ‘behavioral protest’ with
the kind assurance that its point had been taken in the ‘main

body of political science’.? Two years later a leading beha-
viouralist called his method a ‘persuasion’.30

A theory of action

In 1937 5 ‘voluntaristic theory of action’ consistent with the
concern for institutional integration was floated by the Harvard
sociologist, Talcot¢ Parsons.?! Combining the positivistic tra-
dition of Vilfredo Pareto and Emile Durkheim and the idealistic

tradition of Max Weber, Parsons formulated the action theory
In the following form :

1. Behaviour is oriented to the attainment of ends or

goals or other anticipated states of affairs. 2. It
Robert K, Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure (New Delhi :
Amerind, 1972), p. 17s.

Talcott Parsons, The Social System (Glencoe, Ill. : Free Press, 1951),
PD. 544-45.

25
26

27 David Easton, The Political System (1963 ; Calcutta : Scientific
Book Agency, 1972), chapter 8.

28 Eulay er al., op. cit.,

‘Introduction’, p. 3.
29

Robert A, Dahl, ‘The Behavioral Approach in Political Science :
Epitaph of a Successful Protest Movement’, American Political
Science Review, 59 (1961), pp. 763-72. '

Heinz Eulau, The Behavioral Persuasion in Politics (1963 ; New
Delhi : Vakil, Feffer and Simons, 1970).

Talcott Parsons, The Structure of Social Action (New Delhi:
Amerind, 1974), p. 11.

30

31
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takes place in situations. 3. It is normatively
[teleologically] regulated. 4. It involves expendi-
ture of energy or effort or motivation.32
The robust element in the theory of action was its liberal
dynamism. ‘As process, action is, in fact, the process of altera-
tion of the conditional elements in the direction of conformity
with norms [goals]. Elimination of the normative aspect
altogether eliminates the concept of action itself and leads to
the radical positivistic position. Elimination of the conditions
of the tension from that side, equally eliminates action itself
and results in idealistic emanationism.’3 In just over a decade,
however, Parsons became sceptical of its significance. ‘A
central problem...has been, and is, how to bring theory of this
sort closer to the possibilities of guiding of and testing and
refinement by technical research, especially with the use of
technically refined instruments of observation and of the order-
ing and empirical analysis of observational data’.34
Although in 1938 Einstein spoke of the ‘decline in the
mechanical view’ in physics35, there was a definite movement
towards the same view in the US social sciences. In 1948
Parsons sponsored an interdisciplinary manifesto of some US
sociologists, anthropologists and psychologists on a mechanical
general theory of action which the authors called ‘structural-
functional’.36 The relevant data about human action in society
being ‘highly fragmentary, though by no means absent’, the
theory of action had of necessity to be ordered into an ‘empiri-
cal-theoretical’ rather than a pearfectly theoretical scheme in the
sense of classical mechanics. If the purpose of a theory of
action was to identify the circumstances in which an action
tends to be recurrent, it would not be enough to say that ‘in the
32 This handy summary is provided in T. Parsons and E. A. Shils, eds.,

Toward a General Theory of Action : Theoretical Foundations for the
Social Sciences (New York : Harper & Row, 1962), p. 53.

33 Parsons, op. cit., p. 732.
34 ibid., Preface to the Second Edition (1949), p. D.

35 A. Einstein and L. Infeld, The Evolution of Physics (New York :
Simon & Schuster, 1938).

36 Parsons and Shils, op. cit., p. 51 and the Preface.
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long run only behavior which is adequately rewarded will

tend to persist’.37 It would be necessary to know the reward

structure and its relation to the value and role structure in the

society under study. ‘This is the most promising path to the

extension of the empirical relevance of generalizations from the

one structural case to families of structural cases’.3® It was

hoped that the progress of knowledge would ultimately facili-

tate the growth of a perfect theory. The test of the significance
of this theory, meanwhile,

takes the form of the “functional™ relevance of the

process. The test is to ask the question, what would

be the differential consequences for the system of two

Or more alternative outcomes of a dynamic process.

Such consequences will be found to fit into the terms

of maintenance of stability or production of change, of

integration or disruption of the system in some sense.?®

) Harald Mey thinks that Parsons moves in the wrong direc-

tion when he surrenders the dynamic principle (in The Structure

of SOCile Action) of interrelationship between person and
society in favour of a ‘one-sided imprint-
to person’.40

‘role’ and ps
acquires g P

system of society on
In the new scheme of things action becomes
ychology, particularly Freud's psychoanalysis,
rominent position.! Three major ‘points of
re.ference’ emerge—personality, culture and society (accompa-
nied by the somewhat honorific epithet ‘system’)—in the new
theoretical frame of ‘interaction’ conditioned by what is called
the Complementarity of expectations. The system of interac-

actj i . s
thon 18 fmaIYSed In terms of the extent of conformity of ego’s
action with alter’s expectations and v

makes possible the development of cult
37

ice versa. ‘Interaction
ure on the human level

Ta!;)ott Parsons, The Social System (Glencoc, 1l1. : Free Press, 1951),
pP. 20.

Parsons ang Shils, op. cit., p. 242.
Parsons, op. cit., pp. 21-22.

38
39

40 Ha.ra.ld Mey, Field Theory : A Study of its Application in the Social
Sciences, tr. Douglas Scott (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul,
1972), p. 90.

41 Parsons and Shils, op. cit., p. 52.
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and gives culture its significance in the determination of
action’.# The systems of interaction ‘which have become
differentiated to a cultural level’ form the central theme of
Parsons’s magnum opus, The Social System .43

The key concept of The Social System is that of the
‘division of labour as developed by Adam Smith and his succe-
ssor utilitarians’. The social system, conceived as ‘a system
of instrumentally oriented interaction’, is a generalised version
of the classical case of exchange, where alter’s action is a means
to the attainment of ego’s goal, and vice versa, ego is a
means of the attainment of alter’s. Exchange in this sense
may be confined to a highly ad hoc particular transaction, but
it may become elaborated into a highly organised and durable
system of interaction. As this occurs, ego may become
specialised in the process of “production’’ of means of the
attainment of the goals of one or a class of alters. Recipro-
cally, the attainment of his own goals is enmeshed in
expectations of (to him) ‘instrumentally significant results of the
actions of these alters’.#* Thus, social action resembles the
process of exchange, its motivation resembles choice of
the means of gratification of needs. The system of interaction
resembles the operation of the market. And society is a
generalised form of what Smith meant by ‘economy’, differen-
tiated according to the principle of division of labour.

A note on functionalism

Social sciences today have grown largely by disowning the
philosophical tradition of the past and borrowing from the
natural sciences. Thus, the eighteenth century theory of
separation of powers was influenced by Newtonian physics, and
Herbert Spencer wrote his Social Statics in 1851. Max Weber,
on the other hand, is regarded as the Galileo of social sciences.
The terms ‘structure’ and ‘function’ owe their origin to
Newtonian mechanics which, for a long time, dominated physics

42 ibid., pp. 15-17.
43 Parsons, op. cit., p. 5.
44 ibid., p. 70.
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and biology, and then entered the field of social sciences.

There the theory cropped up first in colonial anthropology
through the study of some primitive societies. The biological
view of functions as the part which the components of an
organism play in supporting it was applied to the analysis of
culture of a primitive society. Bronislaw Malinowski defined
‘function’ as the part an organ plays ‘in the social and cultural
system’. Radcliffe-Brown defined the function of any recurrent
activity as ‘the part it plays in the social life as a whole and
therefore the contribution it makes to the maintenance of the
structural continuity’.4s

This anthropological version of what the Germans had
earlier developed as the organic theory of state/society proved
unsuitable for broader sociological purposes, particularly for
complex and developed societies. It blurs the distinction
Petween ‘interdependence’ and ‘process’.46 The quest for such
Interdependence opened up the ‘dynamic’ vision of functions.
o e, g Y o oy

overall ir;tegrity by ada tiig itiélf t?)pg '© of maintaining its
this view ‘functiob;’ ispthe consequ crhands for ch.ange. I.n
relevant to’ the social structure in terr?rsenfce of m-] action that'ls
integrity. A social system being o the mamten.ance Of-lts
among two or m 'yd' Al o a System of interaction

ore individuals, on a sqciq

hurflan actions as inputs would produce tj
social structure suitable to the needs of its co
as to its own integrity.

The ultimate goal of Parsons’s theory of action, it has been
stressed, was the ‘perfection’ of classica] mechani,cs In fact
the concept of ‘system’ belongs to the domain o'f classica;
mechanics. Robert Merton, Parsons’s student, generalised the
concept of ‘functions’. ‘The entire range of so,ciological data’
was subjected, by Merton, to functiona| analysis.47 And as
the difficulties of such extensive &eneralisation al.'e only too

-cultural plane,
¢ changes in the
nstituents as well

45 See Robert K. Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure, p. 76
46 ibid. |
47 ibid., p. 104.
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obvious, Merton restricted the scope of his theories to the
middle range. Middle-range theories lie between minor hypo-
theses and unified general theories and Merton claimed that
they could fit even the Marxist theoretical framework .48

Merton rejected the concept of ‘functional requirement’ of
social systems, as developed by erstwhile sociologists and
anthropologists, that tended to be ‘tautological or ex post
Jacto’, being confined to the conditions for ‘survival’ of a given
system, and thus become a conservative doctrine.® Instead,
he defined ‘functions’ as ‘those observed consequences which
make for the adaptation or adjustment of the system’. ‘There
is also an empirical possibility of non-functional consequences,
which are simply irrelevant to the system under considera-
tion’.50

‘The key concept bridging the gap between statics and
dynamics in functional theory is’, according to Merton, ‘that of
tension, contradiction, or discrepancy between the component
elements of social and cultural structures. Such strains may be
dysfunctional for the social system in its then existing form;
theory may also be instrumental in leading to changes in that
system...when social mechanisms for controlling them are
operating effectively, these strains are kept within such bounds
as to limit change of the social structure’.s!

Conversely, the absence of such mechanisms creates
conditions for the arrival of a state of anomie. Durkheim,
author of the term in sociology, meant by it a condition of
relative normlessness in society, a property of the cultural and
social crisis. Later sociologists like MacIver and Riesman,
however, added to this social aspect of the problem a
psychological aspect.2 Merton includes among deviant
behaviours, innovations, rebellion and anomie.s* Deviance

48 ibid., pp. 39-44.

49 ibid., p. 106.

50 ibid., p. 105.

51 ibid., p. 176.

52 ibid., pp. 215-16.

53 ibid., p. 218, and Parsons, The Social System, p. 294.
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begins ‘when the individual has assimilated the cultural
emphasis upon the goal without equally internalizing the
institutional norms governing ways and means for its attain-
ment’.5% Anomie, therefore, is the polar opposite of integration,
being the ‘absence of structured

complementarity of the
interaction process’.5s

This new theory of anomie serves two purposes. On the
one hand, by emphasising that deviant behaviour is as much
a product of social structure as conformity, it repudiates the
anarchistic hypotheses of Hobbes, Freud and Eric Fromm.56
On the other hand, by emphasising the psychological aspect
of anomie, it regards the phenomenon. as a personal failure in
the form of the contradiction between the cultural goals he
adopts and the means he possesses.5” But the main point about
anomie is the sociologists’ negative perception of it—as norm-
lessness. Its most organised form, revolution, is thercfore not
a means of structural transformation of society. Stability
rather than transition is the ‘normal’ condition of society.
‘As we survey the course of history’, Merton writes, ‘it seems
reasonably clear that all major social stryctures have in due
course been cumulatively modified o abruptly terminated....
But at a given moment of observation, any such social structure
may be tolerably well accommodated poth to the subjective

value.s.of many or most of the Population, and to the objective
conditions with which we are confronted *

Hence, ‘recognising
as they must, -

. that social structures are forever changing, func-
tional analysts must nevertheless explore the interdependent and
often mutually supporting elements *ss

took comfort from the fact that

threatened for a long time this [a

In 1951, Talcott Parsons
‘Though proclaimed and

. . Communist revolution] has
not yet happened in any major Industrialized country of the

54 Merton, op. cit., p. 195.

55 Parsons, op. cit., p. 39.

56 Merton, op. cit., p. 175.

57 ibid., p. 211.

58 Merton, op. cit., pp. 94 - 95.
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Western world, least of all in the most highly industrialized,
the United States’.%?

If Merton's functional analysis is regarded as an extended
version of Parsons’s action theory, two significant properties of
functionalism emerge. In the first place, Parsons’s general
theory has restored, to some extent, the interrelation of the
sciences of society lost since the break-up of political economy.
In the second place, it has brought back the social structure
into the frame of the action theory. This has been called
‘sociological imperialism’ in which ‘all economic, political and
psychological realities are subsumed under a tautological cate-
gory called “interactions”.’®® The not-so-shockingly original
statement that ‘This fundamental relationship between need-
dispositions of the personality, role-expectations of the social
system and internalized-institutionalized value-patterns of the
culture, is the fundamental nodal point of the organization of
system of action’,! which is apparently the substance of the
action theory, will vindicate the judgement vis-a-vis the initial
premise that ‘a social system is the mode of organization of
action elements relative to the persistence or ordered processes
of change of the interactive patterns of a plurality of individual
actions’.62 Stronger comments have come from liberal socio-
logists like Stanislav Andreski, who has called it ‘promiscuous
crypto-conservative’, and has added : ‘Not surprisingly, as far
as I know, no dictator has yet banned the books of the arch-
priest of euphemistic sociology, although in most communist
countries even Keynes is forbidden’.63

Politics as a synthetic science

The functionalists’ achievement rests in a new kind of inte-
gration of the sciences of society, lost since the decay of political

59 Parsons, op. cit., p. 520.

60 Irving Louis Horowitz, Foundations of Political Sociology (New
York : Harper and Row, 1972), p. xvii.

61 Parsons, op. cit., p. 540.
62 ibid., p. 24.
63 Andreski, op. cit., p. 153.
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economy, on an interdisciplinary plane.* The action theory
was ordered into these theoretical subsystems : (a) psychology,
corresponding to personality, (b) anthropology, corresponding
to culture (latent-pattern maintenance and tension-manage-
ment), (c) economics, sociology and political science corres-
ponding to the social system. In a narrow sense these last
three are regarded as the social sciences.65

Parsons, however, disfavours the reduction of economic
theory in terms of the theory of rational choice as, on the one
hand, it is only partly relevant to the explanation of the
economic process which is the ‘allocation of facilities’, and, on
the other, is ‘within certain limits psychological’. Economics
‘as a social science is concerned with the phenomena of ration-
nal decisions within an institutionalized system of exchange
relationships’. This being, ‘within the theory of action,...a
highly distinctive complex...the claim of economic theory to
autonomy with respect to it seems quite justified’.66 Economics,

as a social science, is concerned with the adaptive functions of
society.

64 I_t may be pertinent here to draw a distinction between the ‘interdis-
ciplinary’ and the ‘multi-disciplinary’ method. The multi-discipli-
nary approach sprang from the acknowledgement of the autonomy
of the disciplines and the need for marshalling of the knowledge of
dfﬂere”' disciplines in addressing particular problems. The ‘inter-
dle:iplinary' approach addresses different disciplines from one central
point of reference : the theory of action.

65 Parsons, Op. cit., pp. 545-52. Sce ajso Talcott Parsons and Neil J.
Smelser, Economy and Society : A Study in the Integration of

Economics and Spcial Theory (Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press, 1956),
Pp. 52-3.

66 Parsons, Op. cit.,, pp. 548-50. Autonomy notwithstanding,

Economics was hardly accorded the status of a special theory (see
?’arsons and Smelser, op. cit., p. 28). Parsons chose to enter directly
Into the interng| controversies of economics while rejecting the
fszch(’logical atomism of the extremist utilitarians, but approving of

More moderate views of Pareto and Hicks. He stressed that ‘the
goal of the €conomy is not simply the production of income for the
utility of an aggregate of individuals. It is the maximization of
production relative to the whole complex of institutionalized value-

systems and functions of the society and its sub-systems’. Parsons
and Smelser, op. cit,, pp. 22-23.
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The traditional concern of sociology is institutionalisation
and integration. Parsons is a sociologist ; he only contributes
a dynamic element to this problem of institutional integration.
To him, sociological theory is ‘that aspect of the theory of
social systems which is concerned with the phenomena of
institutionalization of patterns of value-orientation in the social
system, with the conditions of that institutionalization, and of
changes in the patterns, with conditions of conformity with and
deviance from a set of such patterns and with motivational
processes in so far as they are involved in all of these’. No
doubt, sociology is at the centre of the general theory of the
social system.67

The case of political science, according to the authors of
the manifesto, was ‘somewhat different’, because of its tradi-
tional focus on the philosophical and ethical problems of
government. Government was a legitimate field of study.
‘But, like economics, its special relevance does not emerge until
degrees of differentiation on both theoretical and empirical
levels beyond those reached in the...general statement have
appeared’. And as ‘the processes and structure of government
necessarily have highly diffuse functions in social systems’,
political science was more likely to draw from ‘a much wider
range of the components of the general theory of action and
to find its distinctiveness in the way it combines these compo-
nents in relation to its special empirical interests, rather than
in the technical elaboration of a narrow and sharply focused
segment of the theory of action, as is the case with
economics’.%8

Subsequently, Parsons administered a stronger reprimand
to political science which he called a ‘synthetic science in the
social system field, not one built about a distinctively analytical
conceptual scheme, thatis, a strictly limited set of variables’.
The claim of political theory to analytical status was justified
by the only formula that it should be treated as a theory of
power. But power, in the political sense, being ‘inherently
diffuse as contrasted with the specificity of economic power...

67 Parsons, op. cit., p. 552. Sece also the Preface, p. vii.
68 Parsons and Shils, op. cit., p. 29.
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a theory of political
into account, ¢s
system’ .69

power must in the naturc of the case take
variables, most of the variables of the social

Parsons’s elaboration of the distinction bectween political
Power and economic power is crucial for the later development
of political science toward an analytical status. Power isa
relational phenomenon, being onc’s capacity in society to
control the action of others, and can be split broadly into
€conomic and political power. The differences between these
tWo types of power are summed up in this way :

While the structure of economic power is ... lineally
Quantitative, simply a matter of more and less, that of
political power is hierarchical; that is, of higher and
lower levels. The greater power is power over the lesser,
Not morely more power than the lesser. Political power
is relational, not merely in reference, that is, to n
political exchange partners, but in direct significance.”

Obviously, Parsons’s view of economic power is based on the
Neoclassjca] analysis; it relates to a competitive market and not
Production relations where power would mean the power of the
€mployer over the employee. Parsons did not take long to
Tevise the hierarchical view of political power. By that time,
myth-making in social science had developed as a sophisticated
Creed Obfuscating the reality of social hierarchy.

Politicg and Sociology

The Obfuscation of social hierarchy had been contingent to
the great ideological battle against Marxism. Vilfredo Pareto,
one of the founders of neo-classical economics, substituted the
coneept of the ‘ruling class’ by that of the ‘elite’. This polite

¢SCription could not hide the concentration of economic and
Politica Power in societies based on private ownership. Max
Weber, therefore, went a step ahead; he sought to separate

69 Parsons. op. cit., pp. 550-51. Note the difference of emphasis on t.hc
Status of political scicnce : ‘somewhat different’ (in Parsons and Shils,
Op. cit.,) and ‘wholly different’ in (Parsons, op. cit.).

70 ibid., D, 126.
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political and economic power. ‘Part of Weber's work may be
seen as an attempt to “round out™ Marx's economic materia-
lism by political and military materialism. The Weberian
approach to political structures closely parallels the Marxian
approach to economic structures. Marx constructed economic
periods and located major economic classes in them; he related
the several social and political factors to the means of produc-
tion. In political matters Weber looks for the disposition over
weapons and over means of administration’.’”! To the extent
that Weber balanced ‘economic determinism’ by the autonomy
of politics, both the cconomy and the polity were subsumed in
a new sociological imperialism represented by that omnibus
term ‘interaction’.

Politics was thus given a sociological basis by Max Weber
who defined the state as an ‘infinity of diffuse and discrete
human actions, both active and passive, factually and legally
regulated relationships, partly unique and partly recurrent in
character, all bound together by an idea, namely the belief
in the actual or normative validity of the rules and of the
authority relationships of some human beings toward others’.”?
But he acknowledged the role of power as the state successfully
‘claims the monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force
within a definite territory’.”® The initial impact of Weber on
political theory was the sociological reaction that politics was
a theory of power.74

There were, however, two problems with the power approach.
One was its discomforting association with the nineteenth
71 H. H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills, ‘Introduction’ in Gerth and Mills,
cds. and trs., From Max Weber : Essays in Sociology (London :

Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1964), p. 47.

72 E. A. Shils and H.A. Finch, eds., Max Weber on the Methodology of
Social Sciences (Glencoe, Ill. : Free Press, 1949), p. 99.

73 Max Weber, ‘Politics as a Vocation’, in Gerth and Mills, op. cit.,
p- 78.

74 ibid. Also see George E. G. Catlin, A4 Study of the Principles of
Politics (New York: Macmillan, 1930); Systematic Politics
(London : George Allen & Unwin, 1962); and H. D. Lasswell,
Politics : Who Gets What, When, How (New York : McGraw-Hill,
1936).
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century force theory, if not with the Marxist theory.” David
Easton, a functionalist, gave vent to this suspicion when he
criticised Lasswell’s volume on Politics :
... it is devoted to exploring thc sources of power held
by a political elite. Its focus, therefore, is not on the
way values are distributed but on the way the elite,
which has power, uses it to acquire the desirable things
of society, such as safety, income, deference....

It centres only on one problem, however crucial
it is today : the tendency in mass socicties for power
to concentrate in the hands of a minority. It assumes that
this oligarchic tendency in the political system eternally
prevents the diffusion of power beyond the governing
group.’6

V. O. Key asserts that the ‘characteristic of democratic
orders, or at least of the American democratic order, is a wide
dispersion of power.... Moreover, the power structure tends
to be segmented : authority over one question rests here and
over another there.””” ‘As long as we adhere to the notion that
p.OWel‘ is an empirically separable variable of saocial stratifica-
tion’, writes Nelson Polsby, ‘we must reject these as improper,
and search for specific, separate empirical indices by which
POWer can be measured.’78

Here arises the second problem. Is power empirically
St?parable from the network of social relations? Parsons and
hls. Structural-functionalist colleagues  have argued that
p"l’”“a‘l Power, being concerned with the overall problem of
order, is not isolable. The only way out of the logical paradox

75 i i Is
t(;atlm' of course, emphasised that this analysis is ‘more fundamental
an the Marxist’, in as much as it assigns a certain primacy to social
control. Systematic Politics, p. 79,

76 i
and Easton, The Political System : An Inquiry into the State of

olitical Science (1953 ; Calcutta : Scientific Book Agency, 1971)
pp. 120-21, ’
77 V.O0. Key, Politics, Parties and Pressure Groups (New York :
Crowell-Collier, 1945), pp. 4-5.

78 Nelson Polsby, Community Power and Political Theory (New Haven

Conn. : Yale University Press, 1963), p. 104.
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was to eliminate the problem of.order from the frame of
analysis. It is within the structural-functional framework
that David Easton builds up the concept of the ‘political
system’ by identifying ‘the significant political variables’ and
describing their mutual relations” only to reassert the

autonomy that Parsons and his colleagues denied political
science.

An analytical theory of politics

Easton shifts the focus on ‘policy’ for the society and
defines political science as the science of ‘the authoritative
allocation of values as it is influenced by the distribution and
use of power’.80 Easton accepts Parsons’s stricture that political
power is a relational phenomenon and, therefore, analytically
not secparable. But, ‘The interest of political science in power
is only educed from its preoccupation with how policy is made
and executed’.8! A policy is authoritative only when the people
to whom it is intended to apply, or who are affected by it,
consider that they must or ought to obey it. Easton argues
that this is a psychological rather than moral explanation®?,
and thus shifts the attention of political science from power to
consensus, from the elite to the people.

Secondly, he proposes the possibility of a quantitative
approach to politics.  ‘Authoritative allocation of values’
sounds like ‘allocation of resources’ in economics. ‘It indicates
that even where the state ... does not exist (as among nomadic
tribes or non-literate societies), as long as something we call
social policy appears, then there are data for political research.
The concept of the state as here interpreted refers to special
political circumstances ; the idea of authoritative allocation of
values characterizes a function or web of interrelated activity
present in every viable society.’® The specific terms of this
quantitative approach were spelt out some years later : ‘The

79 Easton, op. cit., p. 61.
80 ibid., p. 143.
81 ibid., p. 144,
82 ibid., p. 132.
83 ibid., p. 143.
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allocation of values for a society and the relative frequency of
compliance with them are the essential variables of political
life.’8*

Easton does not rule out power, he only relegates it to a_
secondary position. His input-output model is, therefore,
more tentative. Posing the central question of a functionalist
—How do political systems manage to persist in a world of
both stability and change?”—Easton begins by defining the
political system as a ‘system of behavior imbedded in an
environment to the influences of which the political system
itself is exposed and in turn reacts’.85 A transaction or
exchange between systems being the gist of the input-output
relation, the behaviours of persons in the periphery of the
political system are regarded as inputs and ‘the decisions and
actions of authorities’ within the political system as outputs.86
‘Outputs not only help to influence events in the broader
society of which the system is a part, but also, in doing so,
they help to determine each succeeding round of inputs that
finds its way into the political system. There is a feedback loop
the identification of which helps usto explain the processes
through which the system can cope with the stress.'87

Of all social scientists, Easton must be given the highest
credit for bringing politial theory to the proximity of economic
theory in analytical status. 1f power could not be separated
from the ruling class/elite, it would be a constant and evade
analysis. But if power could be fused into authority and order

into consent, politics could be analysed in terms of input and
output.

84 David Easton, ‘Categories of Systems Analysis of Politics’ in David
Easton, ed., Varieties of Political Theory (Englewood Ciffs, N. J. :
Prentice-Hatl, 1966), pp. 143-54, at p. 148. This essay summarises
Easton, 4 Framework of Political Analysis (Englewood Cliffs, N. J. :
Prentice-Hall, 1965), and is a revised version of Easton, A Systems
Analysis of Political Life (New York : John Wiley, 1965).

85 ibid., pp. 143-44.

86 ibid., pp. 150-51.

87 ibid., p. 152. Easton owes part of this theoretical sophistication to

Deutsch’s  communications theory of politics. Karl W. Deutsch,
The Nerves of Government (New York : Free Press, 1963).
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From this base one logical step forward was the market
thepry of politics of which Buchanan's individualistic model is
illustrative. The model is not necessarily interest-centric.
‘As a logical theory of political behavior the model is equally
applicable to a world of altruists and egoists, even to a world
of saints’®  The only theoretical requirement is that the
individual goals are distinguishable. Such a model would
naturally rule out any ‘transcendental public interest’. Public
interest as such is worked out by means of a distinction
between the day-to-day decision-making and the ‘constitutional’
decision-making, ‘where individuals may be thought of as
participating in choices on the set of rules under which subse-
quent day-to-day decisions are to be made’. This second set
of decisions is important. ‘The essential element here is the
recognition that self-interest at the level of decisions on rules
or on institutions that are expected to remain in effect for long
time periods, imposes on the individual an attitude and a
behavior pattern that are not identical with those which the
same self-interest would dictate in particular choices on speci-
fic issues.”® Buchanan suggests that, while the zero-sum
‘pure-conflict’ model of the mathematical game theory is appli-
cable to day-to-day politics, the positive-sum model applies to
constitutional choice involving the growth of consensus. The
model is thus essentially based on the assumption of the volun-
tary nature of political association. It would virtually rule out
power as participation in the “great game of politics’’ must, on
balance, be mutually beneficial to all parties, or else revolution
would ensue.

Power and political theory
Easton, it appears, was partly able to persuade the patriarch

88 James M. Buchanan, ‘An Individualistic Theory of Political Process’
in Easton, op. cit., pp. 25-27, at p.- 28. For a summary of the deve-
lopment of the market bargaining theory, see Ithiel de Sola Pool,
‘The Public and the Policy’ in Ithiel de Sola Pool, ed., Contemporary
Political Science : Toward Empirical Theory (New York : McGraw-
Hill, 1967), pp. 22-52, at p. 37.

89 ibid., p. 29.
12



90 SHIBANI KINKAR CHAUBE

of functionalism to grant political science the status of an
analytical science. His sociological commitment to intcgra&on
militated against the purely individualistic assumptions of the
market theory. In the volume edited by Easton, Parsons,
therefore, outlined a scheme for analytical separation of
political power.? Starting from the ‘key orienting concept’
of polity as ‘a primary functional subsystem of society, strictly
parallel in theoretical status to the economy’, concerned,
not conceretely, but analytically, with all action in ‘collective
pursuit of collective goal’.9! Parsons redefined power as
‘a medium of controlling action which, under certain conditions,
is exchangeable for other such media operating in contexts
from which power is excluded’ (for example, money and
fnﬂuence).92 Parsons insisted that the polity, like the economy,
1s more than a network of simple exchange relationships. As
he had analysed the economy in terms of input-output analysis,
and as Easton had done it in political theory a little earlier,
Parsons applied the input-output model for an analysis of the
polity.

Parsons rejects the common (individualistic) belief that
democratic association is inherently egalitarian and the power
System is inherently hierarchical. Parsons himself subscribed
to the hierarchical view of power earlier. In the differentiated
context now, he modifies his old stand. For a democratic
hierarchy, even if bureaucratically structured, is ultimately
based on franchise ; and ‘franchise is directly a form of power’.
The uneven distribution of authority to make binding decisions,
In such systems, is explained by the delegation of authority to

the leadership in view of the increasing scale, complexity and

urgency of collective business. Power ‘becomes necessary in

BlVIng representatives power vis-a-vis their constituencies—
especially the minorities in them who are yet bound by their

90 Talcott Parsons, ‘The Political Aspect of Social Structure and

Process’ in Easton, ed., Varieties of Political Theory, pp. 71-112.
91 ibid., pp. 71-72.

92 ibid., pp. 85-88. Emphasis added in order to show the qualified

nature of Parsons’s sanction.
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representatives” votes—and yet giving the outcome of legislative
votes binding character for the collectivity as a whole’.
Legitimation...functions to define what political organi-
zation is for and, hence, to define the nature and scope
of agencies—collectivities and roles—which perform
political functions. Correlative with these structural
definitions are both authority and implementation of
legitimate responsibilities and access to power and the
conditions of its use. In a sufficiently differentiated
polity we call this the constitutional system—with
private as well as public collectivities having constitu-
tions more or less formally specified. Where the politi-
cal aspect of the social structure is sufficiently differen-
tiated from the others, all authority is “rational-legal”
in Weber’s sense.93
The key word in the functionalist approach to the social
structure is, therefore, differentiation. Vis-a-vis the individual,
it distinguishes his achievement from his ascriptive status.
‘The ascription-achievement variable defines the major axis of
differentiation of actors in a social system in their capacity as
actors whose own orientations are to be analysed’.% In politics,
‘Differentiation is marked by the development of legitimised
procedures for expressing opposition to current leadership
without impugning one’s loyalty to the system’.95
Such a view of differentiation may be illustrative of the
tautology of which Parsons has been notoriously accused of.
Opposition to current leadership is differentiated from opposi-
tion to the system. Yet Parsons himself acknowledges that
there may be ‘vested interests’ in a society resistant to change.¢
The original model of differentiation presented by Herbert
Spencer, a century ago, implied an increasing rate of individua-
tion through which society would achieve a new type of
integration. One of the legacies of Spencer was the growth

93 ibid., p. 82.

94 Parsons, The Social System, p. 96.

95 Parsons, ‘The Political Aspect’, p. 85.
96 Parsons, The Social System, p. 491.
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of the pluralist doctrine now popular among some US political
scientists like Dahl.%7 Parsons is sceptical of its individualistic
implications. ‘It may very well be ... that the recent emphasis on
the pluralism of expressive orientations is related to a phasc of
development of our own culture and of the social sciences
within it, and will prove in the long run to be untenable.™8
Power thus remains at the centre of political science since
the classical period, and Almond takes pride in this heritage.”
Yet, Almond criticises classical Greek political theory for its
stress on ‘the interrelations of social stratification with the
political system as the basis of political classification and
political change, leaving the internal operation of the political
process in a relatively uneclaborated form’.' And Sartori
spells out the criticism of Lipset : ‘As long as we take for
granted that changes are reflected in, not produced by, the
political System itself, we necessarily neglect to ask to what
extent conflicts and changes may either be channeled, deflected,
and repressed or, vice versa, activated and reinforced, precisely
by the operations and operators of the political system. 101
Almond provides us with an interesting history of the
functiona] approach in which he shows that it was only in
the context of the democratic revolutions of the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries, particularly the American revolution,
that politica] theory arrived near the analytical separation of
the socia] Structure and the political process as well as of the
Structure ang the function.!92 This gives an insight into the
Process of political theorising itself. It is only in the context
of full democracy that one can sensibly assume the social/

97 See Robert A. Dahl, Pluralist Democracy in the United States :

Conflict ang Consent (1967 ; Calcutta : Scicntific Book Agency, 1969),
particularly pp. 3-24.
98

Parsons, op. cit., p. 501.
99

Gab;ie] A. Almond, “Political Theory and Political Science’ in Ithiel
de Sola Pool, op. cit., pp. 1-21, at p. 18.

100 ibid., p. 5.

101 Giovannj Sartori, ‘From Sociology of Politics to Political Sociology
in Lipset, ed, Politics and the Social Sciences, pp. 65-100, at p. 89.
102 Almond, op. cit., p. 6.
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political structure to be products of voluntary action — “full
democracy’ encompassing the polity, the economy and the
socicty. Alternatively, functional analysis gets its relevance in
a period of transition when an old order is making way for a
new one. The ability of eighteenth century Europe to disag-
gregate the structure and the function was first detected by
Marx in the concept of the autonomy of ‘civil society’ (of the
upcoming bourgeoisie) from the control of the feudal state.!®3
Later, in the heyday of capitalism, when the bourgeoisie
attained hegemony over civil society as well as control over
state power, function and the structurc were reintegrated.
For very obvious reasons, the modern functionalist, in pleading
for the autonomy of politics, refuses to view power as spring-
ing from the social/economic stratification system.!%* For the
same reason, Talcott Parsons considers as innocent a book as
Lipset’s Political Man as the work of an ‘undogmatic’
Marxist.!05

The problem of change

Almond’s school of political development in fact grows out
of the theory of separation of powers and reaches into the
sociological and communication theory for useful conceptual
tools and explicitly differs from the ‘systems’ approach of
Easton and Deutsch that starts from the other end.1°6 It turns
Easton’s conception of authority into ‘legitimate use of compul-
sion’ in order to restore a broadened view of Weber’s concep-
tion of force, and defines the political system as ‘the legitimate,
order-maintaining or transforming system in the society’.197

103 Karl Marx, ‘The German Ideology’, Chapter I, in Marx and Engels,
Selected Works (Moscow : Progress Publishers, 1973), Vol. 1, p. 76.

104 See Robert A. Dahl, ‘The Evaluation of Political Systems’ in Ithiel
de Sola Pool, op. cit., pp. 166-91, at pp. 188-89.

105 See Sc}"mour Martin Lipset, Political Man : The Social Bases of
Politics (New York : Doubleday, Anchor edition, 1963), p. Xxi.

106 Almond and Powell, op. cit., p. 12, fn. 10.

107 Gabriel A. Almond, ‘Introduction: A Functional Approach to
Comparative Politics’ in Gabriel A. Almond and James S. Coleman,
eds., The Politics of Developing Areas (Princeton : Princeton Univer-
sity Press, 1966), pp. 3-64, at p. 6.
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It presents a comparative, rather than historical, scheme of
classification of political systems between two broad categories :
the intermittent and the differentiated. The actual categories
are, however, three : (1) the primitive systems with intermit-
tent political structures, (2) the traditional systems with
differentiated governmental-political structures, and (3) the
modern systems with differentiated political infrastructures. 08

There are three different sources of this classification. The
‘intermittent’, primitive systems with ‘no differentiated political
roles and no specialized political structure’'® are derived from
anthropology, while the ‘traditional’ systems are derived
from Weber, and the term ‘modern’ is preferred to Weber’s
‘rational-legal’ jp keeping with the spirit of value-free science.!10
Since its application first in communications research, the term
‘modern’ has acquired a special value in the social sciences in
general and political science in particular.!'  The modern
political systems were described as ‘those in which there is a
specialized political structure consisting of associational interest
Broups, political parties, and media of communication.” The
tmergence of secularised political culture and an awareness
of the role of government in changing human conditions are
also common featyres 112 The political participant develops a
Ziil?fasspecitﬁc attitufies toward the political input structures,
play iy gﬁ; t:es and interest groups, andhtoward t.he rf)le he can
tries, the USj.&t‘ructures. . In Britain, t cl Scandmavnap coun-
reach  hs ene and Swnz.erland,.a very ;rge gmport:c.m does
spread wi vel.  The att.ltude, it was hoped, was likely to

With the spread of literacy.113
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This faith in literacy, a heritage of the European Enlighten-
ment, emphasised repeatedly by John Stuart Mill and the liberal
democratic thinkers after him, is, however, contrasted with the
Enlightenment theory of evolution. ‘The enlightenment theory of
progress towards democracy and the rule of law is giving way to
a multilinear theory of political development leading us through
a break through the historical and cultural parochialism of the
field’, writes Almond. °‘And we are on the eve of a search for
rational-choice theories of political growth—an approach which
may make political theory more relevant to public policy.’1!*
This pithy statement about the new directions of political
science sums up the functionalist conviction, shared by Easton
too, that social/political systems tend to persist through
adjustment and adaptation. As historical changes are ruled
out, social sciences today shed their earlier critical attitude to
society and look fora ‘rational choice’ which is the best bargain
in a given situation. By prescribing ‘rational choice’ in a
systematic order, social sciences can evidently hope for ‘rele-
vance’ to the makers of public policy who are also the funding
authorities for the huge amount of empirical research going
on in the social sciences today.

A comparison of this faith in the spread of literacy, a
heritage of the Enlightenment, with the functionalists’
disavowal of the enlightenment theory of evolution and progress
may be slightly puzzling unless one notes the functionalist
hypothesis that ‘the earlier historical experience of political
systems as well as the environmental challenges to which they
are currently exposed affect their propensities to change and
set limits on the ways in which they can change’.!!S In other
words, change is chiefly a motivational problem of the actors,
and not inherent in a social structure.!'6 Consequently, ‘a

114 Gabriel A. Almond’s presidential speech at the American Political
Science Conference, 1966, ‘Political Theory and Political Science’
in Ithiel de Sola Pool, ed., op. cit., pp. 1-21, at pp. 14-15.

115 ibid., p. 215 ; cf. Parsons, The Social System, p. 491.
116 Parsons, The Social System. op. cit., p. 493.
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general theory of the process of change of social systems is not
possible in the present state of knowledge’.!17

It is now possible to summarise the functionalist theory of
action. A social/political system is made of patterned inter-
action systems and, therefore, normally tends to persist. As
action is primarily based on motivations and secondarily on the
role-expectation of the system, and as motivation is primarily
a function of cognition, modern social sciences can at best look
forward to a probabilistic theory of social/political change
depending upon chance and exogenous factors.

The social sciences and dialectics

Speaking of the ancient Greeks who tried to explain
‘the why’ of things by logical order, Nicholas Georgescu-
Roegen, a Harvard economist, observes that ‘Had Logic by
f:hance been applied first to constructing a theoretical science
In a different field from geometry—where things neither move
nor change, but merely are—the war now fought between
logical positivists and realists would have very likely exploded
300N after the first Elements [of Geometry by Euclid]’.18 Ip
hls_survey of the relative development of the natural and the
social sciences, Georgescu-Roegen notes that Geometry fitted in
the frame of positivistic logic excellently, for it had only
one—and a quality-free attribute—length. Mechanics was the
next chapter jp Physics to become a complete theoretical system,
ind he cautions us that ‘what mechanics understands by

spac.e” and ““time” is not location and chronological time,
but indifferen; distance and indifferent time interyql . The
Spat:&?, the time, and the mass of mechanics all have in modern
terminology, 5 cardinal measure’. Consequently, ‘even the
Spectacular progress achieved through theoretical mechanics is
confined to 5 Phenomenal domain where the most transparent
types of measure suffice’.  The situation changed with the
advent of thermodynamics when noncardinal variables like
temperature and chronological time entered the theoretical

117 ibid., p. 486.
118 Georgescu-Roegen, op. cit., p. 10.
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texture.!' Even mechanics is still ‘struggling with patchy
knowledge not unified into a single theoretical body’ for most
variables in material structure ‘are in essence quantified
qualities.’!*® Quantification is possible only when a standardised
measure of quality is evolved by the human community
concerned. Otherwise, the craze for cardinal measures, develo-
ped around self-identical notions, degenerates into what he
calls the ‘arithmomorphic superstition’. Hence the conclusion
that ‘thinking, even mathematical thinking, would come to a
standstill if confined to self-identical notions.’12!

What applies to the natural sciences, applies more
effectively to the social sciences based largely on metaphorical
parallels with the natural sciences. To repeat the common-
place : man is more than a machine; he is a living, thinking
and creative being. This poses two kinds of problems for the
social sciences : first, the standardisation of the norms of
human action, and second, the measurement of his special
faculties. When the functionalists speak of ‘standardized
values’, they are liable to the mistake, deliberate or otherwise,
of confusing it with dominant values which frequently emanate
from the holders of power in a society. The concept of
‘consensus’ is equally liable to confusion if the market situation
is considered in isolation from the relations of production
which ultimately govern the market.

Georgescu-Roegen regrets that ‘today there is little, if any,
inducement to study change unless it concerns a measurable
attribute’,'22 even though qualitative change poses the greatest
challenge to scientific activity. Even in physics, which for long
ignored qualitative change, thermodynamics seeks to reestablish
the theory of generation and annihilation of atoms, implying
that change is not only locomotion.!23 Qualitative changes
have never ceased to be the central theme of the life sciences.

119 ibid., p. 48.
120 ibid., p. 49.
121 ibid., p. 44.
122 ibid., p. 42.
123 ibid., p. 30.
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But social scientists, misled by the success of physics, have
tended to believe that science cannot study change. The
conclusion is inescapablc that ‘qualitative change e]u'dcs
arithmomorphic schematization.’2* It is here that dialectical
concepts gain relevance in the sphere of the social scicnceﬁ.
Dialectics is a logical method like positivism, and it was
developed to a high degree, at the philosophical level, by Hegel.
Positivism tends to regard dialectics as loose thought, even
though dialectics does not deny the usefulness of the positivist
method.!?S  Like positivism, dialectics comes in science only
after its dissociation from the world of ideas. Science can
only be materialistic and on this assumption therc is hardly
any difference between dialectics and scientitic positivism. 'It
is on the nature of matter, on the other hand, that dialectics
and positivism differ. Society being included in this broad

category of ‘matter’, social sciences reflect the difference
between the two approaches.

Marxism

Inspite of sharp differences among social scientists, dialecti-
cal social science is now standardised as Marxism. Very appro-
Priately, therefore, the positivist social sciences are at war with
Marxism. Talcott Parsons notes it as ‘a striking fact’ that
general orientations in the field of social theory ‘have, in recer.lt
years, tended increasingly to polarize between a nondogmatic
and non-political “Marxian” position and one which in the
broadest senge may be called one or another version of the
theory of action 126 A pgq Lipset, whom Parsons considers to
b.e one of the nondogmatic Marxists, interprets this differentia-
tion as followg .

What Parsong believes, of course, is that sociological
analysis may be divided between those who place a
124 ibid., p. 31,
125 ibid., pp. 27-28,

126 Talcott Parsons, ‘“The Point of View of the Author’, in Max Black,

ed., The Social Theories of Talcott Parsons (Englewood-Cliffs,
N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1961), p. 362.
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primary stress on values as the key source of action,
and those who emphasize the significance of interests.
The former orientation, stemming from Max Weber,
is pitted against the latter, which flows from Karl
Marx.127

Whereas the distinction made by Parsons is no doubt
critical, its reduction into a conflict between value and interest
may appear somewhat simplistic. Parsons himself acknowledged
the ‘massive structuring of interests’ in society, noted by Marx,
as ‘real’.!?®  Parsons’s (and the action theorists’) emphasis on
goal-gratification as the primary motivational factor may
include interest-orientation. The issue of interest pertains to
the early debate of the bchaviourists. Parsons substituted the
entire concept of behaviour by the concept of role.

Nor does the difference stand on the voluntaristic bias of
Parsons’s action theory and the allegedly ‘deterministic’
character of the Marxian theory. In the whole strand of
sociological thought from Weber to Parsons, the social struc-
ture is either taken as ‘given’ (as in the case of Weber) or
enters the theoretical frame of action as a conditioner (as in
Parsons). The allegation that Marx accorded a deterministic
primacy to social structure is, on the other hand, misconceived.
Marx unmistakably asserted that the social structure is the
result of human action. Criticising ‘all hitherto existing
materialism’, Marx wrote in 1845 that ‘The materialistic
doctrine that men are products of circumstances and upbring-
ing, and that, therefore, changed men are products of other cir-
cumstances and changed upbringing, forgets that it is men that
change circumstances and that the educator needs educating.’12®

In 1859 Marx wrote that, in the social production of their
life, ‘men enter’ into definite relations. Yet such relations

127 Seymour Martin Lipset, Political Man : The Social Bases of
Politics, p. xx.

128 Talcott Parsons, Essays in Sociological Theory (1948; Indian
edition, New Delhi : Light and Life, 1975), p. 323.

129 Karl Marx, ‘Theses on Feuerbach’, no. III, in Karl Marx and

Frederick Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 1 (Moscow : Progress Publi-
shers, 1973), p. 13.
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are ‘indispensable and independent of their will.13® Sccial
relations are ‘given’ in the sense that they place individuals in
respective positions and constrain their freedom to operate.
Yet, it is for men ‘to change’!3!  such relations, and
the entire communist movement is a programme for action along
that line. Here arises the first of the basic differences between
functionalism and the Marxist theory of action. The functiona-
list assumption that men generally conform to the existing
norms makes it possible to circumscribe the scope of action
and consequently to analyse it with the pretensions of mechanics.
In Marxism, action, being fundamentally oriented to changing
the given social system, can, on the other hand, be hardly
predicted within the same mechanistic framework of precision.

Marx admitted this limitation. ‘In considering such trans-
formations a distinction should always be made between the
material transformation of the economic conditions of produc-
tion, which can be determined with the precision of natural
science, and the legal, political, religious, aesthetic or philo-
sophic—in short, ideological—forms in which men become
conscious of this conflict and fight it out. Just as our opinion
of an individua] is not based on what he thinks of himself, so
€an we not judge a period of such transformation by its own
consciousness ; on the contrary, this consciousness must be
explained rather from the contradictions of material life, from
the eXisting conflict between the social productive forces and
the relations of production.’132

This leads to the other difference between the Marxist and
the Western social sciences of today. It lies in their respective
views of the social structure, In the Marxist view, there is a
fundamenta] contradiction within the system of production
relations that constitute the ultimate basis of social relations
and leads to its crisis, if not collapse. ‘The production rela-
tion’ a mainstay of classical political economy, is simply absent
in neo-classical economic theory and, hence, in the other social

130 Marx, ‘Preface to a Contribution to the Critique of Political

Economy’, ibid., p. 503. o
131 Marx, ‘Theses on Feuerbach’, no. XI, ibid., p. 15.
132 Marx, op. cit., p. 504.
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sciences in the West. The Western social sciences today take
satisfaction from the fact that wnormally, i.e., in terms of
statistical frequency, social/political systems tend to survive
and seek to analyse the mechanism of this survival. This is a
positivistic choice ol the Western social sciences today.

But when the Western social sciences ignore the question
of production relations, which lead to the problem of distribu-
tion in the classical sense, there is obviously an ideological
choice that affects their scientific potential. It leads to the
assumptions that every society is normally capable of maintain-
ing its integrity by adapting itself to the changing demands of
its constituents and that there is no inherent reason why a
social structure must, in the long run, face a crisis.!® This
prevents them from explaining historical change resulting from
class contradiction in any elaborate and systematic form. It is
symptomatic of this theoretical shortcoming that Parsons’s
exhaustive work, The Social System, running beyond 550 pages,
has just three pages devoted to revolutionary upheavals, and
this ignores the socialist transformation of Eastern Europe
(outside the USSR) and China, treating Soviet Communism
and Nazism at par.13¢

The point needs to be traced from the scientific angle.
Historical changes can be analysed not in terms of frequency,
but in terms of their qualitative significance. And yet, by the
time Parsons’s book was published, one-third of the globe
had experienced socialist transformation. The socialist system
had already stabilised itself beyond doubt. On the other hand,
the Nazi experience was short-lived. In sheer quantitative
terms (with reference to time as well as space), the socialist
133 There is, however, -a rather late realisation among the political

development theorists that such crises do actually appear, and
Ithiel de Sola Pool (‘Foreword’ in Ithicl dc Sola Pool, op. cit.,
pp. x-xi) denies that contemporary political science is non-
normative. Although Parsons is satisfied that revolutionary change
can hardly occur in the industrialised countries of the West, the

Marxists see the potential for such change and explain the political/

economic stability of the West in terms of the benefits of economic
imperialism.

134 Parsons, The Social System, pp. 520-22.
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Ievolution could not be considered an aberration. The' later
attempt . of the political development school to categorise thc;
USSR a5 ‘radical totalitarian’, in terms of the abscncee
Politica] Subsystem autonomy, is poor compensation fOI'.ﬂ}lS
deficiency 135 In any case, it does not explain tl?e SOCl‘alls.t
revolution, Consequently, the action theory’s claim to ‘uni-
Versalistic’ apg ‘dynamic’ status appears pretentious.!36

Conclusion

The case of this paper is the need for a closer exammetnon
of the specific contributions of the two alternative theories of
ty. A more ‘scientific’ social
What extent the ‘vested
Society in ap exploitative relati
ining ¢the presence in the
Widely spread anqd pro
elements’. 137 This m

sOcie

science would need to examine
to

interests’ can be entrenched in
On—in the Marxist sense—expla-
population of sufficiently intense,
perly distributed alienative motivatnon.ml
ay need the shedding of the Weberian
in the process of rationalisation ‘as a general
ctor in the change of socia systems’. 138 That

§ only more useful to the Western soci
as they are with institutiona] integrity rather than
model of individuation 139 or Marx’s model of

For Weber made rationalisation situation-specific.
135 Almong and Powell, op. cit., p. 217,
’136 Parsong deals more

al sciences,
concerned

Spencer’s
dialectics.

137 ibid., p. 521,
138 ibid., p. 499,

139 For 3 summary of §

pencer, see Barnes,
Evolutionary Defence

‘Herbert Spencer and the
of Individualism’ jn Harry Elmer Barnes, ed.,
he History of Sociology (abridged edition,

g0 Press, 1967), pp. 81-108, particu-
larly pp. 93-94,
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And Parsons himself has shown that in the West inequality
has been functionally rationalised in terms of equality of
opportunity.140

By the same token, Marxists may benefit through a utilisa-
tion of the specificity of the action theory. If their central
purpose is social transformation, the intricate mechanics of
the survival of a social system are very significant points of
enquiry. Hitherto, progress in Marxian theory has been
chiefly confined to two aspects of the problem : the structural
and the (revolutionary) organisational. Yet there are diverse
schools of thought in those respects. Every class system may
inevitably come to a crisis. But why does not every such
crisis lead to a revolutionary transformation ? One answer is
imperialism which saved Western capitalism at a critical stage
of history. But all class societies simply do not become
imperialistic. Fascism is an alternative for capitalism in crisis.
This is a field of investigation which can be specifically
approached with some psychological orientation, concentrating
to a greater extent than hitherto on problems of ideology and
consciousness and the institutionalisation of beliefs in society,
within the broad framework of structural enquiry.

140 Talcott Parsons, ‘Equality and Inequality in Modern Society of
Social Stratification Revisited’ in Edward O, Laumann, ed., Social
Stratification : Research and Theory for the 1970s (Indianapolis :
Bobbs-Merryl, 1970), pp. 13-72, at pp. 14-16.



Sobhanlal Datta Gupta

The Concept of Political Develop-

ment and its Meaning as an
ldeology

I

The concept of “political development’, when it first made
its appearance, was believed to have come to stay. Soon,
however, thijs proved to be anillusion. The expression had
been coined in the West, to be specific, in the United States, in
the late 50, Then, in a decade’s time, the literature on
political development came under attack ; interestingly, the
attack came from people who could in no way be labelled as
marxists or even radicals. But the operational use of the
concept proved to pe so confusing that doubts came to be
expressed quite overtly. The confusion was made worse by
the fact that scholars failed to agree on the meaning of this
concept.! To explore its meaning as well as the relevance of
Tecent criticisms it is necessary, therefore, to trace the
chequered Path of development of this concept.

To put it very briefly, the slow emergence of the newly
liberated countries in the post-war period, coupled with the

1 Forsuch a wide-fanging meaning of the concept, see Lucien W. Pye,

Aspects of Political Development (New Delhi : Amerind, 1972),
pp. 33-45,
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ever-deepening gap between the levels of development of
the capitalist countries in the West and the countries freed
from colonialism, provided the major impetus for inquiring
into the problems of development faced by these countries.
While this concern for development of the backward countries
is quite understandable, it does not, however, explain the
concern for political development. But for scholars in the
West, for the defenders of the bourgeois order, it was all very
simple. 'They assured themselves, and accordingly they
assured the backward peoples too, that capitalism as an
economic system and liberal-democracy as its superstructural
political framework had come to stay in the West. Neither
the war nor the march of communism in Eastern Europe could
pose any serious threai to its stability, its values, its over-all
consensus about the eternal viability of liberal-democracy.
Morcover, the war-ravaged capitalist world showed remarkable
strides in the sphere of economic growth. This only proved,
they said, the correctness of the strategy of development within
the framework of political stability as guaranteed by the opera-
tion of liberal democracy. The stage was thus set ; political
development came to be identified with the development of
capitalism as experienced classically by the liberal democracies
in the West. Market society in the West was thus made the
ideal ; its political working came to be believed as sacrosanct.
Despite many odds, the stability of capitalism and its capacity
to maintain order were taken for granted. People like Seymour
Martin Lipest set the mood in the ’60s.2 This, however, was
only the beginning.

Besides the historical necessity of legilimising the model of
liberal democracy in the newly-liberated countries, there were
strong theoretical reasons.behind the emergence of this concept.
In his excellent study of the growth of this concept, Colin Leys
has quite correctly suggested? that the concern for development
in the underdeveloped areas was first shown by the behavioura-
2 Seymour Martin Lipset, Political Man : The Social Bases of Politics

(New York : Doubleday, 1963), particularly Chapter 13.

3 Colin Leys, ed., Politics and Change in Developing Countries
(London : Cambridge University Press, 1969), pp. 3-4.

14



106 SOBHANLAL DATTA GUPTA

lists and that, too, for two reasons. In the first place, the
behaviouralists were intrigued to find that political behaviour
in these countries was rather less accessible to measurement
than in the developed regions and that a fundamenta]
theoretical problem was how to identify in thesc countries the
significant elements of such behaviour. Secondly, the enthusi-
asm for interpreting political development in terms of the
model of liberal democracy was very largely the result of a
blind infatuation with Max Weber and his theory of the idcal-
type. This provided the necessary booster for idealising
liberal democracy.

Combining the historical circumstances and the theoretical
considerations, it now becomes easier to arrive at a fairly clear
understanding of the paradigm of political development. It
may be mentioned here that an understanding of this paradigm
cannot be arrived at by simply looking at a classificatory
scheme of the schools of political development, although such
attempts have been made by a number of scholars,® quite
unsuccessfully, since such a classification is always arbitrary
and never complete. Such analyses are primarily descriptive
for they do not provide any theoretical rationale for the classi-

fications, Conscquent!y, the meaning of political development,
explored by so many different schools, remains as ambiguous as
ever.

The present paper deviates from this framework and

attempts a rather different analysis of some of the major models
of political development.

II

The quest for political development begins with the quest

fora M2aningful understanding of palitical underdevelopment
in the

backward areas. What, however, is political under-
development according to the developmentalists ? A concrete

4 For such typica) classifications, see Pye, op. cit.; Chong-DoHah and
Jeanne Schneider, “A Critique of Current Studies on PolitiFal
Development a4 Modernization™, Social Research, 35, 1 (Spring
1968), pp. 130.158; Robert A. Packenham, “Approaches to the
Study of Political Development”, World Politics, 17,1 (October
1964), pp. 108-120.
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reply to this question would provide plausible clues towards
a theoretical clarification of this concept. However, such
replies are not easily forthcoming since opinions differ. Such
an exploration, however, bccomes ecasier by studying, even
casually, the sensc of dissatisfaction of the developmental
theorists with the pattern of political backwardness prevailing
in the underdeveloped countries. In the ‘60s, Karl Von Vorys
and Myron Weiner came forward to voice this dissatisfaction.
Von Vorys was very much intrigued by the political distur-
bances, the lack of stability, the impending threat of revolu-
tionary changes that characterised the backward countries.
“It is becoming uncomfortably apparent’’, he wrote, ‘“that there
are few newly independent countries about which it could be
said with some confidence that their political systems will
survive this decade. Revolutions occur with distressing regu-
larity ; demonstrations and riots seem endemic. Politics rarely
contests within the framework of the political system. Invari-
ably it is the contestabout the political system”.5 While for
Von Vorys it was this ‘“‘contest about the political system’ that
frustrated the development of political systems in the backward
countries, for Weiner underdevelopment consisted in the lack
of political integration in these countries as well as in the incapa-
city of the political systems to cope with the new problems of
integration.S Political instability and political fragmentation
being the symptoms of political underdevelopment, both
Weiner and Von Vorys have traced the occurrence of such
phenomena to the persistence of tradition, the traditional social
structures, and the value-systems generated in the process.

This is particularly relevant for two reasons. Once a causal
connection is built up between the persistence of tradition and
political instability, the latter leading to political underdevelop-
ment, it follows that the mark of political development
would be stability and integration ; secondly, such stability

5 Karl Von Vorys, “Towards a Concept of Political Development”,
The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science,
Vol. 358 (March 1965), p. 15.

6 Myron Weiner, ‘“Political Integration and Political Development’’
ibid., p. 55.
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and integration would be reached by terminating the persis.
tence of traditional social structures and values, since these
stand in the way of modernity. In other words, by modernis-
ing the traditional societies, stability and integration would be
ensured, and this would in turn ensure political development,
Political development of underdeveloped countries, therefore,
would be conditional on the growth of modern social structureg
and values. TIn the ’60s, the search for fostering and legitimis-
ing this pattern of growth towards modcrnity as opposed to
tradition thus became the predominant concern of the develop-
mental theorists, This, it may be recalled, coincided histori-
cally with the desperate search of post-war capitalism to protect
itself, to legitimise and rationalise a theory of stability and order
in the face of world-wide revolutionary changes. Thus, for
the exponents of the idea of political development, the quest
for Modernising the traditionally backward countries became
Synonymous with the quest for fostering the structures of
capitalism and Jipera] democracy. In other words, the leve]
of politica] development would be dependent on the extent of
growth of socio-economic structures as envisaged in the West,
For exponents of this model of political development, politics
thus became a dependent variable.

The initiatjye in this direction was taken up by the Princeton
School in the United States, under the leadership of Gabriel
Almond apq his associates. Employing a structural-functional
framewory the leading exponents of this school suggested that
while aj) political systems performed certain common input
and outpyt functions through the presence of certain common
Structures, jp the developed political systems such structures
were autonomoys, performing the functions in a specialised,
dlﬂ'erentiated way, avoiding overlapping of functions.” This

7 Fora Statement of this framework, see Gabriel Almond’s “Introduc-
tion : A Functiona Approach to Comparative Politics”, in Gabriel
A. Almong and James S. Coleman, eds., The Politics of the Develop-
ing  Areqs (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1960),
PP.3-64, and G. A. Almond and G. B. Powell, Jr., Comparative
Politics . 4 Developmental Approach (New Delhi : Amerind, 1972).
The input functions were identified by Almond as (a) political
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meant, and Almond made it explicitly clear, that since such
structural differentiation as had taken place in the liberal
democracies in the West was found to be lacking in the back-
ward countries, they were politically underdeveloped. Political
development, therefore, would take place in these countries
only if differentiation of functions through development of
corresponding  structures could be ensured, following the
pattern of developmznt of capitalism in the West. Political
development, therefore, would be measured in terms of
development of the social and economic structures of capitalism
and the political framework of liberal democracy.8 Almond’s
methodology of understanding the concept of political develop-
ment through the use of functional categories as applied to
the explanation of liberal democracy, however, becomes
sufficiently clear from his following observation : ‘The problem
essentially was to ask a series of questions based on the
distinctive political activities existing in Western complex
systems. In other words, we derived our functional categories
from the political systems in which structural specialisation and
functional differentiation have taken place to the greatest
extent. Thus the functions performed by associational interest
groups in Western systems led us to the question, ‘“How are
interests articulated in different political systems ?"...The
functions performed by political parties in Western political
systems led us to the question, “How are articulated demands
or interests aggregated or combined in different political
systems ?”°...".% and so on. In his latest work, Almond has quite
frankly acknowledged how in the late ’50s and ’60s the in-
tellectual vision of the Princeton School was clouded with
these assumptions. Almond writes,

socialisation and recruitment, (b) interest articulation, (c) interest
aggregation and (d) political communication, while he characterised
the output functions as (a) rule-making, (b) rule-application and
(¢) rule- adjudication.

8 This is particularly evident from Almond’s incorporation of the output
functions in his structural-functional framcwork, whicb amounts to
a plea for the theory of separation of powers. This is implicitly
recognised by Almond, in Almond and Coleman, op. cit., p. 17.

9 ibid., p. 16.
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‘Though we were concerned with political development

and change from the very outset (the instability

of the new nations made this inescapable), we

were quite aware that these modecls and classification

schemes which we were constructing in the late 1950’

and early 1960’s were not devclopmental or causal

theories. We were also aware of the fact that we

were comparing non-Western political systems

according to Western categories and from a Western

perspective.  After all, we were Westerners, beginning

with the knowledge and concerns of the West, trying

to understand how the newly emerging or rapidly

changing political systems of Asia, Africa, and Latin

America were similar to or different from our more

familiar institutional systems and processes....The logic

of our undertaking was elementary. As the Western

nations were in some sense modern, and. the non-

Western ones were in almost all cascs not modern but

seeking to become so, the historical experience of the

modern nations had some relevance for our under-

standing of the problems and prospects of modernizing

efforts among the new nations. We did not assume

that the new nations would follow in older develop-

mental ““paths”, but rather that the historical experience

with modernization, and the various hypotheses

§uggcsted in Western historiography, might give us an

mitial‘grip on the developmental prospects of the
countries of Asia, Africa, and Latin America’.10

Once the pace was thus set by Almond, the plea for treating

Western liberal democracy as the classical model of a politically

developed society, free from the forces of instability, disruption,

chaos and revolutionary challenges, came to be shared by a

number of scholars, mainly from the United States. Claude

Welch, writing in the late *60s, identified political development

10 Gabriel A. Almond, “Approaches to Developmental Causation”, in
Gabriel A. Almond et al, eds., Crisis, Choice, and Change :

Historical Studies of Political Development (Boston : Little Brown,
1973), pp. 2-3.
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or political modernisation with the presence of three features,
namely, (a) increased centralisation of power in the state and
weakening of  the traditional authority ; (b) differentiation
and specialisation of political institutions ; (c) increased popular
participation in politics and greater identification of individuals
with the political system as a whole.!! S. N. Eisenstadt and
Myron Weiner, writing in the ’70s, tried to conceptualise the
idea of political modernisation in terms of almost similar
structural variables.!?

Another variant of this approach is the model of Karl
Deutsch, who emphasises the role of social mobilisation which,
he argues, would increase the potential level of political tensions
or demands and bring about changes in the quality of politics
by affecting the range of human needs, thereby promoting
political development.!3 While it is true that the treatment of
the concept of political development in the writings of Almond,
Welch or Deutsch is definitely not identical, it can be broadly
suggested, however, that the models interpret the concept
predominantly in terms of structural components.

As distinguished from this methodology of looking upon
political development as dependent on the growth of certain
structures, a somewhat different approach was provided by
scholars like Edward Shils who tried to interpret political
development in terms of its being conditional on the growth of
the values of liberal democracy. Writing in the ’60s, Shils laid
down a cataloguc of values which he found to be of unjversal
validity, such as ‘the growth of individuality and creativity,”

11 Introduction, in Claude Welch, Jr., ed., Political Modernization - A
Reader in Comparative Political Change (California : Wadsworth,
1967), p. 7.

12 S. N. Eisenstadt, Tradition, Change, and Modernity (New York :
John Wiley, 1973), p. 74. Also Myron Weiner, “Political Problems
of Modernizing Pre-industrial Socicties”, in A. R. Desali, ed., Essays
on Modernization of Underdeveloped Societies, Vol. (Bombay :
Thacker, 1971), pp. 166-174.

13 See Karl W. Deutsch, “Social Mobilization and Political Develop-
ment”, The American Political Science Review, 55, 3 (September
1961), pp. 493-514.



112 SOBHANLAL DATTA GUPTA

“the institutionalization or the reasonable crit

icism of authority
and the

incorporation into the political order of dissent”,
“participation in consultation and decision”." It d0t.:s not
Tequire much imagination to understand the basic llber?l-
democratic principles underlying such a prescription. While
Shils cautions that the institutional arrangements through
Which such values have attained some measure of realisation in
the West may not be necessarily relevant in the backward
countries, he, however, is emphatic in suggesting the universal
importance of attaining these values. “These are all values of

Universal validity’’, he says, ‘“‘and regimes that do not find a
place for them and similar values are less good than those
that do’ 15

On a later occasion, Shils elaborated in morc detail his plea

for uniVersalising these values. Every society, he contends, has
a value-system at its “center” which evokes in the members
of tha

t society a feeling of minimum appreciation for the
authority that sustai

ns the social order and the institutions
through which that authority works. This, Shils observes,
is caused by man’s eternal search for integration, i. e., the
search for 5 Permanent ‘need to be in contact with symbols
of an order which js larger in its dimensions than their own
bodies ang more central in the ““ultimate’ structure of reality
than is their routine everyday life’.16 Accordingly, Shils draws
the conclusion that class conflicts in the Western society even-
tually 8t themselyes neutralised by an overwhelming attach-
Ment to the centra) value-system that ensures this integration.
e of the underdeveloped countries shows
f dissent cannot very often be contained
omparatively underdeveloped value-systems
of such societies, for their development Shils
the development of such a «

Since the €Xperienc
that thege forces o
because of the ¢
at the “‘centers”
prescribeg

center”” which
14 Edwarq Shils, “On the Comparative Study of the New States”, in
Clifforqg Geertz, ed., OId Societies and New States :  The Quest for
Moderpi; Y in Asia and Africa (New York : Free Press, 1963), p. 25.
15 ibid.

16 Edward Shils, Center and Periphery : Essays in Macrosociology

(Chicago : University of Chicago Press, 1975), p. 7.
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societies, for their development Shils prescribes the develop-
ment of such a “cznter”” which would ensure integration and
stability. In other words, for Shils, the measure of political
development is the guaranteed presence of the age-old values
of liberal democracy, namely, stability and consensus.!?

In his later writings, Gabriel Almond, too, emphasised
this viewpoint. In defending the premise of his earlier
writings that the Western system is the classical model of politi-
cal development, he now introduced the notion of universality
of the Western values since these, he suggested, were histori-
cally dctermined, although the paths of realisation of these
values might not be identical. In other words, Almond
makes us believe that this is no plea for Western chauvinism
because the trends of development, at least in his opinion,
objectively point to similar directions although there might be
distinct variations in regard to the end products.!8

In the *70s this quest for legitimising the concept of political
development in terms of values was given a much more
sophisticated twist by a number of leading representatives of
the Princeton School, like Lucien Pye and Leonard Binder. In
the late ’60s, Pye had already provided the theoretical clues
in this direction by identifying three major value components of
the development syndrome, namely, equality (emphasising the
value of political participation), capacity (meaning the rational
and legitimate exercise of authority) and differentiation (imply-
ing functional specificity of roles within the system). The
realisation of these values, he pleaded, was related correspon-
dingly to the quality of functioning of the political culture, the
authoritative structures and the non-authoritative structures in
the system.!® Binder took up this clue provided by Pye and
formulated a more detailed syndrome for the model of political
development. Binder introduced the notion of ‘crisis’ within
the framework of a structural syndrome. Accordingly, he
suggested that while the three major value-components provided

17 ibid., pp. 179-181.
18 Gabriel A. Almond, Political Development : Essays in Heuristic

Theory (Boston : Little Brown, 1970), pp. 288-291.
19 Pye, op. cit., pp- 45-48.

15
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by Pye were valid, to understand the moments of politicy]
development one had to identify five types of structural challep-
ges (crises) posed in each of these areas by another set of
value-components, namely, identity, participation, distributiop
and penetration.20 This structural interaction of values would
determine the magnitude of political development.

A careful scrutiny of these models would suggest that over
time there has beep a slow and very subtle shif from an early
preoccupation with the structural components of the bourgeoijs
social order (Almond, Deutsch) to the value-components of
development (Shils, the Ilater Almond, Binder). This shift
was conditioned particularly by the experience of the deepening
crisis of capitalism in the West which now revealed that the
social structures of capitalism could no longer be regarded as
absolutely free from a series of inescapable crises. Instead,
as J. P. Nett] points out, the focus now shifted to the identifica-
tion of values ang goals of this social order, and the search for
providing a theoretical rationale in defence of the predominant
values of Westerp society became more important. Asa result,
it now came to be believed that while the structures of Western
democracy were not immutable, the values and goals were, and
the l‘ns'titlltional means of attaining them might vary. This
Was taken up by the theorists of political development and
“while the Measurement of progress was still tied to the state

of the West, the means of getting there varied, became
‘functionalized’.”ill

However, despite the differences of range and dimension,

it is quite evident that the models discussed so far are predomi.-
nantly oriented towards interpreting the concept of political
development in terms of certain non-political components,
namely, the sogja] structures of capitalism and the values of
liberal democracy. The ‘political’ element of devclopment
continues tq Play a subsidiary and an almost dependent role,
20 Leonard Binder, “Crisis of Political Development” in Leonard

Binder et al., Crises and Sequences in Political Development
(Princeton, N. J.: Princeton University Press, 1971), pp. 64-66.

21 J. P. Nettl, “Strategies in the Study of Political Development” in
Leys, op. cit., p. 19.
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The more discerning ideologues of bourgeois society soon
discovered the absurdity of these models which, they cautioned,
were prone to boomerang on their exponents. This was stated
in very clear terms by Glenn D. Paige in the mid-'60s when
the Princeton School was on the upswing. Paige warned that
the implication of these models. which treated the ‘political’
element all the while as a dependent variable, was to implicitly
acknowledge that without certain socio-economic prerequisites
the political patterns of liberal democracy would not be realisa-
ble in the developing arcas.2? While Paige did not elaborate
his argument, it becomes quite evident that he indirectly repri-
mands the advocates of these models for providing an absolutely
deterministic and linear view of political development which
envisages the possibility of development in liberal-democratic
terms exclusively through one channel as experienced in the
West, without exploring other alternative avenues. This sort
of criticism, however, in no way challenges the goals of these
models; the criticisms are mainly with regard to the methodo-
logy that tries to transplant, without providing any valid
rationale, the structural and value components of liberal
democracy. Almond’s structural-functional model particularly
ran into serious difficulties because of his claim of absolute
validity of the Western experience and measurement of political
development accordingly. As a result, even the admirers of
Almond’s model had to point out, much to their discomfort,
that in that case the Soviet Union could not be treated as a
politically developed society since in that system there was
hardly any structural differentiation of functions, the operation
of the system being wholly controlléd by an all-pervasive
CPSU.22 Almond himself perhaps never imagined that his
22 Glenn D. Paige, ‘“The Rediscovery of Politics” in John D. Montgo-
mery and William J. Siffin, eds., Approaches to Development : Politics,
Administration and Change (New York : McGraw Hill, 1966), p. 51.
This neglect of the primacy of politics is also the main thrust of
Rajni Kothari’s recent criticism of these models. Sce his “State and
Nation Building in the Third World” in Rajni Kothari, ed., State
and Nation Building : A Third World Perspective (New Delhi :
Allied, 1976), pp. 1-22.
23 Robert E. Holt and John E. Turner, The Political Basis of Economic
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model would have such unexpected implications for future
readers. This would perhaps explain why other scholars,
exploring the meaning of political development in the mid-"60s
under the shadow of the Princeton School, were cautious in not
suggesting such stupid formulations.  Alfred Diamant, for
instance, looking at the concept of political development,
treated it as a “process of meeting demands in a flexible manner™
and hastened to add that he did not evclude “dictatorial™
or “totalitarian’’ forms which could generate political demands,
that is, development. Hence, for Diamant, some political
development hag taken place in the USSR at least since
1953 and no political development had taken place in Germany
between 1933 anq 1945.24

These, however, 1 repeat, were no criticisms. These scholars
ply tried to rectify some of the obvious weaknesses of the
models of their fellow scholars without Questioning the ration-
ale behind thejr crusade for identifying the goal of develop-
ment of the newly-liberated countries with capitalism and
liberal democracy. It is not, however, true that honest, trench-
ant criticisms of the goal and purpose of these models and

even of the very concept of ‘political development’ were not
forlhcoming. Partic

sim

ularly sharp was the criticism voiced by
Ann R, Willner in the early ’60s, when she charged the ex-
ponents of some of these major models for being guided by a
Very strong “ethnocenric bias”, for generalising thereby the
eXperience, goals anq values of the West as being equally valid
for the underdeveloped countries and focussing mainly on the
lack in the developing countries of the attributes of the
developed ones. She wrote, almost in a fit of emotional out-
burst, ‘How can we deal with change other than as a
process along some known dimensions in the direction of
familiar Euro-American systems ? How can we overcome
the f0rmative bias that causes us to attribute to members of
these societjeg goals, motives, and values similar to ours ? Or
Developmep; - An Exploration in Comparative Political Analysis
(New Delhi : Affiliated East West, 1970), pp. 13-15.

24 Alfred Diamant, “Political Development : Approaches to Theory
and Strategy” in Montgomery and Siffin, op. cit., pp. 26-27.
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the related projected fallacy by which we predict their possible
responses on the basis of what ours would be in similar cir-
cumstances ? In other words, how can we enlarge our per-
spectives and try to view the politics of these countries from
the ““inside out’’ as well as from the outsider’s vantage point?'>
More positive and increasingly sharp criticisms are coming up
in.the ’70s from quite a number of scholars who are becoming
obviously intrigued at the presumptions of these models.
The sophisticated twists of the Princeton spokesmen, parti-
cularly, are coming under fire. Pye and Binder are being
challenged on the ground that they have not been able to
provide very definitely any valid, rational, empirical explana-
tion for their pet formulation that the syndrome of political
development has to be studied in terms of equality and
differentiation. Secondly, they are being charged that, through
the arbitrary identification of certain abstract value-compo-
nents, they ate actually trying to prop up a political strategy
for the maintenance of the ruling elite. It goes without saying
that Binder’s ‘crisis-model’ is particularly open to this criticism.
Finally, and that constitutes the most important element of
these criticisms, the basic premise of the Princeton fashion-
makers that political development is identical with the values
and structure of stability as experienced in the West, has come
under sharp attack. Critics contend that the ideological impli-
cation of these models framed by Binder and his school is
that, instead of formulating the question ‘“what is the good
society and how it could be achieved”, these people start with
the question “what is the stable society’’, as order is not
considered a precondition for achieving the highest political
good : rather order itself becomes the highest political
good.26

Interestingly, barring these few criticisms that abstractly
questioned the normative, ethnocentric bias of these models,

25 Ann Ruth Willner, “The Underdeveloped Study of Political Deve”
lopment”, World Politics, 16, 3 (April 1964), p. 480.

26 Richard Sandbrook, ‘The ‘Crisis’ in Political Dcvelopment
Theory”, Journal of Development Studies, 12, 2 (January 1976):
particularly pp. 170-180.
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the major important theoretical criticisms came from people
on the Right.?” Finding it increasingly difficult to work out
these models in the conditions of underdeveloped societies,
the search for alternative methodological frameworks began in
the mid-"60s, to espouse, however, exactly the same cause of
stability, order and consensus.

111

The growing disenchantment with these models began in
the mid-’60s. It was found that the experiment with liberal demo-
cracy, its values and structures, was an abject failure in
most of the developing societies. Instead of stability and
order, the forces of dissensus and instability, sporadic and
violent outbursts of revolt, almost unpredictable breakdowns
of civilian government, were gradually becoming the regular
features of these societies. What was taking place, therefore,
was not political development, rather political de-development.
Sa.muel P. Huntington’s critique is particularly noteworthy in
this context, Huntington’s major criticism against these
models was that conceptually their exponents had committed
the blunder of identifying political development with political
modernisation.8 Qp the basis of certain structural and value
components which were derived from the experience of the
V_VeSt’ they had built up the paradigm of political modernisa-
tion and hag come to believe that attainment of political
modernisation wag synonymous with the attainment of political
deVe_IOPment. Political modernisation, as a result, came to
b‘? identified with the following features : a) functional
dlfferentiation; b) national integration ; c) democratisation
and pluralism ; d) political participation. Despite their

27 Thus, the most violent reaction has been from the side of g rabid
anti-communist like John Kautsky who, interestingly, is particularly
Critical of the ethnocentric bias of these models and, accordingly,
finds the concept of political development not useful at al]. See
John H, Kautsky, The Political Consequences of Modernization (New
York : John Wiley, 1972), p. 14.

28 Samuel P. Huntington, “Political Development and Political
Decay”, in Welch. op. cit., pp. 207-210.
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presence, however, Huntington pointed out, in the backward
socicties they actually led to political decay and not to develop-
ment. As illustrations, he stated that political participation
was encouraging the forces of political instability as people
were getting organised and expressing their discontent : similar-
ly, development of the social and economic structures of
capitalism through American foreign-aid programmes was
actually opening up increasing disparity between the rich and
the poor and thereby letting loose the forces of instability,
chaos and political de-development. In other words, the
values and institutions of political modernisation, transplanted
in the developing societies, did not necessarily ensure stability,
and this led to political decay.

Interestingly, despite the apparently wide differences between
Huntington and the model-builders of political development
whom he criticises, their basic understanding of the ideological
meaning of political development remains the same. While
Almond, Deutsch, etc., try to plead for the case of stability
by equating its realisation with the realisation of political
development in terms of certain structural and value
components, Huntington’s concern, too, is to understand
political development in terms of political stability. The only
difference is that Huntington finds their prescription not
correctly applicable to the study of political development. As
a result, Huntington emphasises not the relevance of such
non-political variables as values and structures, but the politi-
cal clement of development, namely, the role of viable politi-
cal institutions (i.e., a disciplined and organised political party)
which would ensure the sustenance of political stability by
containing the forces of instability and disruption.? Methodo-
logically, this is extremely important since Huntington’s frame-
work looks at political development in the context of politics
playing the role of an independent variable, as distinguished
from the models discussed earlier. This emphasis on the
29 ibid., p.245. Huntington elaborated this framework in the late

’60s. See Samuel P. Huntington, Political Order in Changing

Societies (New Haven, Conn. : Yale University Press, 1968), parti-
cularly Chapter I.
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entrepreneurial role in political institutionalisation reveals in
very clear terms the ideological implication of Huntington’s
position, although there are opinions that question the very pos-
sibility of any development at all in the undeveloped countries
through any such political institutionalisation.3® Huntington
thus suggests that the forces of revolutionary change that are
now rocking the so-called stability of most of the developing
countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America would have to be
contained by any means through the measures of political
institutionalisation. This would mean that even if such stability
was ensured through adoption of the Brazilian model of Latin
America, this would, according to Huntington’s formulation,
be conducive to political development since development, it
follows, is primarily conditional on the attainment of stability
through political institutionalisation. As one critic of
Huntington has very rightly pointed out, his concept of political
dt?velopment is particularly notorious, because to consider
disorder a function of mobilisation and to treat dccay that
‘rffers only to disruptions of the status quo by subordinates,

18 -tO overlook the disorder that may be imposed by those
seeking to safeguard privilege and help perpetuating a kind of
status quo that defies elementary requisites of the political
community”.  Popular challenges to corrupt regimes, therefore,
would be brushed off as aberrations of stability and the legiti-
macy of the means employed by corrupt and reactionary

governments to stay in power through maintenance of stability
Wwould never be questioned.3!

30 Fox: this somewhat unconventional critique of Huntington’s plea for
political institutionalisation, sec Gerald A. Heeger, The Politics of
Underdevelopment (New York : St. Martin’s Press, 1974), p. 11.
Referring to Huntington’s formulation, he writes : “Institutions are
more likely to be facades for transient and often intermittent
Patterns of interaction among central elites and between them and
the periphery. The personalism that permcates underdevecloped
political systems seems, at times, to vield a political process that is

not simply uninstitutionalized but, in fact, hostile to modernization.
P. 70. '

31 Mark Kesselman, ““Order or Movement ? The Literature of Political
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This view of political development in terms of the primacy
of politics as an independent variable was given another
methodological twist by David Apter. Apter’s basic contention
was to search for the appropriate type of political system which
would transform a backward, traditional society into a
modernised, developed system without generating forces of
instability. Accordingly, Apter suggests that in the initial
stages of modernisation, since the necessary social infrastructure
of the industrial society is not present in the underdeveloped
societies, what is required is an exceptionally well organised
political system able to maintain a high degree of control.
The implication is that in the initial stages of development,
stability would have to be ensured through a high control
system, preferably a burcaucratic type, so that the forces of
disintegration that may be let loose in the early years of
modernisation may be effectively contained. However, once
this initial phase is completed, which Apter equates with the
growth of the necessary infrastructures required for early
industrialisation, the need for coercion would subside and in
its place the need for a mobilisation system based on informa-
tion would arise, since in the changed context, stability would
be best ensured not by coercion but by information.32

A careful analysis of Apter’s model would reveal that, like
Huntington, he too wishes to view political modernisation
within the framework of stability which would have to be en-
sured by promoting the appropriate type of political system.
In other words, for Apter the primacy of politics is relevant
only to the working out of the necessary types of political
systems that would have to ruthlessly contain all possible forces
of discontent which might generate threats to stability, at least
in the initial years. For both Huntington and Apter, the end
of political development is common: as regards emphasis on
the primacy of politics in development, Huntington is concerned

Development as Ideology”, World Politics, 26, 1 (October 1973),
pp. 142-143.

32 David E. Apter, Some Conceptual Approaches to the Study of
Modernization (Englewood Cliffs, N.7J.: Prentice-Hall, 1968),
pp. 349-350.

16
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with political institutionalisation, while for Apter it is the
development of the appropriate political system.

As distinguished from Huntington and Apter, in the late *6os
Dankwart Rustow introduced another model, emphasising the
primacy of politics in terms of political leadership.3*  While for
Huntington it js political institutionalisation and for Apter it is
to effect a shift from a high control to a mobilisation system,
for Rustow the most important conceptual category for
effecting political development is political leadership which,
however, he fails to identify and relate to the objective condi-
tions prevailing in the underdeveloped countries, The result s,
as Gabriel Almond has more or less correctly pointed out, that
Rustow actually fajls to specify the rationality of that lcadership
which would cayse development, and the use of this conceptual
category thereby is bound to include Jeadership phenomena
that might pe wholly irrational 34

In fact, a survey of the models discussed so far, despite the
differences ip methodological emphasis on the primacy of
Politics, would suggest that the normative essence of the models
remains basically the same. In their search for rationalising
the case of political stability, while the Princeton School looks
upon development g5 dependent on the growth of certain
non-politica] Components like structures and values, the
Huntington-Apter paradigm, too, pleads for stability, empha-
sising, however, the political components, i.c., institutionalisa-
tion and System-building. The only major difference between
these two broad- paradigms is that while the Princeton School
as well ag Weiner, Deutsch and others belonging to the first
category plead for stability in terms of the values and
Structures of liberal democracy and inviting thereby the charge
of ethnocentrism, the other school, disillusioned with the
Prospects of lipera] democracy in the newly-liberated countrics,
XPresses concern for containing the forces of instability and
violent changes and defending thereby, whatever be the
normatjye implications, the cause of status quo, order and

33 Dankw;m Rustow’ A World of Nations (Washington, D. C.:
Brookings Institution, 1967). )
34 Gabriel Almond in Almond et al., op. cit., p. 19.
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stability at any cost. But despite these subtle methodological
distinctions, neither of these two paradigms of political
development can answer the following sets of questions which
come up in course of analysis of these models. In the first
place, what is the theoretical rationale behind the premise that
the question of political development can emerge only within
the paradigm of stability ? Secondly, what prevents the
exponents of these models to look into the material causes of
this instability that characterises the majority of the third world
countries ? In other words, these models cannot explain this
predominant concern for stability for the simple reason that
they never try to explain the potential sources of instability.
On the contrary, it is assumed, as one critic has remarked,
that increase in the total supply of power would automatically
resolve the problems posed by underdevelopment.3 This
constitutes, for all purposes, an excellent plea for, what another
critic has suggested, dcfence of the stability of the ruling elite
in the developing socicties without caring for the cause of
social justice that is to be meted out to the masses below.36
This exposes, most tellingly, the teleology behind the concept
of political development, that is, the desperate search for
preventing the generation of the forces of social revolution, by
deliberately ignoring the study of the political relevance of the
so-called structural or value components of development, by
not clarifying, for example, what would be the political and
ideological content of social mobilisation (Deutsch), or by
blatantly refusing to mention who would effect political institu-
tionalisation (Huntington), or which social force would provide
leadership (Rustow). On the conceptual plane, too, leaving
aside their ideological import, the models give rise to serious
misgivings. As another critic has pointed out, despite the
claim of explaining the phenomenon of development, the models
are essentially based on certain static categorisations since no
rationale is given either behind the choice of their premises or
the categories of analysis. Consequently, what happens is that

35 Kesselman, op. cit., pp. 150-151.
36 Sandbrook, op. cit., pp. 180-181.
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there remains no scope to state the historicity of such a mode]
as the country under study is raised to a level of abstractiop,
tailored to certain categories. And once this.is done, useless
generalisations can follow since abstract categorisation, frozep
in time and space, has a fascination of its own,3” a typical
illustration of which is Leonard Binder’s syndrome of politica]
development.

1AY

Besides these ideological critiques which question the
content of these models, ““‘purely normatjve’ criticisms are algo
coming up, particularly in the ’70s, which require careful apq
critical consideration. Scholars like Rajni Kothari and Denijs
Goulet have joined in the fray, their contention being that the
models of political development being aimed gt providing 5
theoretical justification of the dependence of the third worjq
countries on the Western powers, what is necessary, if develop-
ment proper is to take place, is to break away from the
centres of power, irrespective of their political conteng,
Development, the philosophical premise thys runs, is antithe.
tical to power since the Jatter, unless it is rationally diffused,
curbs the autonomy of man who creates the urge for develop.
ment. This has been very clearly stated by Rajni Kothari who
feels, “The whole problem of autonomy turns on a wide
distribution of enough power without which the autonomy of
some turns into dominance over otht_ars....Power ShOI‘ﬂd be
Purposive and not an end in itself; and it Sl'fOL.lld_ be rationally
distributed.... But for it to play that role it Is imperative that
its concentration be put to an end. Neither _]llSth.C nor non-
violence (our major operational values) can be realized withoyt

L. er—between men and states >'3s
an adequate distribution of pow ive” “noneideologtentn
Accordingly, development is a “normative”, “non-ideological
37 A. R. Dennon, “Political Scd® and Politicy] Development™,

Science and Society, 33, 3, (Summer-Fal| 1969), pp. 287-288.
38 Rajni Kothari, Footsteps into the Future : Diagnosis of the Present

World and a Design for an Alternative (New Delhi : Orient Long-
man, 1974), p, 39, fa. 18,
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issue because poverty and inequality, the symptoms of under-
development, according to Kothari, “are themselves reflections
not just of prevailing relations of production but rather of
structures and values that deny dignity to the human being.”’3®
The meaning of political development, therefore, according to
Kothari's prescription, would have to be viewed in an abstract,
a purely normative perspective, since development, for him, is
synonymous with the realisation of autonomy which would
have to be attained by breaking away from the centre of
power. This being the methodological framework, Kothari’s
model of political development comes down to the following :
on the international plane, the countries of the third world
would have to assert their autonomy against the domination
of “super powers™ since, for Kothari, any attempt to distin-
guish between the political content of the two worlds of im-
perialism and socialism or between these two power blocs
and the third world countries is irrelevant. Realisation of
autonomy of these “peripheral” countries by going into
conflict with the ‘centres’”’ of power thus constitutes the
dimension of political development. In the internal sphere
too, underdevelopment being a function of the loss of auto-
nomy, the pcople living on the periphery would have to assert
their autonomy against the powers accumulated at the centre,
whatever be the political content of the power structure, since
accumulation of power tends to curb autonomy and thereby
development. Hence, Kothari suggests that decentralisation,
following the Gandhian prescription, would be the best
guarantee for political development since this would ensure
the most perfect realisation of the value of participation and
thereby autonomy.40

This normative view of political development in terms of
an abstracted relation of conflict between the ‘‘centre’’ and the
“periphery”, which reaches out ultimately for realisation of
the autonomy of man and the state as against the structured

39 ibid., p. 73.

40 This is the theme underlying Kothari’s current writings ‘which have
been cited in this paper. It is, incidentally, a major shift from his
earlier position.
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centres of power (irrespective of their political and ideological
content), has come to be shared by many other scholars who
have expressed their disagreement with the ethnocentric as-
sumptions of the major models of political development. For
Denis Goulet, the basic question concerning development/
underdevelopment is neither economic, political, nor techno-
logical ; it is moral#! Elaborating the theme, Goulet
observes, almost echoing the words of Rajni Kothari,
“The dehumanization of poor nations, classes and persons is
not due solely to conditions of inherited misery or to uncriti-
cal acceptance of modernisation, but also to the deterministic
character of the world’s economic and political systems. These
Systems severely limit options in domestic and international
policy. ' Certain uses of power render men powerless to
control or even to understand the processes affecting them....
Alternative normsg governing the use of power nced to be
Constructed as possible models.”’#2
There is a consistency in these criticisms. The quest for
pOIftical development should be treated as the quest for a good
Society where Justice, autonomy and the dignity of the individual
Would flourigh, However, how this vision of a good society
Would become rea] is not clarified. Rather, this normative
;:01(1121 raises. certain intriguing issues. ]'n tl.1e first place, there
Since thqueStl'on .of choice between capitalism and socialism,
¢ logical implication of the framework would be that
f::::; (t)f thl.f party of the working class being all-pervasive in a
the “cse St°°‘et}',‘ socialism is the most dreaded evil. Sccondly,
Suggest ;‘h"e'Derlphery"’ model, elabora%ted by Kc?tllarn, wm.nld
of allins bat for the tt‘nrd “{or‘ld countries t‘he.re is no ch01f:e
incide, ];:tween th.e imperialist and the socialist world. This,
theory ally, constitutes .the central essence of the' super power
imperiall'low Preacfhed Wl'th utmost :zeal by the ideologues of
of the ISm. Thirdly, without referring to the political content
POwer-structure in relation to the masses, an abstracted,
non-politicg) view of the relationships of power virtually

41 Preface i Denis Goulet, The Cruel Choice: A New Concept in the

Theory of Development (New York : Atheneum, 1971), p. vii.
42 ibid., p. 337,
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provides a justification for stability and order without inviting,
most cleverly, the charge of ethnocentrism.43 This exposes the
hollowness of these so-called normative criticisms of the
empirical models of political development. It is believed, and
very rightly so, by many critics of the developmental paradigm
as developed by Almond and his associates, or by Shils,
Eisenstadt, Deutsch and Weiner, that to understand the ideo-
logical content of these models it is necessary to study them in
the context of the foreign policy interests of American im-
perialism in the third world countries to stem the tide of the
growing influence of communism.#4 The kind of stability and
order desired by the cold war strategists of the United States
came to be provided with an excellent theoretical justification
in the models developed in the early ’60s, the models that
treated politics as a dependent variable. The situation, however,
changed much to the dislike of the political strategists of imperia-
lism. Soon it was discovered that the attempt to foster the values
of capitalism and social structures in these countries encountered
very serious operational difficulties. The strategy changed accor-
dingly. The importance of frequent political interventions of im-
perialism to destabilise potentially unfriendly regimes now began
to be felt. That led to the emergence of the Huntington-
Apter-Rustow school which, in the name of criticising the earlier
models, stresscd the need for treating politics as an independent
variable by formulating the theories of political institutionali-
sation, political system-building, or political leadership. The
ideological meaning of this shift is, as Dennon has pointed out,
to provide a rationale for Americaa imperialism’s political

43 Elsewhere I have tricd to explore in detail the idcological implica-
tions of Kothari's “‘centre-periphery” Modecl. See Sobhanlal Datta
Gupta, ‘Rajni Kothari and the ‘“Centre-Periphery” Model : A

Critique’, Socialist Perspective, Vol. 3, Special Number (May 1976),
pp- 29-45.

44 Kesselman, op. cit., pp. 139-140; Dennon, op. cit.,, p. 285;
Chong-Do Hah and Jeanne Schneider, op. cit., the paper beginning
with the statement, “One of the most popular goals of the American
ideological offensive toward the emerging nations is political deve-
lopment and modernization”. P. 130,
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intervention in the third world countries, on the plea that the
latter are not sufficiently aware of the political dimensions of
development, namely, institutionalisation, leadership, or
system-building, and to achieve all these, incrcasing political
collaboration with the USA is necessary.s Similarly, the so-
called normative critiques of thesc models as provided by Denis
Goulet or Rajni Kothari are equally, if not more, deceptive
and hypocritical. Treating political development as a value,
divorced from politics, ideology and power, and then building
up the theory of “super-powers’ on this premise, is the worst
form of methodological jugglery to hoodwink the third world
countries, This, it should be stressed, coincides excellently
with the third phase of American imperialism’s political
maneouvre, in the face of the ever-increasing appeals of socia-
lism, to get a foothold in the third world countries by preach-
Ing the theory of “end of ideology™, by frantically trying to
emplfaSiSe the irrelevance of ideological choice of allies,. by
arg.u.ng that in their own interests these countries should
mal_n.tai“ an equidistant position in relation to the ‘“power-
politics™ of the “super powers”. The ultra leftists, for obvious
Zii‘zc:lns’hha% joined in this fray. This, I believe, has parti-
as no:c elped men like Kothari and Goulet to pose themselw?s
crition onformists who pretend to break new grounds in their
ms of the models of political development.

theAcSOSt?tefi carlier, this is no critici‘sm at all; on the contrary,

Perfect;l ‘-:;lon cﬁreated by these [.)llllOS(.)p}‘lcr-Cl.‘lthS helps most
hiStoricZI ¢ designs of American lmperlal{sm in the changed
framework Conte?(t. Just as .t.he Huntington-Apter-Rustow

Shils mode’l starting out as a critique of the AlmopdtDeutsch—

Kothati. > {)roved to be an excellent eyewash, similarly the

the ideolq Oulet model, too, comes round to a defe-nce of
the Criticisgy of the status quo, avoiding, rather surreptitiously,

: ms faced by the other two schools. In fact, a careful

SCIUtNY of these three approaches shows that whatever be

tpe“' methodologicy] distinctions, there are cegtain very essen-

t‘fll common features which bind together all three of them.

First, the three approaches are bogged down basically to a

45 Dennon, op. cit., pp. 296-297. '
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defence of stability. This is done in a more sophisticated way
by the Kothari-Goulet school which, diluting the question of
power, writes off conceptually the question of political
transformation. Secondly, there is an absolute and an almost
inexplicable silence over the question of the human dimension
of the political content of development. This is particularly
revealing in the Huntington-Apter-Rustow model where a blank
cheque is given to institutionalisation or leadership without
reference to the legitimacy of these moves. The Goulet-Kothari
model makes the confusion worse by interpreting it in terms of
such high-sounding, abstract phrases like “goodness”,
“justice”, “freedom’” and “autonomy’’ without reference to the
actors who would work them out, besides simply breaking
away from the centres of power. Thirdly, none of these
approaches raises the simple question : what are the material
factors that cause underdevelopment and what, correspondingly,
are the material means to overcome this underdevelopment and
reach out for development ? For Almond, Shils and others it
is the persistence of structures or values, while for Kothari and
Goulet it is the domination of “periphery” by the ‘““centre” that
would explain underdevelopment. The prescription for
development, accordingly, is never objective, being based on
certain essentially subjectivist, ideological considerations.

This provides the clue to the real understanding of the
meaning of the ‘political’ in relation to development, and this
points to the crucial relevance of marxism. Development,
essentially, is the problem of transformation of those material
conditions which constitute underdevelopment. Underdevelop-
ment, it is true, has its own features like illiteracy, persistence
of outdated values and structures, etc. But these are only the
symptoms of underdevelopment which, however, are caused by
a structured pattern of human relations in the production
economy. Development involves the question of transforming
these relations, viz. the class relations, since underdevelopment,
in this perspective, is the function of deprivation of the
producer class of the potentiality of its labour-power. For the
system to develop, the fullest development of this potentiality
must be ensured ; it becomes necessary, therefore, to transform

17
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those class relations which condition underdevelopment, which
comes down to the question of achieving this breakthrough
politically. Development thus becomes related basically to this
act of political transformation, to the question of political
power, and this, precisely, constitutes the ‘political’ dimension
of development. The methodological trickery of the exponents
of the bourgeois models of political development consists in
their interpretation of the superstructural manifestations of
underdevelopment (in the sphere of values and structures)
as the causes of underdevelopment and, consequently, the
prescription for development, too, logically never transcends
the perspective of stability. This is done either through
fostering the growth of structures and values of liberal demo-
cracy ( Almond, Shils), or political institutionalisation
(Huntington), or restructuring of the ““centre-periphery’’ relation
of power by means of decentralisation (Kothari). The
bourgeois concept of development is, in that sense, never really
political since development is kept separate from political
transformation of the material conditions which hinder develop-
ment. In other words, the stability paradigm of these models is
basically aimed gt eroding the very concept of politics and
thereby the question of political power and ideology*é that is
relevant for the People of the third world to achieve a break-
through in their material conditions. And this also explains
The scepticism  of thege theorists towards any symptom of
Instability.  This being jts orientation, the concept of ‘political’
dfevelopment, essentially, is an excellent cover for ideological
‘dlStOI‘tlon of the meaning of the ‘political’, and thereby of
d?Velopment’. The task of development, as the poverty of the
thl.fd world countries grimly reminds us, is to effect radical
shifts in the relations of class forces. On the plane of theory,
to effect this transformation would mean to ideologically
challenge most effectively this mystified view of ‘political
46 For good

ideological critiques along this line, see Robert Sinai,
“Moderniz

: ation and the Poverty of the Social Sciences” in Desai,
op. cit., Vol. 1, especially pp. 57-59. Also Vladimir Mshvenieradze,

Anti-Communism Today (Moscow : Progress Publishers, 1974),
pp. 84-90.
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development’ and restore the proper relevance of politics. This
is exactly what the marxist notion of politics aims to achieve,
and this is what makes the marxist approach ‘politically’ most
relevant to development, when contrasted with the multifarious
‘models’ that blur our intellectual vision.



Partha Chatterjee

Political Development and
the Question of Political Stability*

Most modern bourgeois political theories relating to
underdeveloped countries have two primary concerns : one,
the establishment of a “developed’” polity on the liberal demo-
cratic model, ang two, maintenance of political stability in the
process of thig development. Both flow from the material
and ideological interests of world monopoly capitalism. Yet,

these twin concerns lead to certain inevitable contradictions
which

no bourgeojs theory is able to resolve. Curiously, the
course of development of this theoretical literature in the
United States ip the last twenty-five years has a striking re-
semblance to British colonial theories in the nincteenth
century. Both ryp against the same basic contradiction,
namely the structural impossibility of “normal’ and independent
capitalist development, with its associated political and social
ramifications, in g colonial or post-colonial society.

I

The concept of political development is a relatively recent
innovation in political theory. The reasons are not difficult to

® Originally published as “Modern American Political Theory with
Reference to Underdeveloped Nations™, Social Scientist, 24 (Scptem-



POLITICAL DEVELOPMENT AND STABILITY 133

trace. The idea of the development of a polity according to
a certain pattern or direction—development, not merely
change—implies a prior concept of social progress, that is, a
notion of social change in a desirable direction. And the
history of the idea of progress, we know, is only a little more
than two hundred years old.
Perhaps the first clear reference, explicit or otherwise, to
a concept of the development of a polity occurs in the political
discussions of the English utilitarians,! although in terms of
intellectual history, the roots of their concept can be traced back
to Montesquieu, Condorcet, Adam Ferguson and Comte. To
the utilitarians there was a specific problem of policy which
related to their concern about the best methods for the ad-
ministration of British colonies, particularly India.2 So theycons-
tructed the rudiments of a theory of the stages of development of a
society (the levels of civilisation, as they termed it) and the
kinds of political institutions suitable for each stage. The
most developed polity was naturally one which had attained
the highest level of civilisation (implicitly, England in the
nineteenth century !) and its political institutions were those of
representative democracy, where the governing few were kept
in check by the governed many through a series of stable insti-
tutional arrangements. Societies which were lower down in
the scale of civilisation could not afford to have such advanced
institutions, since the governed many were incapable of operat-
ing the delicate machinery of representative government. The

ber 1974), pp.24-42. The author is indebted to S. K. Chaube,
S. Datta Gupta, Barun De and Asok Sen for their valuable comments
on an earlier draft of this paper.

1 See particularly, John Stuart Mill, Considerations on Representative
Government (1861, many editions), chs. 2, 4, 18; James Mill, The *
History of British India (1820), passim ; James Fitzjames Stephen,
Liberty, Equality and Fraternity (1873).

2 On the influence of the utilitarians on British colonial policy in India,
and the underlying assumptions of that policy, see especially Eric
Stokes, The English Utilitarians and India (London : Oxford University
Press, 1959), and Raghavan Iyer, ‘Utilitarianism and All That’, in
Raghavan Iyer, cd., St. Antony's Papers, 8, South Asian Affairs,
No. 1 (London : Chatto and Windus, 1960).
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best possibility of development of these backward societies lay
in a prolonged period of benevolent imperial rule whereby,
through progressive legislation and the gradual development
of advanced political institutions, the level of civilisation of
these societies would be raised.

The concept of political stability, on the other hand, is as
old as political philosophy itself. An ordered polity has per-
haps been the ultimate concern of all political theory, and
starting as far back as Plato’s Republic, and particularly The
.Laws, the question of stability has remained a fundamental
Issue of political philosophy as well as of political science. What
1s distinctive about the modern discussion on this problem is
th.e necessity of relating the concern about political stability
with the reality of social change. Nowhere in the modern
world is change such a vital issue as in what is variously known
fl‘S .the underdeveloped, or developing, or non-Western, or

thlrd’_’,. world. Specifically, the current Western literature

:n political development is expressly concerned with the rela-
1008 between general social, and particularly political, develop-
ges‘;tci;ﬂdh the stability of .der'nocratic institutions. How far
ing of dc ange find. mf)de'rmsauon compatible with the work-
which Simolcratlc. mstl_tut.xons ? If there are incompatibilities,
relati ould gain priority ?  And what, in the light of these
ons, is the optimal strategy for modernisation ? These

are t i i i .
l he ce.ntral 1Ssues with which the theory of political deve-
Opment ig concerned.

11

cha:ghees )lfiarsh follo».vi.ng the Second Worl.d Wa.r saw dramatic
2 periog the political arrangement of 1rr.1[.3er1a]ism. It was

of profound crisis for the traditional imperialist
powers, Britain and France in particular. The process of
decolonisatjop which occurred in the next decade or so had a
h.ost of contributory causes—the emergence of a new interna-
tional system in world politics, the crisis of imperialism at
home following the social devastation of the greatest war in
human history, the growing strength of nationalist movements
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in the colonies. Formal decolonisation, however, was accom-
panied by two developments which are of crucial importance—
one, the politics of modern imperialism (or neocolonialism,
whichever one wishes to call it), and two, the emergence of
the United States as the unquestioned leader of the capitalist
powers. These two developments must be borne in mind
when assessing much of the recent literature in the social
sciences, for the great splurge of interest of American scholars
in the countries of the underdeveloped world is not unrelated
to the emergence of the United States as a global power of the
highest rank. Throughout the ‘fifties and ’sixties, American
social scientists immersed themselves in the task of unfolding
the manifold mysteries of the culture and institutions of Asian,
African and Latin American countries, and a very important
product of this furious academic activity is the modern theory
of political development.

III

Let us confine ourselves to the results of this study. The
first phase was rather short. Its fundamental conclusion was that
the political development of the underdeveloped countries could
only be the result of economic development—a rapid industriali-
sation of their productive systems and a thorough modernisation
of their cultural superstructures. The most comprehensive
statement of this position was made in Rostow’s Stages of
Economic Growth, a book very presumptuously, but neverthe-
less significantly, subtitled ‘a non-communist manifesto’.
The critical point in the transition from a traditional to a
modern industrial seciety, according to Rostow, was what he
called the point of ‘take-off”’. To reach ‘“take-off”, certain
social prerequisites were necessary, such as a relatively high
level of education, a new modernising elite, a banking system,
transport, commerce. In order to help achieve “take-off”,
the developed West must ensure the necessary external aid,
financial, technological and, in parentheses, political. Once
‘“take-off” is reached, the growing economy could presumably
take care of itself, by creating and distributing the necessary
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wealth and by establishing and working the new institutional
structures to stabijlise a democratic order. Policywise, it was,
therefore, imperatiye upon the West to “‘demonstrate that the
underdeveloped nations—now the main focus of Communist
hopes—can move Successfully through the preconditions into
a well establisheq take-off within the orbit of the democratic
world, resisting the blandishments and temptations of Com-

munism. This is, I believe, the most important single item on
the Westerp agenda.’’3

v

This theory was short-lived. It was realised very quickly
that rapiq €conomic development, whatever its results in the
long run, Was highly destablising in its immediate conse-
quences. The higher the rate of industrialisation in an undef-
developeq society, the greater and sharper were the disc_onu-
nuities between the pre-industrial and industrial situations,
This always Produced radijcal political movements among the
newly mobiljseq sections of the population, creating serious
threats to ¢ Stability of the political institutions of that
Country.4 Lipset commented on the rapid industrialisation
thesis :

Unfortunately for this theory, political extremism ‘based

On the Jower classes, communism in particular, is nf)t

to be foung only in low-income countries but also in
"eWly industrializing nations.s '
If politicy development was to proceed on the basic premise
that 5 Stability of some sort must be maintained with respect
to the Politica] arrangements of the underdeveloped countries
(Which, in Concrete terms, meant that communism must be
3 wow,

Rostow, 77, Stages of Economic Growth (Cambridge :
Cambrid

ge Um'versity Press, 1960), p. 134.

4 See Darticularly Mancur Olson, ‘Rapid Growth as a Destabilizing
Foreer, Journal of Economic History, 23 (December 1963).

5 5.M. Lipset, Political Man (Garden City, New York : Doubleday,
1960), p. 54,
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prevented), then rapid industrialisation was definitely not the
answer.

The next phasc in the growth of the theory of political de-
velopment is perhaps best represented by Lipset’s own work.
Political Man was rczarded as representing, in many ways, a
major dzparture from the established mecthodological orienta-
tion of American sociology, which at this time was unques-
tionably dominated by the approach systematised by Talcott
Parsons. The Parsonian method, whose pedigree is traced,
perhaps rather one-sidedly, to Max Weber and his study of
the cultural foundations of the origin of capitalism in Europe,
led the inquiry into social action and social institutions, includ-
ing politics and politica} institutions, through a study of the
values and norms of a society. The result was, of course, a
framework waich stressed the elements of consensus within a
social system. Lipset, on the other hand, placed primary emphasis
on a study of the inrerests of various groups in society. In
unravelling “‘the social bases of politics’, therefore, Lipset at
least came to grips with the problem of conflict in society. The
result was labelled by none other than Parsons himself as ‘““a
non-dogmatic and non-political Marxian” approach.6 The
characterisation itself is patently ridiculous, but it does indicate
the break which Lipset’s book represented in the development
of political sociology out of the established discipline of
American sociology.

Lipset’s method was that of multivariate analysis. Instecad
of trying to identify any one particular variable which deter-
mined the development of a stable democratic system of the
Western kind, which still remained the telos of political deve-
lopment, he attempted to find a cluster of variables which
correlated with what he identified a priori as developed political
systems. His investigation showed that factors such as wealth,
industrialisation, education and urbanisation all correlated
fairly highly with European and English-speaking stable
democracies, and then, at a decreasing rate, with European
6 See Lipset’s ‘Introduction’ to the Anchor Books edition of Political

Man (Garden City, New York : Doubleday Anchor, 1962),
pp. XiX-Xxxvi.

18
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and English-speaking unstable democracies and dictatorships,
Latin American democracies and Latin American stable dictatoT-
ships. This cluster of variables, which together he called economic
development, was, therefore, crucial in estimating the prospects
of the growth of a developed polity out of a backward society.
But even within this cluster of variables, all were not
equally important. Citing Danicl Lerner’s study on the Middle
East,” Lipset emphasises quite strongly that of all these vari-
ables, it is education which is definitely a necessary condition
for democracy.
Education presumably broadens man’s outlook, enables
him to understand the need for norms of tolerance,
restrains him from adhering to extremist doctrines, and

increases his capacity to make rational electoral
choices.8

Further, at the level of individual behaviour,
the higher one’s education, the more likely one is to
believe in democratic values and support democratic
practices.?

It is only after there is a sufficient spread of literacy, and
therefore a wide area for the operation of the media of com-
munication that democracy, that “‘crowning institution of the
participant society”, begins to function as a stable social order.

The main thrust of Lipset’s argument in identifying econo-
mic development, that is wealth, industrialisation, education and
urbanisation, as the chief indicator of the prospects of politjcal
development leading to the establishment of a stable democratic
order, ends up in a proposition which the wisdom of Aristotle
had grasped more than two thousand years ago.!% Lipset says,

7 Daniel Lerner, The Passing of Traditional Society (Glencoe,
Free Press, 1958).

8 Lipset, op. cit., p. 39.

9 ibid., p. 40.

10

Illinois :

*“... the best form of political society is one where power is vested
in the middle classes.... good government is attainable in those
States where there is a large middle class, large enough, if possible,
to be stronger than both of the other classes, but at any rate large
enough to be stronger than either of them singly,...The
reason why democracies are generally more secure and more
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Increased wealth affects the political role of the middle
class by changing the shape of the stratification
structure from an elongated pyramid, with a large
lower-class base, to a diamond with a growing middle
class. A large middle class tempers coniflict by
rewarding moderate and democratic parties and
penalizing extremist groups.!!
Gradual economic development, by spreading education and
urbanisation and increasing wealth, would create such a large,
moderate and democratically minded middle class. On the
political plane, a broad-based system of authority and legiti-
macy would be established by preventing the emergence of deep
cleavages among the population over a small number of highly
salient divisive issues. Repeating the familiar ‘‘cross-cutting
cleavages” thesis of pluralist democratic theory, Lipset states :
...individuals under cross-pressure...those belonging to
groups predisposing them in differing directions, or
who have friends supporting different parties, or who
are regularly exposed to the propaganda of different
groups—are less likely to be strongly committed
politically.12
Of all the evils which beset the path to heaven, the most
fearsome is the development of intense ideological politics : the
extensive political mobilisation of large numbers of people
around highly emotive issues leads to the growth of ““mass
society’’!3, which is the very antithesis of an orderly democratic
society. It is important that this point be borne in mind, since

this is where later theorists depart radically from Lipset’s
approach.

permanent than oligarchies is the character of their middle class,
which is more numerous, and is allowed a larger share in the
government, than it is in oligarchies.”” Aristotle, Politics, tr-
Ernest Barker (Oxford : Clarendon Press, 1952), p. 182.

11 Lipset, op. cit., p. 51.
12 ibid., p. 77.

13 William Kornhauser, The Politics of Mass Society (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1957)-
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v

The next phase is best represented by Apter.!4 In. 'dlscus.smg
questions of economic development and political stablhty,.Llp.St’?t
used relatively simple and familiar conceptual cat‘egorles like
class, class interest, ideology, legitimacy, authority, and. he
handled these within a framework which concentrated mainly
on the. structure of political authority in its relatio'n to t.hC
stratification system. There was no pretense of coping with
the totality of a social system. The theoretical framework
Presented in Apter’s book does attempt to do this; it is conse-
quently extremely complex in its sophistication. Almond and
Coleman had presented a structural-functional model Cff a
political system which was of little use beyond the comparison
and classification of different political systems at specific points
of time in relation to the Western democratic model of a
developed polity.!5  Apter’s framework deals with both the
Structural characteristics of a political system, and actions of
individyals and groups at the behavioural level, and in additic?n,
b_y introducing a normative dimension to the problem, supplies
the system with a dynamic logic.

Let us examine his framework in detail. Apter’s basic model
of the social System in its general aspects may perhaps be called
Parsonian, by he borrows most heavily from the detailed
Structural mege) developed by Marion Levy.!s The key
concept here jg that of the role. In discussing systemic change
14 David g, 5

pter, The Politics of Modernization (Chicago : University
of Chicago Press, 1965).
15 ‘Introduction® to G. A. Almond and J. S. Coleman, eds., The Politics

of the Deyel, ping Areas (Princeton, New Jersey : Princeton Univer-
sity Press, 1960), pp. 1-64. It is for this reason that we have
deliberately neglected to discuss this approach which
Noted, has nevertheless enjoyed considerable influence
of years in the field of comparative politics,
intrinsic theoretical merit than the dominatin

Proponents within the professional structure of t
United States,

» it must be
for a number
less because of any
g position of their
he discipline in the
16 Marion J. Levy, The Structure of Society (Princeton, N. J. : Princeton
University Press, 1952),
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and particularly changes of structure, therefore, the main
emphasis is on identifying new roles—the adaptation of old
roles to ncw situations, the creation of new roles, the resistance
offered by those refusing to accept new roles. It is only after
new rolcs are created that a system can change.

The whole question of the transition from traditional into
modern socictics is, therefore, seen in terms of changing roles.
Apter defines modernisation as

the sprecad of roles which, functionally linked and

organized in industrial settings, make their appearance

in systems lacking an industrial infrastructure.!? »
The modernised system, mzaning thereby a stable but innova-
tive society with differentiated and flexible structures and having
the technological skills and knowledge needed for industrialisa-
tion, is a necessary prerequisite for the advanced industrial
society : ‘““...it is not possible to industrialize without moder-
nization”.!® In considering development, therefore, Apter is
emphasising the crucial importance of the political institutiona-
lisation which is necessary for an industrial revolution.

What exactly are these modernising roles which are so
crucial ? These roles are what Apter calls careers. Careers
are not merely occupations; they are not professions either.
They entail a certain authority which derives from competence
based on expertise. Careers imply a recognition, within the
institutional structure, of their legitimacy as roles which contain
the knowledge and skill necessary for the modernisation of a
society. Modernisation, indeed, is “a progressive translation
of as many occupations as possible into careers”.!® Those who
occupy these career roles constitute a modernising elite. In
any. modernising society, the sections of the elite which perform
in the most important modernising roles are the technical and
professional career services, the functionaries of modernising
political parties, and the military-civil service bureaucracies. .

Having identified the Key modernising roles, the problem
then becomes one of defining the sort of political structure

‘17 Apter, op. cit., p.v.
.18 ibid., p. 67.
19 ibid., p. 163.
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which is most conducive to the establishment and effective
functioning of these roles. The transitional process is here
divided into four stages—(a) establishing the first modernising
polity, (b) development from early to late modernisation,
(c) transition from late modernisation to early industrialisa-
tion, and (d) establishing the industrialised polity. Different
types of political structures are suitable at each stage. The
establishment of the early modernised polity is best accom-
plished by a mobilisation system, one which wields the political
community into a collective unit creating new values, and
educating and socialising the entire community into those
values, and emphasising the primary importance of realising
the potentiality inherent ip those values. The mobilisation
system operates through a militant party organisation, and
government enterprise is the chief instrument of economic
growth. The development from early to late modernisation,
however, js more optimally secured under a modernising auto-
cracy or a nNeomercantiljst society. The former is a centralised
authority system With a relatively traditional ideology, the
monarch fepresenting the unity of the nation. The neomer-
cantilist society doeg not have a formal monarchical structure—
ttis usually republican jn form—but it also employs a tradi-
tlona}hSt ideolqu and attempts to institutionalise a basically
Cha-rl.smatic form of authority. The rationale of all economic
actwvity in both the modernising autocracy as well as the neo-
mf.rcanti]ist society s political, the form employed being a
mlxture. of private and public enterprise. The third stage of
Conv.ethg late Modernisation is again best accomplished by a
mOblhsat,ion System. The final stage of transition into a
modern Industria) society requires, for the establishment of a
S'table.democratic order, a reconciliation system, which essen-
flally '8 the liberq form of representative government as known
in the Wester,

” eI democragies,
crucial Question, however, still remains to be answered.

Why shou.ld traditiona] society stagnating at a low level of
stable social equilibrium attempt to modernise at all 9 The

answer is supplied by , normative assumption of the model.
Apter says
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The work of modernization is the burden of this age.
It is an objective that is not confined to a single place
or region, to a particular country or class, or to a
privileged group of pcople. Modernization, and the
desire for it, reaches around the world.20

Today, every society wishes to modernise. Modernisation,
consequently, is a matter of choice, and in every society of the
world, this choice is being made.

All around us new moral communities are being estab-
lished, and the context of moral fulfilment is moderni-
zation.2!
New values are being created, and hence, new roles are estab-
lished. The whole analysis regarding suitable structures and
ideologies follows.

To link up the work of Apter, and the stage of thinking it
represents, with the previous analyses of political development,
the main point to be noted is that the liberal dogma of
accepting only stable representative structures as the media for
any kind of development has been given up. Inan oblique
reference to the work of Lipset or Almond, Apter states quite
emphatically :

Difficulties arise for comparative study because we have
enshrined moral principles in models that have served
well in a Western political context. The models we
derive from concepts of justice, equity, and good society
may be quite inappropriate for modernizing societies...-
Specifically, what I reject are the comfortably formula-
ted descriptive models that are assumed to embody
abstract principles of virtue, when, in reality, they em-
body one’s preferences and prejudices—for example, the
definition of democracy as the operation of two-party Of
multi-party systems, since ‘totalitarian’ systems exclude
more than one party.2?

Democracy, then, is what is obtained at the end of polit‘ical

20 ibid., p. 1.
21 ibid., p. 15.
22 ibid.
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development. In the period of transition, dcx.'nocrati.c .mst.ntu-
tions are not conducive to modernisation or md.ustnallsatlc?n,
and only a modern industrial society can provn.dfe the so?lal
bases for democracy. What is needed in the tran§1t|onal period
is a relatively stable structure of authority w}nch can create
new values and legitimise political action to realise those values.

.Given the urge for modernisation, the desired political structure
may be utterly undemocratic.

VI

Another important theoretical development now needs to
linked up with this discussion. The concept of the Pl”f"’l
society grew out of the study of colonial societies, and a.n'mj?f
part of contemporary discussions regarding political stability in
developing societies hinges around this concept. The concept
was first introduced by James Furnivall, a British colonial
administrator whe spent a lifetime as a civil servant in Burma.

In his study of the Dutch East Indies,2> Furnivall defines the
plural society as

be

comprising two or more elements or social orders which

live side by side, yet without mingling, in one political
unit,

In such 4 societ

Y, communities are separated on the basis of
race: language

or religion, each community having a distinct
set of cultyrg] values which are incompatible with those of the
other COMmunities, There js, consequently, a complete lack of
consensus in the polity. Only an externally imposed authorit.y
€an hold sycp 5 society together, and the obvious candidate is
a colonial poyer,
Furnijya)pg plural so

ciety concept was subsequently handled
1n two Completely (i

vergent ways. One set of gcholars

23 J.s. Furniva, Netherlands India (Cambridge : Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 1939).  Also, Furnivall, “The Political Economy of the
Tropical Far East’, Journal of the Royal Central Asiatic Society,
29, (1942), Pp. 195-210, and Furnivall, ‘Some Problems of Tropical
Economy’, in Rjta Hinden, ed., Fabian Colonial Essays (London :
George Allen & Unwin, 1945), pp. 161-184.
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regarded the plural society as potentially a pluralistic one.
The multiplicity of cthnic divisions was seen as either contri-
buting to, or being subordinated by, other cleavages along
economic or voluntary associational lines, thereby mitigating
the possibility of sharp conflicts and strengthening the basic
consensus on values. The studies of Stephen Morris on the
Indians of East Africa, Daniel Crowley on Trinidad, and
particularly Burton Benedict on Mauritius,2* take this position.
Morris highlights the presence of factions within ethnic groups
which very often lead to political alliances cutting across ethnic
lines. Crowley points out the familiarity of the members of
one ethnic group with the cultures of other ethnic groups, and
calls this situation a condition of ‘““plural acculturation® contri-
buting to the growth of social consensus. Benedict, applying
the general formulations regarding social development in the
sociological theories of Weber or Tonnies, emphasises the
transition of a socicty divided mainly according to primordial
groups into one where the chicf dimensions are on the basis of
class stratification. Economic modernisation, according to
Benedict, creates cross-cutting cleavages which foster coopera-
tion among different ethnic groups. Certain other scholars,
J. D. Mitchell for example, have also leaned towards the con-
sensualist position without, however, expressly depending upon
the logical formulations of the functionalist theory. For him,
the question of whether ethnic divisions result in consensus or
conflict is purely a matter for empirical observation : no logical
necessity is involved here. Mitchell, in his own study, however,
cites numerous instances where tribal divisions break down as

24 H.S. Morris, ‘Indians in East Africa : A Study in a Plural Society’,
British  Journal of Sociology, 7,3 (October 1956), pp. 194-214;
Morris, ‘The Plural Society’, Man, 57, 8 (August 1957), pp. 124-125;
Morris, ‘Some Aspects of the Concept of Plural Society’, Man, 67,2
(June 1967), pp. 169-184; D.J. Crowley, ‘Plural and Differential
Acculturation in Trinidad’, American Anthropologist, 59, 5 (October
1957), pp. 817-824; Burton Benedict, Mauritius : Problems of a Plural
Society (London : Pall Mall, 1965), and Benedict, ‘Stratification in
Plural Societies’, American Anthropologist, 64,6 (December 1962),
pp. 1233-1246.

19
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a result of various economic and political pressures.?®

The contrary position rests upon a rcjection of the cntire
theoretical basis of functionalism as a social theory. The critique
of functionalism has by now become quite voluminous,?¢ but
the main point which is relevant to the present discussion is
this. The functionalist theory defines a society as having a
minimum consensus on values, “a common value system’ as
Parsons calls it. Consequently, since all extant socicties have
such common values, any empirical rescarch proceeds on the
assumption that such common values exist, and the resear-
cher, therefore, does not regard disintcgrative tendencies, for
conflict, or the use of power to control such conflict, as being
theoretically very significant. It is this assumption which the
f:onﬂict theorists of plural society reject. M. G. Smith, for
Instance, notes that in spite of the growth of a structure of
class stratification as the result of economic development,

25 1. D. Mitchell, Tribalism and the Plural Society (London : Oxford
University Press, 1960). Also scc John Rex, ‘The Plural Society in
Sociological Theory”, British Journal of Sociology, 10,2 (Junc 1959),
PP. 114-124, and Malcolm Cross, ‘Cultural Pluralism and Sociological
Theory : A Critique and Re-cvaluation’, Social and Economic
Studies, 27, 4 (December 1968), pp. 381-397.
Some of the important critiques from within the tradition of bour-
820is social theory, particularly in reference to its applications to
Politics, are Car] G. Hempel, ‘The Logic of Functional Analysis’ in
L. Gross, ed., Symposium on Sociological Theory (New York :
Harper & Row, 1959), pp. 271-307; Alvin W. Gouldner, ‘Recipro-
City and Autonomy in Functional Theory’ in ibid., pp. 241-270;
Gouldner, Ty, Coming Crisis of Western Sociology (London:
Heinemann, 1972); Richard S. Rudner, Philosophy of Social Sciences
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey : Prentice-Hall, 1966), ch. 5; Robert
E. Dowse, ‘A Functionalist’s Logic’, World Politics, 18, 4 (July
1966), pp. 607-622; John C. Harsanyi, ‘Rational-Choice Models of
Politica) Behavior vs Functionalist and Conformist Theories’,
World Politics, 21, 4 (July 1969), pp.513-538; W. G. Runciman,
Social Science and Political Theory (Cambridge : Cambridge Univer-
Sity Press, 1969), ch. 6; A. James Gregor, ‘Political Science and the
Ses of Functional Analysis’, American Political Science Review,
62, 2 (June 1968), pp. 425-439; A.J. Groth, ‘Structural-Functiona-
lism and Politica] Development : Three Problems,” Western Political
Quarterly, 23, 3 (September 1970), pp. 485-499.

26
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cultural pluralism and its translation in politics do not
disappear.?’” Van den Berghe similarly notes that inspite of
the presence of non-ethnic divisions in society, political leaders
very often use, and even magnify, ethnic divisions in order to
gain support in the arena of political competition.?8

The conflict theorists’ case has recently been stated system-
atically, and very forcefully, by Rabushka and Shepsle.”® The
basic social divisions in any pre-modern society which is also
plural, according to them, are primordial, mainly ethnic, that is
along lines of race, tribe, language, religion or region. The
most relevant characteristic of such divisions is cultural diver-
sity, represented not only in distinct and incompatible value
systems but also in separate institutional arrangements coexisting
within a single political unit. With political modernisation in
the form of the introduction of some kind of democratic insti-
tutions, politics exclusively follows these cultural lines.
This defines the plural society. Because of the institutional
basis of these ecthnic groups, and the high emotive salience
regarding their cultural values, these are the groups which can
be most readily organised and sustained for political action.
Consequently, “it is only natural that, when several of those
communities are agglomerated into a single political entity, the
local politician uses his community as his base of operations.”
Democratic institutions foster these ethnic divisions by dividing
up the territory into constituencies which are in most cases
culturally homogeneous and by placing the criterion of victory
in the strength of numbers. For political leaders, therefore, the
cultural group is the most obvious source of support. .In
systemic terms, this analysis leads inevitably to the conclusion

27 M. G. Smith, The Plural Society in the British West Indies (Berkeley
University of California Press, 1965).

28 Pierre L. Van den Berghe, Race and Racism : A Comparal ive Pers-
pective New York: John Wiley, 1967); Van den Berghe, ‘Plura-
lism and the Polity : A Theoretical Exploration’ in L. Kuper am.'l M.
G. Smith, eds., Pluralism in Africa (Berkeley : University of Califor-
nia Press, 1969), pp. 67-81. P

29 Alvin Rabushka and Kenneth A. Shepsle, Politics in Plural Societies :
A Theory of Democratic Instability (Columbus, Ohio : Charles
Merrill, 1972).
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that in order to maintain the political intergrity of such a plural
society, and to carry through programmes of modernisation
(if these are to be attempted at all), the rulers must either
manipulate the instruments of democratic government or throw
them overboard and replace them with some form of autho-
ritarianism,

Attacking the problem from a very different angle, therefore,

this line of theoretical inquiry also ends up in the conclusions
of Apter.

VII

Huntington’s work2 attempts to put together all these
theoretical developments into a single framework. While
APpter’s book was concerned more or less exclusively with cons-
tructing and detailing a conceptual framework within whic.h the
Process of modernisation might be studied comparatively,
Huntingtop i truly remarkable for his tremendous comma.nd
over the empirica] details of actual politics in the developing
countries. - Using this mass of details to establish his rflth_er
Simple proposition, Huntington brings out the many varieties
Of development o decay which a transitional society might
undergo i, the process of change from a traditional society.
Huntington’s method is strikingly similar to the classical
Aristoteljap, one, and many of his limitations are also germane
to that method,

The basie proposition of Huntington’s book is this. The
Whole quegtjop, of political stability in a changing society
df’-pends upon the ratio between two variables, social mobilisa-
tion anq political institutionalisation. If mobilisation proceeqs
ata faster Tate than institutionalisation, the result inevitably is
msFabi“tY- Why 9 «Institutionalization is the: process. .by
Which OTganizations and procedures acquire value and stability.
The leve of institutionalization of any political system can be
defined by ¢, adaptability, complexity, autonomy and coherence

30 Samuej g, Huntington, Political Order in Changing Societies (New
Haven, Connecticut : Yale University Press, 1968).
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of its organizations and procedures.”3! This is an expliciily
Parsonian definition, the implications of which we will explore
below. Social mobilisation, on the other hand, is a process
by which .
major clusters of old social, economic and psychological
commitments are eroded or broken and people become
available for new patterns of socialization and
behavior.3?
It occurs through urbanisation, the spread of literacy and
education, the growth of mass media, all of which form, as we
have scen, the very core of modernisation. Now, social
mobilisation in itself is a highly destabilising process. It
exposes large groups of people previously integrated into the
traditional culture to completely new life-styles, new attitudes,
and thereby creates high levels of aspirations and wants.
Traditional society is unable to change itself quickly enough to
satisfly these aspirations, and this leads to dissatisfaction and
frustration. These dissatisfied groups are ready material for
political mobilisation into movements demanding radical
political change, and hence there is political instability.3
The concern for stability consequently leads Huntington
to add another dimension to the problem posed by Apter.
Modernisation is a pre-requisite for the development offm
industrial society. Modernisation, however, necessarily implies
social mobilisation. And social mobilisation without a corres-
pondingly high level of institutionalisation is destabilising.
Consequently, social mobilisation must necessarily be accqm-
panied by a simultaneous process of political institutionalisation
whereby changes made in organisations and procedgres.are
given time to acquire value and stability. Social mobilisation,

31 ibid., p. 12.
32 Karl Deutsch’s definition quoted by Huntington, ibid., p- 33-

33 This is the well-known *“frustration-aggression’’ hypothesis ‘,Vh:};
has given rise to a sizable literature in Political Sociology- This . al
now been summarised systematically using social PSYChOIog:::t
analysis and fairly sophisticated empirical techniques in Ted ,Ro sity
Gurr, Why Men Rebel (Princeton, New Jersey : Princeton Univer
Press, 1971).
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in other words, should be gradual, and must kecp pace with
institutionalisation. If mobilisation outpaces institutionalisa-
tion, the result is not development, but rather political decay,
the degeneration of the polity into what Huntington calls the
praetorian society, a condition of permanent political instability
and chaos, a society racked by continuous and violent mass
political movements—the most extreme version of the “mass
society.”

Which traditional societies are best adapted for peaceful
transition to modernisation ? Huntington distinguishes between
two kinds of traditional societies—one pluralistic in structure
with dispersed power and rigid stratification, the other differen-
tiated with highly centralised power and an open and fluid
bureaucratic structure. The former is the -classical feudal
System, the latter the centralised bureaucratic state. Contrary
to what may pe expected, it is the former kind of traditional
System which is better suited for a gradual and peaceful process
of modernisation. The feudal tradition is more conservative,
and hence cap adapt itself to a gradual process of broadening
the base of political participation as modernisation proceedf.
The fluid bureaucratic system with highly centralised power is
much more likely to generate radical egalitarian movements
mobilising large sections of the masses and broadening political
Participation 54 a rate far outpacing the adaptability of the
tfaditional political institutions. The examples Huntington
Cites are feydg] Japan as opposed to bureaucratic China, the
feud_al Fulani-Hayga system of Nigeria as opposed to bureau-
Cratic Bugandy 34

. Oming to the question of the political structures anSt
Suitable for stable modernisation, Huntington first considers
the role of monarchies. Traditional monarchies have no
alternatiye but to promote social and economic reform, but t_h_is
Decessarily implies a threat to their own existence. The ensuing
Structura] change may be a very limited one as in a coup d’etat
(Thailang, for example). Here there is not much SCOPC.fOr
further broadening of political participation, and modernisation,

34 Huntington, pp, 166.17.
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therefore, must remain relatively stagnant. A second alterna-
tive may be to remove the entire institution of monarchy,
without replacing it with any alternative institutions which
acquire legitimacy (the illustration is the Kassim coup in Iraq).
Here the polity degenerates into a praetorian state. The third
alternative is a full-scale revolution producing a modern party
dictatorship. Most societies, according to Huntington, are
unfortunately (read ‘fortunately’!) too backward for revolution.3
In certain contexts, a modernising military dictatorship may be
the most effective means for building strong political institu-
tions. This, however, would be the case only in those societies
where most social groups are relatively inarticulate, that is
where political participation is limited, as in Pakistan or
Mexico or Turkey or South Korea or El Salvador.36 All of
these methods, however, are merely temporary arrangements
to fll the gap between power and legitimate authority which
exists in all changing societies. The only lasting way of solving
this problem, according to Huntington, is to develop two-party
systems, both parties assimilating the rural masses into their
political organisations, and thus producing *“the bridge between
rural and urban areas which is the key to political stability in
modernising countries’".37

VIII

The question of political stability has become inextricably
linked with the modern bourgeois theory of political develop-
ment. The resulting contradictions within the theory are,
therefore, directly related to the very formulation of the
problem. As we had mentioned at the very beginning of our
discussion, social development necessarily involves Jarge-scale
changes both in the material bases of a society as well as in the
structures of ideas and values. Any historically rooted theory
of development must, therefore, not only take account of
small-scale quantum changes in particular social structures

35" ibid., pp. 177-191.

36 ibid., pp. 237-266.
37 ibid., p. 460.
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keeping the basic character of the general social system intact,
but also admit the necessity of wholesale changes in the very
nature of the social system. A theory of development which also
holds on to the idea of political stability as a primary assump-
tion must necessarily run into this basic contradiction. Surely,
it must be a very simple historically valid proposition that no
major changes in the structure of values and norms can occur
(and this is what the concept of modernisation implies) without
major changes as well in the structure of political authority, as
indeed in the more basic structures related to the process
of production.

The fundamental inadequacy of the recent Western writings
on the subject of political development is, therefore, related to
this concern with political stability which prevents the develop-
ment of any comprehensive theory of historical change in the
underdeveloped societies. The result is reflected in the selection
and definition of primary conceptual categories and basic
assumptions of the different models of development we have
“’j"iewed- Lipset is the only theorist who has explicitly recog-
nised the influence on political development of stratification
8roups and their separate interests; this, however, is entirely at
the behavioural level. He, therefore, neglects to develop a
theory of the politicisation of classes and the role of political
leadership in shaping the movements which arise out of
conflicting class interests. Moreover, Lipset lacks a structural
theory of a developing political system, which, as Apter and
Huntington show, is crucial in determining the course of
development. The conflict theorists of plural society also have
a theory of group interests; their position, however, is premised
O a complete rejection of class stratification as a significant
variable in the politics of plural societies.

It is precisely the concern with stability that leads Apter to
adopt the Parsonian framework whereby the study of consen-
sual values, as opposed to group interests, becomes central to
the study of society. Apter assumes a moral consensus in all
developing societies regarding the need for modernisation.
His structura] theory, consequently, proceeds on the assumption
that every one wants to modernise, and the problem thereby is
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reduced to the identification of optimal structural characteristics
at cach stage of developmznt. His framework completely
ignores the fact that everyone may not have same urge to
modernise, that everyone need not mean the same thing by
modernisation, that there may exist politically significant groups
who may not want to modernise at all. Huntington, from a
different perspective, adopts another Parsonian assumption
which is theoretically unacceptable. A crucial concept in
Huntington’s work is institutionalisation. Now, institutiona-
lisation is defined as the process by which organisations and
procedures acquire legitimacy and stability. A society is stable
if its organisations and procedures are institutionalised;
conversely, the institutions of a society have acquired legitimacy
if the society is stable. The tautology is obvious. Huntington’s
theory of stability, whereby stability is a function of two varia-
bles, is not an operational and testable theory since one of the
two variables is not an independent variable at all. Such
circular reasoning, as those familiar with the critique of func-
tionalist theory will know, is germane to the very logic of
functional analysis. The theory of political development
demonstrates most vividly the critical inadequacy of functiona].
ist sociology as a conceptual framework for the study of
macro-social change.

The modern theory of political development has the same
teleological character as the classical utilitarian theory on cojo.
nial socicties. The ultimate goal of development is the represen.-
tative democracy of the West European and North Americap
countries. It is with this end in view that all our theorists haye
prescribed strategies for political development. In the yearg
immediately following the Second World War, this theory
reflected a buoyant optimism. The curse of the non-westerp
world was its poverty and economic backwardness, and thag
was the breeding ground of communism. All that was needed,
therefore, was a generous dose of Western aid which woylq
lead these countries through the path of economic take-off intq
the promised land of democracy. The subsequent development
of theory reflects the growing pessimism in Western minds
regarding the future of the developing societies. Apter sug-
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gested that the transitional phase of modernisation was the most
difficult, and to build the cultural and attitudinal basis for
the developed industrial society a period of undemocratic rule
Wwas necessary. The plural society theorists regarded most
underdeveloped societies as being inherently unstable, where
integrity and stability could only be maintained by the authori-
train use of power. In Huntington, finally, we find the realisa-
tion that not only rapid economic development, but the very
process of modernisation itself, is destabilising. The pace of
modernisation, therefore, must be slowed down to allow the
traditional society to adapt itself gradually to a broader base of
political participation.

Indeed there is a much more fundamental theoretical
contradiction in the face of which all bourgeois theories regard-
ing social development in underdeveloped countries must
nevitably flounder. The theoretical goal of bourgeois
development, derived from the premises of the bourgeois
ideology of liberalism, is the model of the advanced capitalist
societies of Western Europe and North America—their eco-
MY, their political structure, their culture, Ironically, the
hiStOrically indubitable fact is that this advanced capitalism
would not haye emerged in Western Europe and North America
had there not been a vast colonial empire in the rest of the
world.  Ang the dialectical relationship which thereby deve-
loped  betyeep, metropolitan capitalism in the West and the
dependent €conomies in the colonies necessarily precluded the
po§sibility of a similar growth towards advanced capitalism in
2580 Afiica or [ gtin America. The structaral distortions
th‘at were Consequently introduced into the colonjal economies
still make it difficult for underdeveloped countries to grow
beyond 5 State of dependent and stunted capitalist develop-
mel?t: In the absence of an independent and full-grown bour-
geoisie, the €conomies of these,countries, if they remain within
the orbit of the world capitalist system, must maintain a level
of stagnatjo, Within a range varying from total subordination
to foreign Monopoly capital to different mixes of cOmPfad_or'
ship, independem national capitalism and partial state ‘faplta‘
lism. In colonjy) 4,4 post-colonial societies, there is no
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organic class which satisfies the sufficient conditions for the
formation of a bourgeoisie which can itself assume the position
of social leadership and thereby carry the economy, and thence
society, on to a path of industrial and democratic revolution.
In the absence of such a hegemonic bourgeois class, the post-
colonial bourgeoisie must share power with the traditional
feudal and semi-feudal classes and with sections of the upper
petty bourgeoisie. The political structure of such a society
will, therefore, be determined by the internal configuration of
power within the alliance of the ruling classes and the combined
strength of this ruling alliance against those whom it exploits.
A framework of formal political democracy may exist in
situations where, as in India, the ruling classes, in the course
of a nationalist movement, have come to enjoy a certain
degree of support based on its populist image. This populist
image, however, has to be continuously refurbished in
order to maintain this class rule within the framework of politi-
cal democracy ; whenever it becomes inconvenient, the forms
of even such political democracy are compromised, and even
scrapped. This, however, is only a reflection of the relative
political strength of the ruling classes. Socially the bourgeoisie
remains inherently weak, and cannot therefore mobilise the
internal resources necessary to lead the economy towards an
industrial revolution. In most other underdeveloped countries,
however, the ruling classes do not even enjoy this degree of
legitimacy to permit class rule by elections ; they must nece-
ssarily rely on a much more naked use of force. It is quite clear,
therefore, that the basic conditions necessary for successful
capitalist development are absent in all colonial and post-
colonial societies, and this is so because of the very logic of
exploitation under colonialism. Consequently, it is also clear
that there cannot be any viable political development along the
liberal bourgeois path in such post-colonial societies.

That is the basic theoretical contradiction which no bour-
geois theory can resolve. The only viable path of cconoml.c
and political development of an underdeveloped society 1
premised on a total break with the forces of world caPim]'Sl,n
and proceeds ultimately towards a socialist revolution. This
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no bourgeois theory can admit. Hence, we have the endless
search for groups which are “modern” in their outlook, that is,
groups which will be culturally receptive to the West and will
agree to enter into economic relationships with it, and groups
which will at the same time maintain some measure of political
stability at home, that is, protect these economic relationships
from the uncertainties of a rapidly changing political leadership.
Hence. the twin objectives of political development in contem-
porary bourgeois political theory are modernisation and
stability. In contrast with the early flush of optimistic liberal
enthusiasm regarding the democratising effects of economic
development, it is now quite clearly admitted that ¢“political
development” is better served by a prolonged period of
economic stagnation while ““institutionalisation” can proceed
gradually.

The links between these shifts in the theoretical position and
the shifts in the official neocolonial policies of the Western
powers, particularly the United States, can be shown quite
Clea'fl)h The Rostow stage is linked to the period when Western
policy proceeded on the assumption that t
ment of the backward countries was t
world safe for democracy. The crucial

OCC}ined by those countries of Asia w
their way to the t

lished some form of

he economic develop-
he key to making the
positions here were
hich were already on
ake-off stage and which had already estab-
) democratic institutions. The policy impli-
Catlon- Was that massive doses of Western financial and tech-
“01031?31 flid had to be pumped into the economies of these
cou’ljtnes In order to help them achieve the all important “‘take-
off. .The-shift in policy occurred when it was realised that
ﬁ1.1an.c1al aid did pot necessarily bring that elusive “take-off”
within the grasp of the stagnant economies of these countries,
and, MOIe Important, that jt bred divisive political movements
challeng:mg.the €Xisting regimes. Economic development and
modernisation Sharpened existing social cleavages and created
new ones. Not Only that, the development of capitalism in
the underdeveloped couptries often impelled the bourgeoisie
of the third world countries to demand greater independence
from Western economic interference in their economies. The
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focus then shifted from the politically relatively developed
countries to the relatively backward and less democratic ones,
and the keynote of policy shifted from economic development
to political stability. Existing structures of power had to be
preserved, even at the cost of economic development and moder-
nisation. The bastions of the status quo in these societies
were the professional middle classes linked with landed pro-
perty, or a military oligarchy, or perhaps a charismatic autocrat.
These were the sections which could be counted upon both to
contain divisive movements arising within the country, and to
remain allied to the West in their external relations. The new
theory, as seen in Apter or Huntington, therefore, rationalised
the new policy by granting these people the historical role of
modernisers, modernisers who were nevertheless conservatives.
These were, consequently, the people who would take the
traditional society through a path of orderly modernisation
and supervise a political development without revolution.

The wheel has thus come full circle. In a process which is
strikingly similar to the course of development of liberal opi-
nion in Britain regarding colonial policy from the beginning
to the end of the nineteenth century, American social science
has moved within a quarter of a century since the end of the
Second World War from the liberal faith expressed by Lipset
in economic progress and democracy to the realisation found
in Huntington that it is against the interests of the world
capitalist system for the underdeveloped countries to achieve
any social state other than that of a stunted capitalist growth.

The modern bourgeois theory of political development is,
therefore, in all its stages the “‘scientific’ embodiment of the
ideology of a new colonialism.
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