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Foreword

The Indian Institute of Advanced Study has been a centre
for higher research for longtime. Its main focus is on
humanities and social sciences, especially on
fundamental themes of life relevent to humanity. In order
to achieve this objective, the Institute organizes intensive
research by its resident fellows, lectures and talks by
eminent visiting scholars and visiting professors, and
arranges seminars, conferences, and workshops both at
Shimla and outside through its collaborative institutes
and centres. The Institute has to its credit a large number
of publications including books, monographs,
proceedidngs of seminars, symposia, and workshops.
Beyond this, it publishes three journals — Summerhill:
1IAS Review, Studies in Humanities and Social Sciences,
Chetna: Manav Anusandhan Patrika. These publications
immensely contribute to the academic life of the Institute.
The Institute has also launched a series entitled
“Dissemination of Knowledge” under which it publishes
occasional papers by eminent experts on significant
themes of knowledge relevant to society, economy, and
humanity.

Domestic effects of international relations have not been
studied adequately. A study of these effects in our part of
the world needs to be taken forward. The cold war context
of the de-colonization process is an important site for
locating such an inquiry. The implications of this context
for development strategies of the new states of Asia, Africa
and Latin America, for example, need to be understood
The risk of these new states making an impact on the course
of the cold war and its outcomes was a source of anxiety
for both of its protagonists —the U.S. and the former Soviet
Union. Both tried to neutralize the risk. This was the
rationale for launching political development studies, first
by scholars in the West especially the U.S. and later in the



soctalist countries. The tocus of these studies was on
innovative institutional solutions to development related
problems in the new states. Professor Sushil Kumar
describes the enormous intellectual eftort that has gone into
the field, and underlines its continued relevance to the post-
cold war strategic environment characterized by weapons
of mass destruction and threats of terrorist attacks.

The Institute is committed to encourage and disseminate
knowledge in various areas/disciplines. I am happy to give
this monograph in the hands of discerning readers,
published under the — Dissemination of Knowledge series,
in the field of political science.

January 2005 V.C. SRIVASTAVA
Director



POLITICAL DEVELOPMENT

Risk, Anxiety and Innovation

SUSHIL KUMAR

The attempt to locate ‘bad’ practices in bad states is as tlawed in
approach as is the attempt to locate ‘good’ practices in good
states. Such neat Platonic tautologies just fall apart in practice.
There are ‘bad’ fascist states like Germany that took lives with
impunity; there are other tascist states like Italy that rarely took
lives. There are 'good’ democratic regimes, like L'ngland, the
Netherlands, and Belgrum, that would never dream ot violating
the civil liberties of their native citizenry. But these same regimes,
when operating in imperial contexts, whether in Africa or Asia,
had tew compunctions about engaging in near-genocidal
practices against native populations.

Irving Louis Horowitz in his 7aking [ ives: Genocide and State
Power Fifth I'dn., New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers,
2002, p.297.

What are held as virtues in some accounts are vices in another.
More seriously perhaps, the virtues themselves, what is held to
make a particular torm ot nationalism good rather than bad, may
have nothing essentially to do with nationalism itself.

Philip Spencer and Ioward Wollman in their Nationalism. A

Critical Introduction, L.ondon: Sage, 2002, p. 95.
As the guotes above show, states and nations are neither
good nor bad but they get so labeled when the torms of
their organization and behaviour hold out a risk of
underminimg normative and political preferences of the
great powers. When such a situation arises, the great powers
and their associates activate themselves to neutralize the
risk. Such a context of risk has been a constant presence in
the post-colonial world. It shaped the international
responses to politics and international relations there. One
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would remember that the cold war had begun and was
intensifying while the colonized nations of Asia and Africa
were waking up to independent statehood. The dawn of
freedom was also a dawn of anxiety — the anxiety relating
to the risk of the new states lining up with the one or the
other great power.

This anxiety opened space for launching academic eftort
for analyzing the contingencies of foreign policies and
relations in the new states. By linking foreign relations to
structures and processes within domestic societies, the
anxiety spread out to risks arising from changes within these
societies. And so the internal political processes of the new
states emerged as a new site for conducting the cold war.
The end of the cold war only enhanced the significance of
this site, now for neutralizing other risks. The risk of the
new states trying to fashion themselves after the Luropean
models of state and nation has throughout been of
paramount consideration, lest the new states should choose
to repeat the European history of state construction and
nation building through war and supression of freedom.
The operative idea during the cold war was that the strategic
environment had imperatives for rethinking nationalism
and its political arm, the state. This had then led to the
emergence of a new field of inquiry called political
development. The idea continues to be relevant. The
growing gap between state and society, politics and ethics,
is the new context of risks and related anxieties. In a way,
the earlier and the new contexts are related. Hence a fresh
look into the enormous intellectual effort that went into
addressing the problematic of political development is called
for.

Techno-economic and industrial development of the new
states was closely intertwined with diverse interpretations of
the transitional problems. These interpretations were along
ideological lines and in line with the power position of the
great powers. IHence political development studies diffuse
across a range of discourses and contexts, embracing liberal
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and social democratic, Marxist and neo-Marxist, modernist
and post-modernist, conservative and radical perspectives.
Counter discourses articulated by feminists and ecologists, and
value-loaded writings on “good governance” and “sustainable
development” add to the complexity. The studies encompass
many disciplines, sub-disciplines and theoretical frameworks
including international relations, state and nation-building,
democratization, governance, social and economic
development.'

Engagement with textual genealogies and historical
examples of states and nations, especially of Europe, is
integral to political development studies but not enough.
At no stage there has been clarity about what is being
sought.” Political development has thus been a subject
of heated controversy among competing interests. This
predicament of academic study of it was, in a way, rooted
in the global strategic environment: the protagonists of
the cold war, the US and the former Soviet Union,
contested between them for organizing the political
order in the post-colonial societies in line with their
ideological preferences and power considerations.
Neither of them wanted the new states to destabilize
the inter-bloc equilibrium by involving the super powers
in their conflicts. The present predicament is likewise
rooted in the post-cold war strategic environment
characterized by unipolarity, proliferation of weapons
of mass destruction and threats of terrorist attacks.

F'urther difficulties arise because political change as a
spatio-temporal phenomenon is of infinite variety and
complexity. In the absence of a scientific history of
politics, there are no known laws of political mechanics.
The analysis therefore proceeds along empirico-
deductive generalizations, based on postulates and
assumptions of normative kind, which serve as a meta-
theory for concepts and frameworks that are eventually
formulated. These meta-theoretical aspects of political
development study can be briefly stated as follows.
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I'he end-state of political development was keenly contested
during the cold war. The question was: should the end-
state be modeled after the US or the former Soviet Union?
Would the dvnamic be that of market-led capitalism or that
ol non-capilalist development? And, would the movement
along the path to one or the other end-state be smooth
and linear? The initial postulates about the path gradually
changed in tone and imagerv from oplimism to caution
and scepticism. In the beginning, the optimistic image ot
linear progression was accepted. It corresponded with
Christian theology and enlightenment philosophies. The
unilineal view implied that political development was an
orderly and continuous process occurring in a given
direction through uniform sequences ol related forms.
Historical data, comparative sociology and politics were
used to elaborate this theme. But this view did not take the
cultural history of the post-colonial societies into account
and so it was discredited.’

Now a more cautious image of multilineal development,
modeled after the biological theory of phylogenetic
evolution, is accepted. This implies that the paths of political
development are divergent and re-divergent, because the
process of political development is orthogenetic, having
direction and orientation, arising from the different
structural characteristics of politics in its different ecological
and environmental settings. Thus, the mul/tilineal view
accepts the mechanistic hypothesis that the interplayv
between politics and the environment has possibilities of
causing mutative changes, leading to divergencies and
convergencies in developmental paths and end-forms. This
necessarily focuses atlention on empirical study of paths or
ontogenies, as they should be called, for establishing major
types and their taxonomies.® Such an empirical protile
based on comparative studies clearly shows that the path
is not orderly and continuous; it is rhythmic, or cyclically



[11]

progres=iv.  characterized by oscillations between
development and decay, advance on one dimension being
accompanied by retrogression on another; or may be, it is
iinmanently dialectical and thus episodic and revolutionary.

Pertectibility, Inevitability and Universality

The postulates under these three categories have been a
subject of debate and disagreement. This means that
ditferences of view on certain aspects of political
development can be traced back to differences in their
starting postulates. When the study of political development
was first taken up in the United States, it was postulated
that there was a fully developed polity, and ideal form, a
single state of perfection, to which forms of political
organization everywhere were moving, through automatic
working out of autonomous forces. This buoyant
hopefulness was a combination of Judaic prophetic zeal
with Christian universalism, and was rooted in the
enlightenment faith in the perfectibility of all mankind. The
consequent necessitarian view of political development was
justified bv reference to instrumental rationalism. It was,
thus, an adaptation on neo-Kantianism that moralization
and rationalization of man was the telos of history.

In concrete terms it meant that the possibilities of cultural,
ethical (or political) innovation were taken to bring about a
concomitance of a kind of cultural universalism with the
emerging techno-industrial universalism. In this context,
cultural values were regarded not as static and absolute;
they were regarded as imbued with a historical sense and
need for continuing suitability to the requirements of science,
industrialism and the modern state. This historical
perspective was not unitormly built into different sets of
values, and, as aresult of it, they differed among themselves
in their responses to the imperatives of innovation arising
from industrialism. These differential responses were
regarded as of great scientific polentiality for constructing
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systems of purposive-rational action in the sphere of politics
and values. As a first step in this direction, general models
of political development were formulated in terms of polar
concepts. These concepts were in fact a synthesis of similar
concepts in traditional theories of social change, and were
articulated with Parsons’ alternative value-orientations.
And, within the framework of these models and concepts,
it was assumed that observable differences in form of
political organization throughout the world represented
universal and uniform stages of political development, and
could even be converted into a temporal series.”

These postulates were soon found to be narveties.” As
experience of political development in the new countries
accumulated, and the alleged perfectibility of the so-called
developed countries, particularly the U.S.A., was exposed,
the postulates ceased to enlighten problem-solving in
political development. It was found that political
development, in different contextual settings (especially
cultural settings and practices), has different limits and
possibilities, and, therefore, instead of one single state of
perfection, there are many such states, towards which
different countries are moving along a succession of unequal
and broken curves. Similarly the assumption of universality
is found to be untenable.” Nor is political development
inevitable. The inevitability hypothesis rests on positivistic
fact-value identity and the related belief in orderly
progression of civilization and virtue. It is argued that the
positivistic notions are both ill-conceived and untrue to
experience. The argument runs like this: techno-economic
advance is not necessarily followed by political development
in the form of better and more harmonious interpersonal
relations; often the case is just the contrary. This argument
is now generally accepted, and belief in the inevitability of
political development is given up. It is now postulated (on
positivistic lines) that the relationship between techno-
economic growth and political development, though not
continuous and perfect (may be, it is dialectical) is of
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significance. Simultaneously it is also postulated (on non-
positivistic lines) that the questions of value being distinct
from questions of fact, there exists ultimate criterion of
political development — a postulate which tends to re-instate
the natural law tradition in politics.

lreedom, Determinism and Teleology

The mechanistic view of political phenomena was postulated
as part of the general belief in universal natural causation.®
All political phenomena was assumed to have antecedently
determined formal and efficient causes which could be
discovered and generalized as invariable laws. In this
context, the different perspectives on naturalistic
determinism and causal monism were accepted as
frameworks for generating hypotheses for investigation. The
perspective of linear and hierarchical causation is also
accepted, and change is postulated as occurring in this
sequence: fechnology-economy-polity-ideology. The
perspective of the reverse linearity, with ideology as prime
mover, is also accepted. Thus, within this framework,
political development is looked upon as a dependent
variable of techno-economic growth, as part of the social
superstructure; while, within the other framework, political
development is looked upon as an independent
development agent. In actual practice, however, techno-
economic growth and political development are seen as co-
linear, and the question of their sequence and of the primacy
of the one over the other in specific situations, is left open
for empirical determination and ideological debate.”

The perspective of cultural determinism has been the
dominant framework of study. In common perception the
notion of political development has come to be identified
with it. This framework postulates that the mentalistic
(cognitive, subjective and ideational) causes of political
development, being not observable, can be inferred from
cultural traits; and, thus, a conscious introduction of
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cultural traits is assumed to proniot. political development.
This framework is given a developmental dimension by
postulating an evolutionary view of culture. In the
evolutionary context, political development is viewed either
as cumulative development of certain traits of political
culture towards a maximal vulue, and, for this, quantitative
values of political developmeuil are computed on the basis
of indicators postulated o be of universal validity;" or
political development is viewed as a series of integration
levels terminating in the formation and consolidation of
the state.'" In the diffusiornist context, political development
is viewed in {ermms o o ulturation, and, for this, the
transitional polities are ~cen n their multiple relationships
to the so-called developed polities; and when the systemic
perspective is brought (o bear on this process, the emphasis
shilts to intermeshing of political cultures.'” Soon this view
was found taking an intlated evaluation of Western political
culture. Hence a lot of rethinking has been there on the role
of culture 11 politics,'" and attempts towards a reorientation
of perspective have already gone a long way.

Of the several aloresaid deterministic perspectives, none
has as vet been istrumental in demonstrating sufficient (as
distinct from necessary) causal relationships in political
development processes. Each one of them lacks finality, some
more, some less. Lor this reason, the explanatory and the
predictive component of political development studies
undertaken within the frarnework of any of these perspectives,
is often neither convincing, nor does it turn out {0 be true.
Now, therefore, an integraled perspective of naturalistic
determinism is being postulated. For this, cumulatively and
non-cumulatively developimental dimensions of political
development were classified and mutually related to generate
hypotheses, which, through empirical testing, helped in
identifying significant variables in political development, and
also, eventually, in locating levels of analvsi where the
different deterministic compulsions are found to be mutually
related and meaningfully complementary.
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Naturalistic determinism (whichever deterministic
perspective is accepted) postulates that the laws of political
development, once discovered by analvzing empirically
observable and veritiable characteristics ot politics in their
natural relations of succession and resemblance (given an
awareness of functional and operational possibilities in
specific situations) and that, within the limits of this
awareness, the laws can be consciously harnessed for
systematicallv promoting the desired end-state of political
organization. This postulate conforms to, what Comote said,
the true positive spirit, which consists, above all, “in seeing
in order to foresee’. Conscious action, in accordance with
such foresight, meant to utilize the context of causation
pervading a specific situation of politics, is postulated as
freedom in politics. When a people, aware of the cause-
effect context of politics in which they live, consciously begin
to achieve their political development, they ascend, ‘from
the kingdom of necessity to the kingdom of freedom’. This
unity of freedom and necessity is a fundamental postulate
in political development studies.

The question now is: does freedom in political
development pre-suppose fore-ordainment? The answer is,
yes. Politics, in its different contextual settings, has built-in
political forms which, to use Aristotle’s phrase, are prior to
it. Political development is conscious realization of this
immanent teleology — that is, realization by politics, in its
specific contextual setting, of its immanent political form.
It is an orderly and purposive process, which follows set
patterns. The intrinsic and extrinsic causes operating on it
can be analysed scientifically. In other words, political
development is a teleonomical process, and its study can
probably be better described as political teleonomy-.

This is not all. Political development also postulates a
kind of evolutionary inequality of political forms in
transitional societies, and these forms are assumed to be
tending towards a transnational, pan-political ultimate
form. There was no agreement on the shape of this ultimate
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form — whether it was the great society or the socialist
society. And these rival forms, in relation to the new
nations, were in a situation of competitive pressurization
and rhetoric. The new countries, either being torn between
the rival claims or otherwise, have been denouncing this
postulate of inequality, and, from an equalitarian
perspective, have been emphasizing on the equality of all
political forms.

Lthical Foundations of Political Development

The normative dilemma is resolved by postulating, in
un-lumian manner, the possibility of inductive
reasoning in matters of value. Thus, ethical norms are
deduced from the criteria of political development itself.
These criteria can be summed up into one single
continuous variable: differentiation-interdependence-
integration. Political development is classitied and
typologized along this variable. This means that political
forms are visualized as a series of ascending levels; and
forms at the higher levels are also evaluated as better
forms. Further normative implications of this view are
just elaborations on this simple organismic criterion.
These elaborations imply that those political forms are
better which show a growing tendency towards
differentiation and individuation in their internal
organization, and manifest such characteristics as
autonomy and plasticity in relation to their environment,
and, consequent on these traits, have greater survival
value. Differentiation and integration, leading to better
organization or closer approximation of what Durkhein
calls ‘organic solidarity’, are supposed to bestow a
superiority of power in the struggle for survival. The
continued survival of a political form is taken as the key
test of political development, and this test is assumed to
justify itself. The fittest to survive are assumed to be the
best to survive. This assumption leads to the functionalist
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view of political development that whatever aids the
survival of a political form is both politically
developmental and desirable."

This ethical postulates of political development was
readily accepted by Western scholars. It was found to imbue
politics with the ‘Darwinistic’ optimism of an evo/utionary
teleologyv. Ongoing differentiation within political
organization was postulated to be concomitant with a
similar process within social organization, and this was
supposed to enhance the complementary feature of
individual freedom and diversity. Maximization of these
features within society was regarded as an inevitable
outcome of a successful struggle for political survival. In
other words, a polily, by just managing to survive, was
assumed to move, over time, towards greater freedom and
diversity. In this way, political development, as movement
along the differentiation continuum, was postulated to be
consistent with the values of liberalism in politics and
society." The liberal triumph was postulated as a logical
extrapolation of a universal imperative: the need for
survival”

Attempts were made to articulate the liberal optimism
into an ideology of political development consisting of a set
of political beliets and directives for the new nations. This
ideology was meant to be a counterweight to parallel
ideologies, especially that of non-capitalist development.
Though the different ideologies have sought to define
themselves against each other, they share a common ground
N constructivist rationalism that regards an independently
existing reason as capable of designing civilization through
reconstruction of social and political institutions in
accordance with a pre-conceived plan. They accept the
basic postulate of democratism — that is, the majority is
the repository of sovereign power — but emphasize on
mediation of majority power by the norms of British
liberalism."™ The reconciliation of democratism with
liberalism, within the broad framework of constructivist
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rationalism, can be elaborated through a matrix.

Democratic Democratic
[ iberalism Totalitarianism
Authoritarian Authoritarian

[ iberalism Totalitarianism

The ethical considerations in political development
studies thus dichotomized democratic-liberalism with
authoritarian-totalitarianism and sought to specity the
proximate stages to the goal of democratic-liberalism. It was
thought that the specitication of the proximale stages
should eventually serve as a helptul guide to political action
in the new countries. But the proximate stages could never
be worked out. l.ogical specification of the stages was
difficult for two reasons: /irst, political liberalism was found
to be reduced to an abstract ethical conception, because
even the premier ‘liberal’ countries were found tobe moving,
in different wavs, to non-liberal forms of political action;
and second, Western scholars generally thought of political
development in terms of Western interests in the cold war,
and since the Western presence in Afro-Asian countries
had no uniform pattern of relationship to the internal
political conditions in these countries, a unified ordering of
Western interests and types of regime was not possible.™

Specification of the stages was difficult even on the basis
of empirical evidence, because the change of regimes in the
new countries was rather erratic and did not seem to follow
any sel pattern. The result was this: the sequential and
preferential relationship between democratic-liberalism,
democratic-totalitarianism, and authoritarian-itberalism,
was confused.” [t could not be used as a programme of
action. Thus, in normative terms, political development
was reduced to a sentimental commitment to the ethics of
political liberalism. The situation got worse as the distinction
between democratic-totalitarianism and authoritarian-
totalitarianism, operationalized in terms of competitive and
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non-competitive political structures, was blurred, with
doubts arising about the efficacy of competitive party
system, periodic elections and universal franchise as
instruments for giving the people an effective political voice.
The consequent blurring of distinctions between varying
combinations of liberalism and democratism tended to
undermine ideological confrontation in the world, and
substituted it by a growing ideological convergence.”' The
ideological issue was no longer posed in the form of ‘man
versus the state’. The nineteenth century collectivist dogma
- "will, not force, is the basis of the state’” — is the general
position of the rival ideologies. This means that the notion
ol political development was simply the twentieth century
extension of old collectivism in the garb of new
conservatism. The new collectivists in the garb of socialism
oppose it. Both, none the less, were collectivist ideologies.
l'or both, freedom was not absence of restraint, but
imposition of restraint. Both regarded political development
as actuation of potential general will. The debate between
them is this: should general will be actualized in tavour of
the old collectivists through institutionalization of
democratic techniques in governance, or in favour of the
new collectivists through institutionalization of
communitarian techniques in governance?* As differences
between these techniques of governance are being
discovered as tending to be more and more unreal, the
debate does not seem to pertain to substantive ideological
issues of governance, and is, at best, emotional and ethical
in content.”

But the debate continues to be sharp and intense. The
reason is this. The reconciliation of collectivist perspective
with norms of political liberalism compromises the
collectivists postulate of constructivist rationalism, and give
political development an ethical preterence for slow,
peacetul and orderly change. Political development has will-
nilly come to accept the liberal view of transitional social
problems. The ‘establishment’ values are generally idealized,
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and social solidarity with them is emphasized even on those
who obviously suffer from structurally built-in social
disadvantages.”* Social problems are defined in
psvchological categories of ‘maladjustment’ and ‘poor
motivation’, or are described as manifestations of ‘cultural
deprivation’. Solutions to these problems are sought through
modification of formal institutions, without relating the
problems and their proposed solutions to the broader social
and political order..” The new collectivists criticize it. They
condemn it for its liberal ethics. The liberals regard this
criticism as rather unfair to them. They maintain that
political development, because of its collectivist orientation,
does not represent their true position, and therefore attack
on political development should not be treated as attack on
their position.” Between this cross-fire of new collectivists
and old liberals, political development studies have to
grapple on ethical issues.

The ethical dilemmas become further acute as the
survival-ditferentiation-individuation causality postulated
by it for deriving ethical norms, is found miserably wanting
in universal validity. I'xperience has shown that political
survival is made possible through diverse and often
contradictory ways. Ongoing structural differentiation is
found to be no guarantee against political decay and
breakdown. Thus, the ethical postulates of political
development are its Achilles heel. John Montgomery slates
this when he says:

Nearly every one would concede that economic growth, however

measured, is good; wealth has its problems, but most people

consider it desirable. Yet even it changes in the capacities of
government to use power could be measured, not everv one would
agree that this formof growth is inherently desirable.

State and nation-building {the most important constituents
of political development) are wanting in normative terms.
No immanent morality seems to unfold itselt through these
processes.”® Therefore, its desirability should be regarded
as contingent on a notion of development. Political
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development gua development can be regarded as desirable,
not otherwise. But, what is ‘development?’ It was easy to
answer this question in the context of an ‘optimistic
universalism’ when a ‘sociology of development’ postulated
the possibility of innovation in different sectors of social
life, and development was ‘empiricized and seen as ever
closer approximation of the concrete characteristics of the
developed societies’. But such an easy answer to the question
was confounded when the optimism gave way to ‘sceptical
relativism’, with the transitional societies responding
difterently to the development imperative.

Lateness as Variable

['conomic development and industrialization, seen in a
historical context, is a spatially differentiated, sequential
process. A few countries were the first to industrialize. Several
others followed suit at different points of time. The new
countries are the last to queue up for industrial affluence. A
kind of development continuum is thus postulated. The
historical point of entry into it is taken as a significant variable
of great importance in grouping countries for purposes ol
analysis and comparison. l'or example, countries are classified
as earlv-starters and later-starters. A late start is now generally
accepted as of pre-eminent consequence for the development
experience of the countries concerned. The implications of
the late ettectin development are elaboraled by treating lateness
as a variable. These implications are broadly explained in terms
of 'spontaneous’ and ‘imitative’ development. The first o
develop were the countries that experienced spontaneous
development. The countries that historically followed them
experienced imitative development. ™ The notable point is that
the successive imitations, though alike in certain respects, are
markedly different from one another, because, as ['.F. Carr
says, ‘one reason why history so rarely repeals itself is that
the dramatis personae at the second performance have prior
knowledge of the denouement.”"



A characteristic feature of imitative development is ‘the
primacy and relative autonomy of politics”."" Without the
centrality of political order in relation to other orders in society;,
the goals of development, as formulated by a development
elite, cannot be pushed through with speed and compression.
The development elite (whether modernizing civil or military
elite) first acquire political power and consolidate their position
in the state, and then, while representing the nation and
claiming to act in its name, do not actually behave like the
executive committee of the nation, but as a power capable of
independently interacting with it. Political order, thus, tends
to be authoritarian.

Political power, in situations of imitative development, is
acquired through an articulation of development goals into a
popular ideology, and is not by and large an outgrowth of
economic power. In other words, political power is more
ideologically determined than economically determined. So
does the ideology of political development. But ideological
determinism of politics does not mean indeterminism ol
ideologv. “Autonomy of politics” as a development imperative
is conceivable only within a deterministic context ol
development. Unless developmentis believed to tollow certain
general laws, planned implementation of development goals,
within the tramework of a development ideology, is nol
possible. This 1s generally accepted. Yet ideological
controversies arise. Two main reasons for such controversies
are:

(1) there is no known, universally valid, optimal
relationship between development goals and objective
conditions; and

(11] development goals, though basically oriented towards
economic development, are often interpreted in relation
to other national and political objectives, either rooted
in the specitic cultural and social situations of particular
countries, or arising from opportunities and constraints
ol their international environments.

Part ol the explanation for these controversies is ‘the late
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effect’ in development. It can be broadly generalized that
historically successive developing countries tend to place
greater emphasis on ‘autonomy’ and ‘efficiency’ of politics
in development than the preceding countries, and also tend
to articulate their development goals with ambitions of
national honour, or imperatives of national survival 17s-d-
vis the developed countries. This can be illustrated by
referring to the various ideologies of ‘etatiste nationalism’,
which emphasize on the need tor a power-state to secure
development, interpreted in terms ol economic welfare,
cultural satistaction and national survival. The ideological
implications of ‘the late effect’ can be further illustrated by
referring to the ideological controversy between the former
soviet and Chinese communists. The Soviet communist
ideology had emphasized on ‘autonomy’ of politics to ‘by-
pass capitalism’, while the Chinese communist ideology
emphasized on ‘greater autonomy’ of politics to 'by-pass
even socialism’. Criticizing the Chinese policy of ‘great leap
forward’, G. Glezerman says:
This policy represented a pretentious attempt by the Mao Zedung
group, tilled with great power chauvinist aspirations, to jump
over the necessary states of socialist construction, to dictate
through political means unreal rates of development, to replace
the material base of the socialist economy with political slogans.

Such ideological controversies as manifestations ot ‘the late
effect’ are a rich source of models and assumptions in the
studv of political development. Differences among these
models relate largely to assumptions about the place of
politics in development. On the basis of this assumption,
the models can be classitied into two groups:
(i)  Models based on an epiphenomenist view ot politics
(or techno-economic determinism of politics) and taking
a necessitarian view of political development as a
process of necessary sequences and closed options.
These are known as ‘modernization models’. These
models swayed the minds of the Western scholars, and
were a starting point of empirical studies of social and
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political change in the new countries. These models
are now being criticized from a perspective which
denounces 'slavish imitation of the developed countries’
and regards national autonomy as an important
component of development.

(i) Models based on an autonomous view of politics, and
regarding political development as a process tull of
options and choices. To quote Rajni Kothari, ‘the
concept of politics as adopted here consists precisely in
the ability to exercise freedom of choice, to keep options
open in respect of socio-economic and technological
alternatives of preferred futures.””” These models are
generally acceptable in the new nations, because they
emphasize on national autonomy in choice of
development paths.

"Autonomy’ of politics, and taith inits etficacy in telescoping

necessarv stages in development, have significant

consequences for political order in transitional societies. “T'he
late eftect” has built-in acceleration” towards political
authoritarianism, and the use of violence, in internal politics
and external relations, to achieve development goals. The
big question, theretore, is this: can this "acceleration towards
political authoritarianism’ be counterweighted? The U.S.
relies largely on ‘development assistance’ to facilitate the
concomitance of democracy with development'. The former
soviet Union relied largely on ‘moderation’ of ideological
perspectives to facilitate ‘peaceful transition’ to ‘socialism
and development'. In countries where the development elite
is fascinated by both democracy and socialism, an integrated
package of ‘democracy, socialism and development’ is

visualized. Thus, development, conceptualized as a

‘package deal” has three general models; (i) democracy and

development, (i) socialism and development, (iii)

democracy, socialism and development. [rach of these

pdckages visualizes a set of interrelated and, more or less
equally important dimensions of development. lixed
hierarchy, and absolute levels of generality between these



dimensions are not visualized. While, thus, the undesirable
political consequences of imitative development are
visualized in the context of hierarchical relationship
between political and economic sectors of society, and
dialectical relationship between political democracy and
economic development, the 'package’ models seek to
intervene in these relationship to minimize the economic
role of politics, and to make the political and economic
sectors of society represent two ditferentiated (not closely
interrelated) temporal rhyvthms of change. Such a model
opens up the possibility for a society to jump off the stages
of political development, and underlines the need tor
development in economic and other sectors of society to
harmonize with the pre-existing developed political
svstem. !

The problem of imitative development is not merely that
of reconciling an essentially mechanistic and coercive view
of politics to principles of democracy and humanism, but is
also that the adjusting politics to unplanned and
unpremeditated sociological realities which tend to assert
themselves in formal political institutions. Confronted by
these problems, the study of political development has
reached a post-Weberian phase ol awareness of the
perennial problem of political theory: how much
premeditation should characterize political order? And how
much can?"

Hence political development is ongoing response of
political order to developmental processes within the
framework of a development model chosen by a transitional
society for itself. These responses can be ‘invented’
backward and forward in time to draw a lrajectory of
progressive movement ot a political form appropriate to
developmental choices and specific conditions of such a
society. It is in this sense that political development can be
considered as realization of an immanent teleologyv.
Convergence and divergence of political development paths,
seen in terms of political structure, political organization,
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and toreign policy attitudes of transitional societies classitied
according to their choices of development models is an
important subject matter ot political development study:.
Such a study needs to be made with a two-fold objective:
normative objective of providing scientific enlightenment
in the making of development choices; and technological
objective ot providing help in finding innovative solutions
ol political development problems as they arise within the
framework of development choices already made.

THEORIES AND FRAMEWORKS
Academic Background

Political development is studied against the background ot
a long academic tradition of reflection and research on
aspecls ol political order, including the place of political
order in relation to other orders. This academic tradition
can be broken up into three broad trends; (i) moral-
speculative (rend, concerned with the quest for the best
political order, or with the evaluation of political orders
according to moral criteria; (i1) comparative-historical trend,
concerned with the greal variety of political orders, their
rise and tall; and (ii1) technical-political trend, concerned
with guidelines to rulers in the conduct of political action
and public administration. 'or long, academic effort along
these (rends was, by and large, characlerized by a kind ol
universalistic idealism, because the primacy of political
order in social life was postulated, so much so that social
order was regarded as subsumed by political order. When
these postulates were subjected to empirical test, the
difterent orders were found to be in varving degrees ol
autonomous interaction with one another. Social and
political orders were also found to be in similar relationship.
I'his brought about a marked change in academic
orientation towards problems and potentialities of political
order.
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The change was in the form of confrontation of
universalistic idealism with sociological relativism. These
academic trends were now oriented to this changed
perspective. The political order now came to be seen as it
was, and was analysed, compared, and evaluated in terms
of the possible now and in tuture. This brought home the
reality of the political order in its multiple and manifold
varietv, and it was realized that the best political order was
not one but many. This variety was attributed to these: (i)
the possibility of several types of social, political, and cosmic
orders, as well as of several patterns of interaction between
types ot these orders; and (ii) the possibility of variety in
individual beliefs and orientations towards different orders,
and the consequent possibility of variation in relations of
the political to other orders.

Recognition of this variety was academically significant.
New analvtical categories and frameworks were now
evolved to study political order. Two important foci of study
were: (i) conditions and mechanisms of political order; and
(i1) sociological nature of political order as a distinct aspect
of social order. Study was usually cast within some
conception of good political order, or within some idealized
view ol political power and legitimacy. Some notion ot
political disorder and disorganization was also often
visualized, together with some idea of the relative
importance of individuals, groups, classes, institutions, or
symbols in political order and disorder. Against this general
background of study, several academic traditions developed
and flourished. These academic traditions can be classitied
into two broad categories: (i) the traditions which developed
around components and processes ol political order, such
as political elite, political organization, political parties,
political participation, and rules of political game; and (i)
traditions of comparative political study, such as the
anthropological tradition, historical tradition, and the legal-
constitutional tradition.

Political development, as an overarching academic focus,
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called for the convergence and integration of different
academic trends and traditions to enlighten problems of
continuity and change of political order in transitional
socielies. The need for such convergence inevitably led
academic effort in three directions: (i) construction ol
analytical categories and schemes for describing and
comparing types of political order, their continuity and
change, in different societies; (i1} promotion ot paradigmatic
and conceptual similarity among the several academic
traditions; ™ and (ii1) methodological innovation and
sophistication to facilitate meaningtul interaction across
these several traditions. Some advances in these directions
have been made. These serve as the starting point for an
analysis of the specific conditions necessary for stability and
continuity of different tvpes of political order, as well as for
an analysis of the conditions necessary for the transition of
one type ol political order to another. These trends ot
analvsis are signiticant for political development study.

Operationalizing lolitical Development

Development as guided change underlines the role of politics
in development, and, as part ol development strategy,
requires organization of societies into political units that
have power and control over their environments. The
nation-state as such unit has tremendous appeal, not only
because of its historical association with Western
development experience,” but also because of the widelv
accepted ideal of a world order based on nation-states,
conjured up in such phrases as ‘family or nations” or “united
nations’. Political development is, thus operationalized as
‘universalization of the nation-state system’, and ‘national
growth' or ‘nation-building’ are identified as its Kev
processes. Rupert Imerson, while analyzing the problems
of change from colonial status to independence, says:

The state structure derived from the past onlv occasionally and

accidentally coincided with the national make-up of the world.
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I'hat, indeed, the entire furor was about. To bring the states in line
with man’s new found national aspirations required a major act
ot political reconstruction.®

The ‘reconstruction” was to be effected, bv and large, in
a peaceful manner, without involving major territorial
changes that is, the ‘sacrosant’ view of territorial
boundaries was accepted as the general framework for the
‘reconstruction” work. This framework is accepted as laving
down the guiding norms. Of course, doubts about its
applicability to specific situations of particular countries
have been expressed. 'or example, Karl Deutsch has recently
written,

some ol the new countries mav not stavin one piece. To speak ol

asingle indivisible nation, and to speak of territorial integrity as

ol paramount importance in countries where loyalties are tluid

and national unity may not in tact exist, is to let rhetoric obscure

reality.”
Such doubts notwithstanding, the notion of territorial
inviolability continued to be a significant definitional
component of the state as an operational concept. This is
so not only because the state generally coincides with the
nationalist sentiments ol people in the new countries, but
also because nation-building through break-up of countries,
with a cohesive national group seeking a separate state for
itselt, is normally accompanied by internal war which, by
holding out the threat ol ils internationalization, is
considered a danger to world peace. Thus, nation-building
and political development through break-up of countries is
acceptable only in a tew, rare cases. In most of the cases,
the diverse communities living within the territorial limits
of a country are to be forged into a nation and fused with
the matching, prior existing juridico-political entity, the
state. The aim 1s not to assimilate the diverse communities,
but to integrate them. The nation is not conceptualized as
a homogeneous group; it is conceptualized as integration
of social diversities on the basis of some feelings of
togetherness. This emphasis on "unity in diversity' is
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Aristotelian in overtone. Aristotle says:

A polis that goes on and on and becomes more and more of a unit,
will eventuallv cease to be a polis at all. A polis by its nature is
some sort ot aggregation. If it becomes more of a unit, it will first
become a household instead of a polis, and then an individual
instead ol a household. (sic) 1t follows that, even it we could, we
ought not to achieve this object, it would be the destruction of the
polis.
State-nation tusion, or nation-building as aforesaid, is
operationalized as historically sequential transition from
class, tribe, nationality to nation. This has served as a
powertul framework for analyvzing nation-building
processes. [t is assumed that states over time build complex
economic, social and cultural systems that successtully knit
the aggregate of people into a nation, owing supreme loyalty
to the state. It is believed thal the extension of state authority
from what is called the political ‘centre’, which is the locus
of state authority, to the 'periphery’, orients the mass of the
people towards the state, until gradually the entire
population, or a great part of it, gets politicized, and the
state authority becomes the central axis of social order; social
and cultural systems are woven around it, and, as this
gradually happens, the disintegrated mass is integrated into
a nation." Thus, stales, beginning as politico-juridical
entities, slowly trickle down through structures of authority
supported by secular belief-syvstems or what Apter calls
‘political religions’,'" until they become nation-states. This
process is characterized through such descriptive categories
as ‘political penetration” or ‘production of political goods'.
Political penetration is bringing government and society
closer, ina development-oriented relationship, and consisls,
as Almond and Powell say, in creation of ‘'new structures
and organizations designed to peneltrate the society in order
to regulate behaviour m it and draw a larger volume of
resources from it"." The net result is centralization ot
authority and resources. “The whole process is”, to quote
Weber, “a complele parallel to the development of the
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capitalist enterprise through gradual expropriation of the
independent producers.”'" The resources thus centralized
in government are used for production of political goods.
There are public goods as conceived in the context of
collective goals in national and international spheres.
Members of the society consume them jointly. An individual
member must consume them whether or not they have a
place in his utility functions. To bridge such discontinuities
between individual utility functions and social welfare
functions, as they occur during transition towards the
terminal political community, leading to greater production
of political goods, is to eftect political development.

There is no agreement on sequence of processes in political
development. Broadly, there are two views. One view holds
that construction of political community is prior to political
penetration — that is, consensus formation through national
integration or national development, under the impact of
economic development and modernization, is the key that
sets the limits to all other processes. The other view holds thalt
political penetration is prior to community construction — that
is, the extent and magnitude of political penetration, in the
form of institutionalized sanctions to social and political
behaviour, are sufficient to generate processes tor creating
a matching political community. In short, the two views
are articulated around the two immanent structural
principles of political order: consensus and sanction. The
relationship between these components ot political order
has always been a subject of much controversy. The
controversy appears and reappears around the dilemma
between the need for absolute power and the need for
freedom. It has long been a grave question, as Lincoln savs,
“whether any government not too strong for the liberties of
the people, can be strong enough to maintain its liberties in
great emergencies’.

More important thing is that these components have
served as starting-points ot effort towards identification of
major dimensions of political development. This effort
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forms the bulk of political development study. In fact, the
effort has bogged down there. A plethora of conceptual
categories and scheme, identifving and itemizing political
development traits and dimensions, have appeared. These
are regarded as operational concepts, with clear cul
connotations or empirical referents, capable of
quantification and measurement. Almond and Lucian Pve
take ‘consensus’ as their staring point. Believing that the
area ol consensus is enlarged as modernization progresses,
they regard political development as continuous adaptation
ol politics to ongoing modernization. Their ‘development
syndromes’, though differently worded, are largely
overlapping. Almond talks of "autonomy, differentiation,
and secularization’; Lucian Pvye talks of ‘equality, capacity,
and differentiation’. IHuntington does not deny the
importance of ‘consensus’ but takes ‘sanction’ as his
starting-point. I'le distinguishes ‘modernization syndrome’
ol ‘rationalization, national integration, democratization,
and mobilization' from political development conceived as
‘institutionalization syndrome’ of ‘adaptability, complexity,
autonomy, and coherence’. This academic debate on
identification and listing of political development trails and
dimensions has not helped in operationalization of political
development as a pattern of simultaneous change along
several related dimensions.” Change along any one of the
dimensions is summarily described as political development,
without relating to it change along other dimensions.

Models and Approaches

There are two generic models for study of political
development. These can be characterized as (i) systemic
models, and (i1) strategic models. The svstemic models
accepl, more or less, deterministic view of politics, and treal
political development as a dependent variable. They focus
on whole political systems. They visualized a political
system as embedded in its environment, and hypothesized



a set of system development problems as they arose tfrom
pressures in the environment. System variations in terms of
political structure and procedures are explained with reference
to the nature and timing of environmental pressures. These
models are generally known as ‘social mobilization” models,
and heavily rely on aggregate data analysis in offering
explanations in political development. The strategic models,
on the other hand accept more or less ‘autonomous’ view ot
politics, and, treating it as an independent variable, view
political development as a problematic process of continuous
choice-making between contlicting goals. They focus on partial
political systems — that is, on political leaders or ‘entrepreneurs’
who are required to make the choices. 'ormal political
structures are regarded as relatively of less significance. Their
main function is not to make choices between competing values
and goals but to maintain and legitimize the values and goals
already chosen. These models, thus, hypothesize that
transitional societies are in a state of continuous crisis over
values, in the sense that collective goals and bases of political
legitimacy are articulated by different groups in terms of
difterent values and in different idioms and styles. Political
development in such a situation is found contingent on the
rise of a strong political leader to inspire general consensus
around new standards and goals to serve as a viable value-
base for political and social solidarity. This gives political
leadership a strategic place in political development. And
the types of political leadership are used as criteria for
classitying development strategies.

Generalizations about political development, within the
framework of these two types of models, were soon found
to be of only limited significance. l'or example,
generalizations about sequences and stages ot political
development within the framework of systemic models, or
about strategies of political development within the
framework of leadership types were far removed from the
actual problems of political survival in transitional societies.
What was the crucial factor in political survival? The
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answer was: the ‘capacity’ of the political system. This
inevitably shifted the focus of political development study
on the capacity aspect. The systemic and the strategic
perspectives converged on it. ‘Capacily” models of political
development were formulated within the framework of
each of these perspectives, and these models came to be
classified as (i) communication models, and (i1} institutional
models.

The communication modelsregard political development
as increase in the survival capacity of a political svstem.
This capacily is low when political system is specitic to a
particular environment. The capacity increases as political
svstem moves away from its environment speciticity and
acquires capacily for a wide range of available actions over
an increasing variety of environments. Such increase in
system capacity is assumed to be concomitant with increase
in degrees of nationness. Thus, processes of national
development are also processes of ‘capacity’ (or political)
development. These processes, according to Karl Deutsch,
are mobilization and assimilation. These processes, in their
varying degrees of mutual interrelations, are visualized as
working towards territorial and cultural integration around
a ‘centre’ of leading nation builders. The operative factor
in these processes is communication. This means that
ditferent levels of nationness are indicative of differential
capacity of a population for social learning through social
communication. A people who have undergone periods of
intensive communication are assumed to have become a
nation. Karl Deutsch puts this view in the context of
cvbernetic theory of goal-seeking behaviour, and concludes
that an increase in nationness inevitably leads to an increase
in political svstem ‘feedbacks’, and therebyv endows the
political system with greater capacity to ‘steer’ its way
through its environment. System capacity can, theretore,
be located on ‘nation-non-nation continuum’ on the basis
of such indicators as population density, growth of markets
and increase in literacy. These formulations are the core of



communication models. Daniel Lerner organizes them into
a causal theory of political development, maintaining that
a mobilized society is a participant society. e treats
participation as a dependent variable.

The institutional models reject the postulate of continuous
relationship between social mobilization and political
development. They assume that this relationship is
characterized by discontinuities and ruptures, and is,
therefore, uncertain. It occasions political breakdowns and
decav. Such a problematic situation underlines the
importance of two groups of variables in political
development: (i) leadership variables, and (ii) variables of
institutional growth, expansion and effectiveness.
Institutional models are formulated around these variables.
The 'leadership’ models emphasize that political leaders,
when contronted with a problematic situation, are
compelled to devise strategies and practise skills to achieve
their political objectives. Howard Wriggins, for example,
classities strategies that rulers in the new nations may
employ to maintain themselves in power." The
‘institutionalization” models, on the other hand, emphasize
on dimensions of institutional growth and development.
[Hence a feature of political development studies is a
multiplication of models within the general framework of
systemic and strategic perspectives.

The models lay down broad propositions about political
development. These propositions are helptul, no doubt. Bul
theyv have not helped in comparative study of political
development. This left a big lacuna in political development
studv. To fill in the lacuna, comparative studies were
articulated around 'political centre’, because it was identified
as possessing the major thrust in political development.
Centre variables thus became important in comparing and
contrasting political development experiences.

Several studies have been made along this line. These
studies can be classitied into two types:

(i) The studies that posit the state as the locus of the
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political centre. Bendix, for example, compares and
contrasts the characteristics of the agencies of lerritorial
decision-making and control, and explains these
characteristics in terms of distinctiveness, strength, and
cohesiveness of centre-forming collectivities.™
(i) The studies that posit the possibility of a political centre
other than the state. ].I. Nettle emphasizes on this
possibility when he says, “what constitutes nations is
surely the organized diffusion of common experience,
and this mayv be structured and experienced by a king,
leader, church, party, army or state — or all of them.”"
Moore works on this hypothesis. He constructs a model
ol ‘polity-building options’. These options are seen as
possible coalitions between bureaucracy, bourgeoisie,
landlords, and peasantry. The coalitions are visualized
as alwavs bipartite or tripartite, the interests left out
acting as opponents. It is asserted that different centre
forming coalitions have different consequences for the
political system and its institutions.*
Within-region comparisons have also been made. lipset
and Rokkan studied West Luropean countries in a
comparative perspective. The study starts with the
assumption that in all these countries the drive in the
direction of political development started more or less at
the same time in their history. But each of these countries
started from ditferent ‘initial conditions’. These differences
are treated as important and are therefore typologized.
Starting from different ‘initial conditions’, each of these
countries is assumed to have passed through certain critical
‘option points” in its history. Such ‘option points’ that are
common Lo all these countries, are identified and listed. As
each ol these countries passed through successive ‘option
points’, it was required to make certain 'system-building’
choices, which from time to time served as baselines for
social cleavages. I'tom this it is concluded that social
cleavages in each of these countries have been structured
over time, and are a kind of "historical package’. The study



assumes a strong ‘developmental linkage' between the
‘initial conditions’ and the ‘system-building’ choices, and
uses it as an explanatory variable in accounting for
ditferences in political development experiences of the
countries."

These comparative studies, as well as the general models,
are useful insofar as they generate insights into complex
political processes. Such engagement with comparative
politics should have been helptul in political development
related ‘puzzle-solving’ through institutional and policy
innovation. But it was not so. The things went the other
way. Political development studies were attacked as a cold
war ploy and also came to subjected to serious
methodological questioning.”

SHIFT IN 1'OCUS

When discomforting facts relating to politics in the new
states came to light — that is, when the record of several of
these states both in domestic politics and international
relations was found to be dismal — the risks rooted in the
strategic environment of the cold war relating to a ink up
of the third world contlicts with contflicts in the central
system, emerged into the foreground. This led to redirection
of effort in the study of political development. The emerging
political realities in Asia and Africa came to be reinterpreted
to bring the people to the centerstage and take the grim
aspects of their life situation as the vardstick for judging
the "high’ politics of the state elite. It is a moot point whether
the avoidance of a major war by delinking "high’ politics in
the central system with ‘high’ politics in regional systems
has been a case of democratic convergence of great power
interests on the welfare of the common man in the third
world. But it did generate imperatives for giving primacy
to great power interests in state and nation-building
strategies. It was in this context that the reinterpretation of
‘high” politics in the new states moved along two directions
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which in a way were an about turn in political development
study but continued to shape to this day the mindset for
interpreting politics in post-colonial societies.

I'irst, the nation-state is not a type of political unit that
enjoys sovereignty in the sense of sufficient control over its
internal and external environment, despite historical
associations of the concept with facts that point to the
contrary. It is common knowledge that the new states are
not so constituted. They are subject to domination and
control by a few greal powers and huge multi-national
corporations. They enjoy legal sovereignty no doubt. But il
1s difticult to believe that they can act independently in
economic and political matters without taking imto account
the context with which their economic and security interests
closely interact. While there can be differences ol opinion
on the operative part of such dominance-dependence
relationship, the fact of such relationships operating, cannot
be dented. The transitional societies have reacted differently
to the structural features ot their international
environments. Bul the overall eflect ot such international
constrainls has been to undermine the assumptions ol
immanent teleology, or of progressive immanent political
change in the direction of peaceful and democratic nation-
slate.

And second, the nation-state is not a viable concept in
(ransitional societies which are made up of ethnically,
culturally, or economically diverse groups and classes,
maintaining separate wavs of life, and living in a condition
of intense mutual cleavage and marked social disbeliel and
discontinuity. In such societies, a developmental thrust in
the direction of nation-state formation is otten followed
either by anomic participation in the form of riots and
demonstrations, or by bestowal ol political lovalties, on the
part of dissatistied social groups, on parties and leaders
who oppose the system, ‘the establishment’, and favour
lorms of political opposition, mass migrations, civil war, or
even break up. ' It was theretore realized that the realities
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ol Asian and African societies were not amenable to
formation of nations and states there.

[t was argued that these societies must first go through a
democratic revolution. The states and nations in post-
colonial world were nothing more than juridical entities
and had to be socially constructed. ‘Social churning’ as a
new coinage came into vogue to describe this normative
preference, even though little theoretical and empirical effort
was undertaken to give it meaning and depth. In the
absence of such a democratic revolution, it was further
argued, these states and nations could not construct
political communities of shared legacy and common destiny.

Hence the reinterpretation of third world realities and a
redirection in political development study (which now
clearly underlined the impact of great power politics in post-
colonial societies) was the background against which an
attack was mounted on the structural — functional approach
to the studv of political development. This approach used
the integration perspective to posit normative consensus
and structural equilibrium as self-evident bases ot a socielyv.
[t emphasized that the choices in political development were
a matter of simple inference from the cultural traits shown
by a mass of people corresponding to the level of their
modernization and economic growth. The applicability of
this model was now claimed to be limited to societies
encompassed by a single cultural and institutional
framework.

The rebels clamied that the societies characterized by
structural mequalities of dilterent socio-cultural groups and
classes, resulting in unequal incorporation ot such groups and
classes into the political system, were not amenable to the
analvtical premises of this model. " The structure of social,
economic and political relationships operating within and
across societies was relevant to such an enterprise. The
academic focus in political development studies thus shifted
towards the dvnamics of class and communilty solidarities
across international borders, especially in the regional and
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wider inler-national environment.” The inevitable result was
normative dissension and social fragmentation which could
not be contained and regulated within state borders.

The different structural features of this dvnamics were taken
as baseline for formulating simple causal sequences as part ol
etfect-measuring and cause-choosing exercises meant to draw
attention to their possible consequences through time.
Awareness ol the possible consequences of given structural
features were thought to be helpful in taking decisions on
matters relating to political development. The academic and
political activity along this line was also claimed to be of use
in widening the range ot choices available to a society for the
erosion of such structural features of national, regional and
international political orders which tended to limit the ‘political
present’. This approach proved to be handy in articulating
value-based theories of politics. The transnational approach,
for example, focused on issue-based solidarities across
international borders and characterized them as significant
factors both within and between states. With the passage
of time such actors sprung up all over the world addressing
a wide range of issues often in opposition to government
policies and actions mainly in the third world. They
clustered around feedback loops in policy process. They
interrogated the political elite on what they were doing or
even planning to do. No leader would like to risk their
displeasure. These solidarities were in a wav channels for
cross-border flows of finance, information and other
resources needed for actor visibility and political
participation generally in opposition to political autonomy
in choice of public policies. The density of these tlows has
increased to a level that the doven among transnationalists,
James Rosenau has recently written,

The institutions, structures and processes thal sustain economic,

political and social life todav are undergoing extensive

lranstormations that are rendering the international-domestic
dicholomy obsolete and, even worse, severely distorting our grasp
ot how the world works. Today what is foreign is also domestic,
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and what is domestic is also foreign. The two domains overlap
and insome respects they are even one and the same. Thev form
anew frontier where politics untolds, a trontier that is marked bv
an endless flow of new technologies, by an endless tlow of new
organizations and by an endless movement of people across
borders, not to mention the endless tlow of polluted air and water,

drugs and diseases.™

This line of thinking was soon appropriated by post-
modernist and ‘critical’ scholars for putting in context the
general theories and models of state and nation and look
for possibilities foreclosed by them. They rejected the
dominant discourse as limiting political imagination. But
this approach had a sub-text also. The analysis took the
contemporary economic crisis as the starting point and
focused on political and cultural processes considered
increasingly essential for sustained and legitimate
reproduction of capitalist society. In this sense they went
bevond the Marxian crisis theory and set for themselves
the goal of emancipating the people from both historically
specific situations that prevented them from realizing their
human freedom, and the kind of thinking that muddled
their ability to fully understand the sources of their bondage.
In this way they create a discursive space tor articulating a
retlexive approach to theorizing in order that the political
subject can make a better sense of its own life. The subject
is called upon to work from within conditions of
domination (as if from under a dome) o break out into
freedom. It is again a moot point whether the concern of
the ‘“critical” theorists for the freedom of the political subject
[especially marginalized communities and groups) is really
helpful to them.

Similarly in international relations the ‘critical” approach
looks beyond the institutional approach of comparative
politics and articulates a sociological perspective on war
and peace. They turn the heat on the social base of "high'’
politics especially in the new states. They seek lo expose
the political economy of arms build up and of armed
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contlicts including terrorism. The ‘critical” scholars define
themselves as civil sociely activists and prefer to locate
themselves in non-governmental and autonomous bodies.
They network globally and provide feedback on the
activities of the groups engaged in ‘high’ politics. They
closelyv collaborate with global social movements for inputs
and for social mobilization in support of their political goals
clamied as ultimately leading to the formation of a global
society based on cosmopolitan principles. This goal has a
direct pearing on political development, and for good
reasons, in the sense that it prescribes limits to freedom,
especially in post-colonial societies, in defining state and
nation, the limits which - Mary Kaldor affirms when she

Sdvs,

The term cosmopolitan, when applied to political institutions
implies a laver of governance that constitutes a limitation on
sovereignty of states and vet does not itself constitute a state. In
olther words, a cosmopolitan institution would coexist with a
system ol stales but would override states in certain clearly
detined spheres ot activity.

Noles and References

B [t points to the tact that political development encompasses
almost the entire range ol political phenomena

£ I'he confusion about the meaning of political development is
partly a spill over of similar confusion about the nature of
political theorv as a discipline. IUis not vet clear as to what the
discipline should be like —whether it should unifyv and extend
the time-honoured trends in political studies, or it should
address itself to an entirelv new set of problems, or it should
make a complete break trom the past and set ott from a clean
start. The result is that those who pursue theoretical politics
are not detinite among themselves ot what they are seeking,.
The same s, bvand large, true of political development.

vy

The ideais that polilics as predicate has various states having
spatio-temporal relationships among themselves. In the study
of political development, these relationsh