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Samuel P. Huntington has argued that political stability

is dependent on the degree of institutionalization of partici-

pation in the political system. Critical analysis of hypo-

theses reveals serious flaws in his logic. His concepts were

shown to be very hard to make operational and to test. The

main hypothesis of a direct relationship between institu-

tionalization and stability was shown to be influenced most

likely by additional intervening variables.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Samuel P. Huntington has been recognized as a leader in

perceiving and addressing the dominant concerns of political

science. Born in New York City in 1927, Huntington received

his B.A. at Yale University in 1946. He subsequently took an

M.A. at the University of Chicago followed by his Ph.D. at

Harvard University in 1951. He has been teaching at Harvard

most of his career and continues to do so. His research has

led to additional associations with Columbia, Stanford, and

the Brookings Institution. He has served as a consultant for

numerous governmental agencies as well as being a member of the

Presidential Task Force on International Development for 1969-

1970. The work of Huntington in international relations and

civilian-military relations laid a solid foundation for the

development of his subsequent concern with modernization.

The formation of new countries and the modernization of

others in the 1950's and 1960's presented new and basic ques-

tions to the discipline of political science. These newly

emerging nations were looked upon as laboratories, in a sense,

for the diverse and rapidly expanding concerns of political

scientists. Among those who became interested and addressed

the seemingly universal implications of these questions were

I
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Gabriel Almond, David Apter, Lucien W. Pye, Dankwart Rustow,

and Samuel P. Huntington.1

The intellectual leaders in this expanding area of po-

litical science were greatly influenced by the behavioral

revolution which produced a new emphasis on methodology and

empirical theory.2 This was reflected by Huntington's concern

with the identification of new problems and the construction

of new hypotheses.

The major interests of these scholars were soon consoli-

dated into an overriding preoccupation with the larger concepts

of political development or political modernization. The in-

terpretation and usage of these concepts by various scholars

pointed out their vague and unwieldy nature. Both concepts

soon came to embrace all facets of comparative politics for

some and to be used interchangeably by scores of others.

Huntington attacked the abstractness and lack of speci-

ficity of both concepts and rejected political development as

1See Gabriel Almond and James S. Coleman editors, TIM
Pflitic Developing Areas (Princeton, 196!); David Apter,

of. PdModnization(Chicago, 1965); Harry Eckstein,
"A Perspective on Comparative Politics, Past and Present,"
Qgmonaraive gigtig: A Reader, edited by Harry Eckstein and
David Apter (New York, 1963); Lucien W. Pye, Alpfecls 2 Lg-
itical Ps2velment (Boston, 1966); Dankwart Rustow, "Moderni-
zation and Comparative Politics: Prospects in Research and
Theory," Comparative iottigs. I (October, 1968).

2
For further explication, see appendix,
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too limiting. He saw some merit in the concept of political

modernization, however, and opted to refine it for his uses.

While attempting to enhance the concept, he sought to develop

further its seeming incorporation of continuing activity within

the political process. Specifically, it seemed to enable a

clearer reflection of the possibility of advancement or decay

of political bodies and of political systems.

Huntington distinguished the concept of general (social

and economic) modernization from political modernization,

although still acknowledging their integral relationship,

Modernization was seen as a process which was leading to cer-

tain goals and conditions. Huntington contended the modernizing

process increased social mobilization and political partici-

pation and institutionalization in regard to political stability

and political order.

The study and analysis of Samuel Huntington's works on

political stability and political violence are justified by

the impact and importance they held for the discipline of

political science. They reflected the burgeoning concern with

political modernization and the widespread implications of the

results of such studies. The works which are explored in this

present endeavor parallel the orientations of other political

scientists and are presented in such a fashion as to show the

development by Huntington of one of the most influential con-

ceptual schemes of modernization. These studies have not only



been useful in guiding present research but have indicated

in which directions the discipline may be moving in the future.

Intention

The range of writings to be explored will include works

on civilian-military relations, the international arena, and

finally modernization and the future as related to political

stability and violence.

The behavioral revolution produced an orientation toward

data and theory. By accepting the criteria of this approach

(read utility through validity and comparability), Huntington

and the scholars earlier mentioned have placed themselves

under scrutiny according to those criteria.

This study seeks to survey and analyze some of the prob-

lems which have arisen with the present state of theory in

comparative politics. However, this thesis is particularly

interested in .Huntington's work which covers the evolution of

his thinking regarding the relation of violence and of political

stability, i.e., the degree of government and not the form,

with the institutionalization of participation,



CHAPTER II

POLITICAL CHANGE AND CONFLICT

Huntington has paid close attention to the role of the

military in domestic political changes in his early writings

because of his interest in their effect on civilian-military

relationships. These same interests, however, have more re-

cently been tied with military participation in modernization

and political change and with the role which external forces

from the international environment may have on developing

countries.

Huntington has also explored the relationship between

change, conflict, and the structure of government. He has

shown the critical influence of the government and of the

actors and their interaction in the decision-making process

in regard to enhancing or inhibiting political change. The

role of the military as independent actors or as instruments

of the status quo is especially stressed.

These works will show the values assigned by Huntington

and instances in which his logic of values can be questioned.

Domestic Conflict and the Role of the Military

Huntington has given close attention to the role of the

military in underdeveloped and developed countries and the ef-

fect of their participation on government and society.

5
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The military has always had a great influence on moderni-

zation. As initiator of or defender against change, it has

played a vital role. In addition, the strength of the mili-

tary and the civilian government has been an important factor

in controlling outside political and military forces.

The normal civilian-military relations of a country often

are disrupted when there is domestic violence or the threat of

such. In MPauterns .. Military fltics, it is pointed

out that the strategy and tactics of the government must change

when it loses its monopoly on violence Whether through the

onset of violence associated with rapid social change or with

the stagnation and decay of traditional political institutions,

the military seeks a new relation with the government and a

new definition of its role and function. The varied postures

which this military participation takes are due to cultural in-

fluences, the history of the government, and the past relation-

ships between the actors.3

Huntington pointed out that "the process of modernization

and Westernization often required either revolutionary war or

a succession of coups d'etat." If a substantial counterelite

arose outside of the political system, then a revolutionary

war was likely. The conflict developed between the two con-

testing elites over a "communal or socio-economie group

Samuel P. Huntingtont editor, Changing apEttlgsjf,
Militafrltlijics (New York, 1962).

2Ibid., p. 14. 3bid., pp. 22-23oIbid., p. 23.
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that . . . was . . . imperfectly integrated into the existing

political system..5 When this necessary uncommitted third

group was present, it was difficult for the government to keep

the anti-government forces out of power. It became necessary

for the government to physically eliminate the counterelite or

reintegrate the anti-government into an existing structure

dominated by a power base which had alienated the anti-government

forces originally. To take over the government, the anti-

government forces needed the third party's support, but to

maintain its hold once established, without strife engendered

the same problems as the old government in dealing with a

counterelite.

The sequence of challenges by a counterelite and subse-

quent overthrows of the government rapidly develops into a

cyclical process of change which often continued to gather

momentum and to escalate. In excluding the counterelite, the

government had, with the support of the vested interest groups,

normally ignored the uncommitted third party and its needs.

Only through governmental violence (repression of the counter-

elite) or a new policy to completely integrate the uncommitted

third party can the governmental forces survive intact. The

anti-governmental forces will not only threaten the government

through force or the threat of force, but can effectively use

terrorism and persuasion to show the inability (as equated

51bido, p. 24.
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with unwillingness) of the government to help the uncommitted

and vulnerable third party. Once the anti-government forces

commit themselves to violence, then the government must elimi-

nate them, physically or through an unlikely program of re-

integration, or lose control of the government.

Whereas the revolutionary group fights the government,

the coup is performed by a group which is involved in the

system and has a power base of its own.6 Huntington feels

that the military is often the most enlightened group in the

society and the only one which is organized and capable of

unified action. It most often gains the support of the public

when it appears to be the last hope for programs concerned

with the national interest.

"Revolutionary coups" make substantial and widespread

reforms and redistribute power so as to eliminate their

enemies.7 The "reform coup" is a civil and military coalition

which at first makes a few reforms but then loses its momentum.8

This loss of momentum;, caused by compromises due to the govern-

ment's uncertain tenure and support, gives a chance for the more

radical elements to stage a more thorough coup or for those out

of power who have been hurt by the reforms or scared by the rate

of reforms to shift the government to policies of slower and

more limited changes. A military government faces the problem

of having an interest in strengthening and pacifying the armed

services while at the same time needing the same expenditures

lIb id. 8 Ibid., p. 33.6Ibi~d., p.24,
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for public services. One reform coup will usually produce a

succession of countercoups which result in an ideological

split and polarization within the military. The military

then becomes the defender of the old status quo as well as of

the left and right extremes represented by the countercoups.

Huntington notes that reform coups bring more and more

participants into the political arena through the continuing

formation of coalitions. As each faction becomes willing to

use violence in order to press its demands, the incidence of

coups begins to decline with the result being either a greater

willingness to bargain or eruption into civil war .9  If the

conservative groups permit progressive change, then the role

of violence will diminish. In either case, Huntington con-

cludes that the relative role of the military will continue

to decline as the scope of participation increases.

Certainly, Huntington believes stability to be an asset

in maintaining civilian government which he views with im-

portance. As an early proponent of civilian dominance over

the military,10 he has vacillated from this position in a

later work on the interests of the United States in regard to

stability.1 1  In that work he advocated foreign interference

9lbid., p. 38,
10Samuel P. Huntington, h, de . jf (Cam-

bridge, Massachusetts, 1967), p.464,

11Samuel P. Huntington, Instabijityj j tthe An-Strategic
Level of Conflict (Washington, 1961),p, vi,
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in the domestic affairs of others in order to maintain a

strategic balance for the United States, The irony is the

frequency with which this stability is the product of the

erection of a militarily dominated government. The value of

civilian dominance has suddenly evaporated if it ever existed

other than as an ethnocentric value. It appears that either

the value of stability or civilian dominance is not applicable

to all cases or must certainly be qualified according to the

logic of Huntington.

The Relationship of Structural and Policy Changes

Despite the uncertainty of the process, political change

is often required before there can be effective and efficient

economic and social change.12  Because of this, Huntington

feels that in underdeveloped areas the compatability of

modernization with political stability is limited. Without

a tradition of peaceful change, i.e..adaptable institutions,

there is likely to be violence. Even in the United States,

the process of modernization caused the largest war between

1815 and 1914.13

In underdeveloped areas, which in Huntington's usage

actually approximates nations who do not have a long history

of effective government which would enable the mechanisms of

change to come into play before violence broke out, the choice

12 Ibid., p. 39. 13Ibid.
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becomes either stagnation or a succession of reform coups or

revolution or civil war for there to be rapid modernizing

change. Huntington feels that worse violence occurs when

stability is forced in the absence of change, and that "fre-

quent reform coups . . . are a . . . healthy mechanism of

gradual change,",l He states that in the end "proliferation

of new forms of violence may herald the emergence of new and

more stable political institutions. 1 5

A psychological problem which often haunts rapid change

is that it frequently arouses expectations which the government

is unable to meet. This is especially true for governments

which take power after a struggle over basic reform or after

one which was intensely contested, The new government may

find the demands excessive, not have the organization to handle

them, or not have the resources to meet them. The gap which

forms between expectations and reality can bring frustration

and discontent into play as violence.

In =r21 mmon g Defense, 1 Huntington points out that a

change in the pattern of decision-making can produce conflict.

He observes the conflict over goals results from different

concerns and values. With time, the ways of decision-making

become tradition, and in developing countries, the lack of

14Ibid., p. 40, 15Ibid., p. 47.

1 6 Samuel P. Huntington, The. Common DefenseS: Strfleg
PrggramL;in NationAl Defense (New York, 1961).
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this tradition makes the competition and rivalry between the

military and civilians, as well as between other groups, more

volatile.

He states that the government is always tempted to take

the more conservative suggestion when dealing in new areas.

The groups which are sensitive to the new demands often find

that there is no one in the government to handle the responsi-

bilities for affecting a change in the status quo. This

situation is frequently prevalent in governments which are

relatively young. It is also found in other governments where

the bureaucracy is unable to adapt to or the decision-makers

are unaware or unmindful of the new needs, Only demands

which are considered legitimate are usually considered by

those in power. Demands which are not considered legitimate

or feasible most often can only be expressed outside the

channels of government. Eventual eruptions of violence usu-

ally have been building during the period when the new demands

went unnoticed or unconsidered. The strategy of this violence

is to gain attention and consideration or to take over power.

Thus, the situation occurs quite repeatedly that the structure

of the government must be changed before a new policy or pro-

gram can be instituted.17

"Innovation begins with the disruption of an existing

consensus"18 and "reflects the power, interests, and attitudes

Ibid.,p. 446. 18Ibid., p 293.
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of the public and private individuals and groups concerned

with it and by it."19 Peaceful innovation within the existing

power structure usually takes a long time. Huntington shows

that even in the case of a subordinate structure and policy

area, like the military in the United States, which is con-

sidered a highly developed country, the change may take

decades, This problem is compounded in the later cases of

modernizing countries, who know of the outside world through

mass communication or foreign exposure but do not have the

necessary resources, organizations, consensus, or power to

produce desperately wanted reforms. According to Huntington,

the frustration of such situations results in violence or

corruption or other destabilizing behavior.

As disequilibrium within the polity increases, the number

of groups involved and interested increases.20  Those who

sense they might be losing encourage even more to join the

struggle.21  The split between the sides widens the longer the

struggle-continues, and the proposed changes take on more fun-

damental and widespread possibilities.22 One division is much

more dangerous to the stability of the system than a multitude

19Ibid.,Ip. 8, 20Ibid

21See Schattechneider's treatment of this expansion.
E.E. Schattschneider, Tka je ,.-Spvereign Peomle (New York,
1960).

22Hutntn 
eA .Huntington, The Cmmon Defenses: Strategic ErgMs

In National Qfnse, p. 8.
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of smaller conflicts'.23 If attitudes or groups in power are

changed, then a rough equilibrium is restored, or rather,

smaller less important issues rise to the forefront. If a

majority in the struggle remain dissatisfied, then disequi-

librium and conflict continue. Huntington concludes that

this continuation progressively produces more alternatives of

action but demands also increase.

No matter how briefly they have been in existence, every

bureaucracy develops a "philosophy" or "ideology."24 Political

crises sharpen their doctrines of existence serving to ration-

alize further their functional necessity. Huntington feels

that the complexity of older governments and the diversifi-

cation within them ameliorate the felt need to justify their

being. However, the easiest method for resolving a conflict

of function is to create a new structure. The expansion of

the bureaucracy allows the same sort of innovation which eco-

nomic expansion allows in the business world. The availability

of resources allows the old and new to mix without either

making a sacrifice. This expansion enhances continued sta-

bility.

Huntington notes that when expansion slows, there is a

conflict over priorities in the policy and structural spheres

and that those in power further entrench themselves against the

powers of change. It is at this point where the use of force

23 b'd 422-423. 241., ~spp. 2242* Ibid., p. 402o
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may begin to come into play. Force or its threat is used to

initiate new demands, or to respond as a deterent against

such pressure. After initial "trigger events,"25 rarely, in

developed governments, does the conflict proceed since both

sides reevaluate their stances and begin to bargain and then

compromise. A consensus then restores order.

"Continuing policy" is more efficient and effective in

26
the long run although innovation is easier during a transi-

tion or crisis phase involving the threat of disruption or the

actual change of a government.27  It seems that the resolution

of the gap between the rate of policy changes and structural

changes will determine the stability of the government along

with the degree of consensus which is usually prevalent within

the public community. Huntington concludes that "balance,

order, stability, consensus, and habit replace uncertainty,

conflict, choice, change, and creativity" in creating more

efficient policymaking.28 His preference for stability is

thus implied.

The Power of Decision-makers and Political Change

The major decisions for society are made through poli-

tics.29 The values and purposes which shape these decisions

251bid., p. 428o 26Ibid., p. 8. 27Ibid., p. 402.

28Ibid., p. 9.

29Zbigniew Brezezinski and Samuel P. Huntington, PolitigaX
forl.I Qr.a.A./.a.R. (New York, 1964), p. 3.
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are derived from the history of the society and government,

"Politics is not only the exercise of power; it is also a

matter of will," and purpose stemming from a consensus on the

legitimacy of the political system and a priority of goals.30

In Political ?ower M.A4./R.a..a., Huntington postulates

that political changes occur at times of crisis or conflict

over goals and beliefs, and that this "accumulated social

experience" enhances the future settlement of controversies.31

Huntington notes that different governments have differ-

ent views on the role and scope of political purpose for the

society. The Soviet vle concludes that their ideology is

applicable to all social and political activity,32 The United

States feels that their political beliefs are applicable only

as "spontaneous " guides for certain situations.33 These two

approaches could be contrasted as consciousness and ideology

versus spontaneity and an evolving consensus,

"Original differences inr society" gre reflected in the

"consequent differences in social development." 4 Huntington

feels that American and Soviet political beliefs perform the

same functions (legitimize the system, aid social integration,

assist in conservation and innovation) but in different ways.

Their beliefs on means and ends vary, but the function of

these beliefs do not.

30Ibid,, p. 5. 31Ibid., p. 24, 32Ibid., p. 19.

Ibid. Ibid., p. 31.
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The individuals in society both influence and are influ-

enced by the political system. "All modern political systems

.. depend . . . on mass support and mass participation,"

but this does not necessarily equate with self government,35

It is the scope, form, and function of participation which

determines the openness of a system. Political socialization

by the society or state determines the guidelines of that

participation.

According to Huntington, rapid change or disruption of

the traditional order often causes alienation and active re-

jection of the political system. This is a threat to the very

stability and existence of any system, Orthodox dissent which

tries to improve the system within established guidelines is

usually permissible and desirable. Huntington's two types

of political systems regard participation and dissent in dif-

ferent ways. The instrumental type which corresponds closely

to a pluralistic model does not consider suggestions on how

better to perform functions as dissent.3 7  An ideological sys-

tem which corresponds more to a closed, mobilization society

comes to consider suggestions on performance as orthodox or

permissible dissent. However, proposal of a better system

is unorthodox dissent to the ideological system while being

permissible dissent within the instrumental type. The instru-

mental system is one which protects and promotes the society

35 Ibid., p. 91. 36 Ibid., pp. 90-104. I37 bid., p. 104,

38Ibid.
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as it exists, whereas the ideological political system is

used to create a new society. Neither type is mutually ex-

clusive or without variations, and both may evolve, depending

upon the extent to which they reflect social pressures.

Huntington concedes that social pressures are necessary

for political change. Yet, he implies that violence is a

justifiable method only when there is stability, i.e. insti-

tutional decay, and only then as a single trigger event or as

a means to gain control and restore order. If there is some

change taking place or a chance of more rapid future institu-

tional adaptability, then he implies that the use of govern-

mental violence (repression) is justifiable in maintaining

order and controlling participation until the institutions

adapt and integrate the new social forces.

The integration and assimilation of new social forces

allows their participation, but it does ,not guarantee access

to the decision-making process or even sensitivity to their

demands. Participation alone may satisfy the needs of the

people if they feel their demands are considered and occas-

sionally fulfilled. However, dissent and alienation may rise

if they do not have real access of if the debate in the

policy-making bodies is different in content from that among

the people. There may also be dissent if the demands are con-

sidered illegitimate. In the Soviet system with its emphasis

on centralization and direction from the top, the debate may

differ, and yet dissent is stifled through coercion. In the
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United States, different groups have differing amounts of

access and "pull" in the policy-making arena. Seniority in

Congress is one manifestation of differences in representation

as well as party affiliations in committee assignments, and

these have a conservative influence on changes in policy.39

Huntington feels that modern societies can be distin-

guished from pre-modern agrarian societies by the changes in

the makeup of the leadership of government and society. In

the traditional agrarian society, both political and nonpo-

litical leadership positions are held by the same people, In

the modern society, the complexity and differentiation of so-

ciety and government leads to a decreasing ability of one or

several groups to dominate both political and nonpolitical

leadership positions. Specialized political institutions

begin to arise which are staffed by "professional politicians"

concentrating on the control of the people.4 40

39 See Huntington's further expansion of this argument in
Samuel P. Huntington, "Congressional Responses to the Twentieth-
Century, " TbTe. Amefianr^1litiLCA Areni, edited by Joseph R.
Fizman and Gene S. Poschman (Boston, 1972). In that essay he
argues that Congress has insulated itself from the forces for
social change through repeated reelection of committee chair-
men. The leadership has been further weakened by this dis-
persion of power through the varied committees. The initiative
of Congress has been changed into an oversight function in
relation to the administrative bureaucracy.

4OBrzezinski and Huntington, Political Powers Jj.54./
.. -1. p. 129,
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Not only do institutions and their goals vary with each

political system but the personnel also vary, Not all "pro-

fessional politicians" are political leaders, nor are all

political leaders "professional politicians." In the Soviet

bureaucratic one party system, the "professional politician"

functions within a bureaucracy and is -specially trained for

such a role. In the American pluralistic electoral system,

the "professional politician" is not specially trained and

may function within the electoral or bureaucratic system.4

This Cjnrinnats type, as opposed to the A tghjktis one

who has been drawn from his normal career within the non-

political sphere into the political system.44

In the U.S.S.R., the patron-protege relationship which

is necessary for advancement lends a conservative continuation

to the system, In the United States, on the other hand, the

promise of reform of the old is an election winning tactic

which permits lateral entry into the system and more repre-

sentation for the people* However, the- two party system in

the United States deemphasized their differences on issues

through intense competition for a broader segment of the po-

litical spectrum. This effectively denies wide choices for

the voters and compromises the issues prematurely. Addi-

tionally, recruitment of candidates must still be limited to

1Ibid. Ibid., p.-0170.# Ibid.

Samuel P. Huntington, "Cincinnatus and Appartchiki,"
Lorld P jtis, XVIII (April, 1965).
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those with the time and money or chance for financial backing

in the campaign, and this tends to produce candidates who

represent or are dependent on special interests. Thus, the

American system is not without fault in the representativeness,

recruitment, and circulation of its leaders,

Huntington feels that the circulation and turnover of

administrations is more important than the personnel of leader-

ship. Despite his felt need for circulation, he considers an

"unstable division of power" the worst thing for a system.45

Thus, an equilibrium is desired, whether it be in a centralized

or diffused form of government. Thus, the smooth transition

from one set of leaders to another is highly valued.

Huntington observes that the personalistic and centralized

power within the Soviet Union causes power struggles of the

top leaders to be postponed for as long as possible but to be

fought bitterly when they do erupt. He admits that the national

administration, however, is capable of smooth and regular turn-

over in Communist one party and European multi-party systems.

Likewise in the United States, the top leader is replaced

regularly although the "electorate may not be the -best judge
46of when change is necessary." However, the turnover in the

central administration is more abrupt and drastic in the

United States since it occurs when the top leader is replaced.

45Brzezinski and Huntington, Political Power: U.S.A./
u.a.a.a., p. 190.

46
Ibid., p. 183.
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The government is left without the benefit of a shadow govern-

ment or professionally trained bureaucrats to lend continuity

in the top leadership positions to the degree present in many

other governments.

The competition in the United States moderates the policy

issues, in contrast to the Soviet Union, where the policy

issues are widened by the intense struggle over the top po-

sition. This distinction in the relationship between the

acquisition of power and policy-making belies the differences

in the instrumental type system of bargaining and compromise

and the ideological system of control and manipulation. In

the U.S.S.R., political power is highly personalized and

concentrated and leads to intense struggles, while in the

United States it is differentiated, institutionalized, and the

struggle brief and stable. Huntington concludes that the

electors' position must be secure and safe to allw regularized

procedures of selection, and this is impossible where there

are no electors but simply a power struggle among the top

candidates.

In policy-making, Huntington identifies both political

and operational aspects. The political aspects include the

relations between the participants while the operational as-

pects are the goals and purposes. In the U.S.S.R., the po-

litical aspects dominate during times of crisis, while the

operational aspects are primary during times of stability.



In the United States, there is no clear distinction since the

interests and institutions are pluralistic and autonomous.

Huntington infers that the innovation of policy in

America is the result of continuous pressure from below, and

that change is slow, incremental, and continuous in nature.

In the Soviet system, the change is directed from the top and

is irregular, sweeping, and often rapid. Crisis in either

system may result in rapid and substantial changes, but their

success breeds a conservatism toward these newly established

and successful policies. He notes that the competition which

sparks new policies are the result of struggles for power in-

side the Soviet government, ending in policy issues, and

struggles over issues outside the government in the American

system, ending in political appeals.

Innovative solutions to some problems require "changes

in the ideological and political context" in which policy is

made before there is a final denouement. The stability of

a system may depend on the rate of such changes and vice versa.

They may occur over a long period of time in any Qountry but

the price of delay may be high. However, the need for whole-

sale changes in a shorter period of time may cause more stress

than the system can tolerate before equilibrium is restored,

Huntington views both the United States and the U.S.S.R . with

favor since their systems are stable and can rapidly be re-

stored to equilibrium before conflict occurs. Indeed, both

4 kbid., p. 327.



have been successful despite differing means, ends, and

values, and it is this stable success which Huntington views

as primary.

In the U.S.S.R., the leaders control the shaping of the

society through the institutions and ideology. Its weaknesses

are the overcentralization of power, restrictions by their

ideology on the economy and intellectuals, and a tension be-

tween the political system and other social forces and insti-

tutions.1 8 In the United States, there is a unity of the

society and the political system which allows unceasing dy-

namic adjustments. Its weaknesses include the subordination

of the political system to the society, and thus, the preven-

tion of long range goals and timely, effective political

action The history of these countries, their political

culture, and political socialization make it unlikely that

they will become either unstable or rapidly more alike.50

American and Soviet systems are both changing spontane-

ously and through purposeful acts.51 Huntington states that

social pressure from below and fragmented elite support from

the top are necessary to have even the preconditions for sig-

nificant political liberalization. At such a point there might

be some spontaneous change, but threats against stability most

often must be handled through some form of purposefully directed

48 Ibid., p. 409. 4 9Ibid. 50Ibid., pp. 419-436.

51Ibid., p. 419.
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action, either to repress or reform the situation. The

cultural, social, historical, and traditional forces which

influence a political system are combined with its own "staying

power" to influence further economic and social change.52

Those who would see a convergence between the U.S.S.R. and

the United States are seen by Huntington in P2flic mPnr:
m..A./ma.a... as relying too heavily on a direct causal
relationship between economics and politics at the expense of

the other variables involved. The distinct probability that

out of such diverse experiences will arise novel political

systems is often ignored, he concludes.

Huntington reasons that the resulting nature of changes

which are accomplished must also be placed in their own setting.

He deduces that political change within the U.S.S4 R. may be-

come more institutionalized but not necessarily more democratic.

He thinks economic improvement may enhance or detract from

their stbilty, depending on whether the gap between their

relative affluence and the absolute affluence of the leading

nation is reduced or overcome or grows. Huntington sees af-

fluence as creating conformity and interdependence and improving

social control, Yet, it is possible it might stimulate even

more demands which the government would be unable to meet,

In this chapter several of the factors involved in politi-

cal change have been presented. The different patterns of

conflict and change have been explored through the relationships

52 1bid., p. 421.
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of the military, domestic forces, governmental structure,

power of decision-makers, and the individual character of

the country. Using these relationships as a base, Huntington

constructed a causal relationship for political stability,

the most notable additions being the pressure of modernization

on political participation and institutionalization. This

synthesis is explored in the following chapter.



CHAPTER III

A CAUSAL RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN POLITICAL PARTICIPATION

AND INSTITUTIONALIZATION

In continuing to trace the evolution of Huntington's

thought on political stability and violence this chapter will

detail the construction by Huntington of a causal relationship

showing first, the workings of participation and institutions

within the realm of modernization and secondly, the projec-

tions of these relationships for the future. By tieing the

past experiences of modernization in the developed countries

with those which are presently modernizing, it is hoped a

broad, general pattern for modernization can be recognized,

A Theory of Stability and Modernization

In Political Order in Changing Sgcieties, Huntington

relates his concern for the value of stability, while postu-

lating what he considers to be the primary causal relationship

for stability. Modernization is seen as a complex process

which involves "changes in all areas of human thought and

activity." 2 It is an identifiable and separate phenomenon

from traditional life and society.

lSamuel P. Huntington, ?olitical Order in Changing
gcIeies (New Haven, 1968),

2Ibid., p. 32.
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Modern men believe in the desirability of change (for

the better) and in their ability to make such changes. The

traditional man saw himself as unable to affect a change and

"expected continuity in nature and society. "3  Modernization

brings an expansion of knowledge, a diversifying and growing

economy, and a "fundamental shift in values, attitudes, and

expectations" leading to new social roles,. Social mobiliza-

tion brings changes in aspirations, while economic development

brings changes in capabilities. Both strongly affect politi-

cal modernization.

Huntington characterizes political modernization as the

rationalization of authority, differentiation of political

functions and structures, and increased participation by

social groups. "Modernization in practice always involves

change in and usually disintegration of a traditional politi-

cal system, but it does not necessarily involve significant

movement towards a modern political system...5

Although social and economic modernization have taken

place only sparingly in Asia, Africa, and Latin America,

Huntington concludes that political modernization has lagged

even further. It is this lack of political growth which in-

terests Huntington.

In politicall rder in Changing Societies , Huntington is

concerned not with the form of government but the degree of

government and the goal of political order. However, his at-

tention is rapidly turned to political stability which he

3lbid. 4 Ibid., PP. 32-33. 51bid., p. 35.
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confuses with political order. Stability is considered to be

the result of the relation between political institutions and

social mobilization and is recognized by the lack of violence,

corruption, and disrupting events,6 whereas political order is

measured by the authority, effectiveness, and legitimacy of

government

In Huntington's use of the concept of stability for

order, there appears an inconsistency in his analysis. If

for a moment his definition and concern for order as authority,

effectiveness, and legitimacy are considered valid, even if

somewhat ethnocentric in conception, his concern for the goal

of political order is immediately confused with the goal of

stability. (absence of anomic events). This is seen later in

the construction of equations concerned with stability-instability,

not order-disorder, Huntington implies through his new goal

of stability the validity of repression or coercion (govern-

mental violence) to retard social mobilization and participation

when it has, in his opinion, become anomic. This is a rough-

shod type of legitimacy and authority which many consider

invalid for many cultures and systems of values, and which is

not implied in Huntington's own somewhat culture-bound defi-

nition of political order. His definition of political order

is not applicable to all cultures and nations which are coh-

sidered orderly, as judged through the absence of disorder.

6 Ibid., viii. 71bido, p. 4.
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Huntington, however, is by definition not judging the ab-

sence of disorder, but the presence of authority, effectiveness,

and legitimacy. His definition of order is inoperable and,

thus, leads to confusion with stability, since he. tries to

equate the absence of disorder and instability with his defi-

nition of political order.

His work is still useful if recognized as a. study in

stability, not his ethnocentric and unique definition of po

litical order. Orderliness (absence of disorder which is the

easiest observable measure and one which most people apply to

operationalize the concept of order) and stability are often

rightfully equated. It is Huntington's use of culture-bound

standards which creates the false distinction for order and

stability within political systems.

Huntington contends that violence and instability are

the result of rapid social change, and the mobilization of

new groups into politics, coupled with the retarded develop-

ment of political institutions Social and economic change

bring greater political consciousness, demands, and partici-

pation, yet, economic development, social reforms, and political

stability are independent of each other.9

Political institutions emerge historically out of con-

flicts within society of social forces. Institutions are

constructed from and give value and stability to the procedures

8Ibid. 9Ibid.. pp. 5-6.
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and organizations which develop to handle these conflicts.10

These institutions are judged by four criteria set Up by

Huntington to measure the effectiveness of assimilating the

participation of new social forces in politics. First,

adaptability-rigidity is the measure of the ability of the

organization or procedure to adapt to handle new needs.

Second, complexity-simplicity is the measure of how compli-

cated the institution is for the purpose of having multiple

subunits which better secure the loyalty of the members and

reduce the importance of each functional subunit for its ex-

istence. Third, autonomy-subordination is the measure of the

insulation of the organization from non-political forces.

Fourth, coherence-disunity is the measure of the consensus

on purpose role. Stability is associated with increasing de-

grees of adaptability, complexity, autonomy, and coherence.

Huntington believes that the rate of modernization has

increased recently, and that this accounts for the increase in

incidences of instability or political decay.11 Social mobili-

zation has been more rapid, and the political institutions have

been unable to keep up with the demands ,of these new social

forces, thus resulting in political decay. The crises which

face these newly modernizing societies have been compressed

into a few years instead of occurring sequentially over a few

centuries. The resulting breakdown in stability is due to the

overloading of the institutions of government.

10Ibid., p. 11. lIbid., p. 46.
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Huntington concludes that social mobilization and eco-

nomic development both increase the aspirations of the people.

The gap which develops between what is expected and what is

available often leads to frustration which erupts in violence.

This occurs when increased participation overloads the capa-

bilities of the existing institutions to assimilate and inte-

grate new social forces. The gap between social mobility and

economic development is correlated with instability since eco-

nomic development is increasing inequality at a time when

social mobility is decreasing the legitimacy of that in-

equality.12 Huntington uses three equations to show these

relationships.13

(1) Sgcial Mbkilization Social frustration
Economic development

(2) OCial frustrgtipon =Political participation
Mobility opportunities

(3) Politigal DarticAjjgPins
Political institutionalization Political instability

Huntington determines that corruption and violence are

caused by weak institutions and are the resulting ways in

which people participate in the political system. Violence

is usually associated by its disciples with the perceived

public good. Corruption, on the other hand, is associated

with personal gains and is less dangerous for the system. He

contends that corruption, as does reform, reduces the pressures

Ibid, p. 58. Ibid., p. 55.
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for violence. If one cannot find his way into the system at

all, then he will use violence to assert his interests. How-

ever, even then "popular participation in politics does not

necessarily mean popular control. 14

Stability and Modernizations The European

and American Models

In exploring specific cases of modernization, Huntington

has determined that the process of modernization occurred in

different ways in Europe and America. The United States

pioneered in mass political participation as Europe was leading

the way in rationalization of authority and differentiation

of structure. Huntington postulates from these examples that

modernization of governmental institutions and expansion of

participation may be inversely related.

He observes that the modernization of government in

Europe became synonymous with centralization and simplifi-

cation. In the United States, the institutions did not change

and were lifted virtually intact from the sixteenth century

English constitutional form of the Tudors,.15  Thus, the Ameri-

can form was never underdeveloped but never entirely "modern"

either.16 In the European pattern, Huntington states that the

rationalization of authority and centralization of power was

accompanied by functional differentiation and more specialized

institutions,. This was the result of the increasing demands

14Ibid,, p. 89. 15 ibid., p. 96. 16ibid., p. 98.



34

and complexity of society. However, the dispersion of func-

tions caused inequalities of power to rise among the insti-

tutions, In the American Tudor form, functional differentiation

did not progress, and the result was a more equitable power

distribution among the institutions. A single institution

had many functions, and one function was spread among several

institutions, Some would charge, however, that the effect of

the dispersion was inefficiency,

Huntington states that in Europe, opposition to moderni-

zation from segments within society forced the modernization

of the political system which could then control and modernize

the nation. He observes that the threat of war had brought

about military competition in the late sixteenth and early

seventeenth century, and the modernization of society was

needed to support this mobilization. In the, United States,

the ease of modernizing the society precluded the moderniza-

tion of the political system. The expanding. American political

participation was accomodated by the complex and numerous

channels open in local, state, and national governments. The

European model had seen the expansion of .suffrage for one in-

stitution given to all classes. In America, suffrage was ex-

tended for the one class in society to all institutions,?

This comparison of Europe with America hinted at the

differences which each country's pattern of modernization

produced. The small differences in form and degree in two

17Ibid., p. 128.
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such culturally similar regions points to the possibilities

which might result for various cultures with different his-

tories and at different times. Perhaps Huntington's condemna-

tion of the rate and form of modernization within Asia, Africa,

and Latin America is ethnocentric and blind to these potential

differences.

Huntington concedes that modernity may differ in degree

for different aspects of societyO but fails to extrapolate

to potential greater differences between societies. These

differences are enhanced by the diverse but ever present

mixing of tradition and modernity. His earlier statements

on the absolute differences of tradition andmodernity seem

somewhat contradictory in this light. It is vividly seen

that change in some areas makes change in others either im-

possible or unnecessary. Therefore, a multilinear approach

would be highly significant for application to the present

wide range of systems.19

American society progressed, without the need for govern-

mental interference, by a public consensus which was absent

in Europe. The United States had a "new society" but an "old

state" at its inception, and had no need for a powerful

18 Ibid.,p. 132.

19See Dankwart A. Rustow, "Communism and Change," Qhgngt
in ComMunit jSystes, edited by Chalmers Johnson (Stanford,
California, 1970).
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20
government to remake its society. Old societies have gaps,

economic and social, which must be reconciled before they

reach modernity. In the United States, continuity and sta-

bility in government has permitted rapid social change which

has encouraged further continuity and stability. Huntington

feels that the relation between polity and society may be

more of a dialectic than complementary one, ,

The American political ideals of elections, democracy,

representative government, pluralism, and constitutionalism

as goals for rapidly modernizing countries clash head on with

the American social ideals of modernization, reform, social

welfare, equitable distribution of wealth, and development of

21middle class. In that political form, modernizing govern-

ments are too weak to incorporate desired social goals. To

bring about the desired social changes, Huntington identified

two methods which would result in the necessary accumulation

and concentration of power a first, a violent revolution

which is very costly, or second, a single, hierarchical, mass

party which could bring the needed authorityto government.

He deduces that democracy requires political pluralism and the

preservation of traditional society. Thus, in many, if not

most instances, the choice is either political modernization

or democratic pluralism. This choice seems rather rigid as

2023Huntington, 0li0i Siraerein Chanaineies,
p. 335.

21Ibid., p. 136.
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do his proposed methods of gaining authority. Surely within

differing contexts and societies, other methods, even if

combinations of the two, would be possible and probable.

The American Tudor example has shown that modernization

and democracy can work together, but the costs may be pro-

hibitive for others.22 Huntington feels that it is possible

that as a society becomes more modern, the need for a politi-

cal system to push modernization may disappear, and it may

begin to take on some American characteristics. However,

this more likely may mean simply a slowing of their rate of

change rather than abandonment of local characteristics.

Regardless of place, history, or time, political systems

must be able to meet certain functional criteria to remaih

stable according to Huntington. He contends that

. . . a political system must be able, first to
innovate policy, that is, to promote social and
economic reform by state action. Reform in this
context usually means the changing of traditional
values and behavior patterns, the expansion of
communications and education, the broadening of
loyalties from family, village, and tribe to nation,
the secularization of public lifetthe rationali-
zation of authority structures, the promotion of
functionally specific organizations, the substitu-
tion of achievement criteria for ascriptive ones,
and the furthering of a more equitable distribution
of material and symbolic resources. A second re-
quirement for a political system is the ability to
assimilate successfully into the system, the social
forces produced by modernization and achieving a
new social consciousness as a result of moderni-
zation. In due course, these social groups demand

22.The American experience has also included inefficiency
and slavery.
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participation in the political system, and the
system either provides for this participation in
ways harmonious withthe continued existence of the
system, or it alienates the groups from the system
and produces overt or covert civil strife and se-
cession,23

According to Huntington, policy innovations are maxi-

mized (initiation and acceptance) when governmental power is

not too diffused or concentrated, That the frequency of policy

proposals varies directly with the dispersion of power, and

the rate of acceptances varies inversely with the dispersion

is adopted by Huntington. Thus, where power is concentrated

there will be few proposals but a relatively high rate of

adoptions.

Huntington feels that the first modernizing countries

needed diffused power in order to receive the necessary in-

puts from social forces. However, he contends that the later

modernizing countries need concentrated power. Usually, in a

later modernizing country, a few groups have been exposed to

modern outside ways and can provide sufficient input on needs,

but the older the society the more numerous the gaps between

the traditional classes and groups. To be bridged these gaps

require the strength of centralized power.

Modernization results in new distributions of power and

expanding group consciousness which must be assimilated into

the political system in order to maintain the necessary level

2323Huntington, JolitIaal Orde an hanint inJed a,
p. 140.
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of power to make reforms.24 Huntington perceives that this

dual need of concentration and expansion is the dilemma which

traditional leaders face in a modernizing system. The tra-

ditional monarch has the necessary concentration of power to

make changes, but it is so centralized that assimilation of

new groups is impossible. The structures which will allow re-

form and individual mobility will not bear the weight of

liberty for groups. The more pluralistic and diffused the

power is in the traditional monarchy, then the easier it is

to adapt to increasing participation. Success depends on re-

forms, but survival depends on assimilation of the new social

forces brought to life by reforms,

Violence, the Military, and Reform

Huntington defines civic polities as those which have a

high ratio of institutionalization to participation. Prae-

torian polities have low institutionalization and high par-

ticipation. Praetorian societies are synonymous with

instability or political decay. He argues that the social

forces in such a society are highly politicized factions

which are not mediated or directed by the political institu-

tions. The failure to assimilate these social forces leaves

the government with fragmented power. Each group uses its own

means to power, and no consensus exists on the legitimacy of

25lbid., p. 142,
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methods of participation.25  As participation broadens, the

situation 4egenerates further with the conflict attracting

more groups and more radical shows of force. Violence becomes

the common form of participation to articulate interests and

26
assert claims upon the government. The gap between the in-

stitutions and participation continues to widen until the

"size, strength, and diversity of social forces" grows to the

point of making the conflict unbearable.27 At that point a

civil war, revolution, or coup would normally occur.

This type of situation escalates through several stages,

although it can be resolved at any level of participation,

The praetorian oligarchy is the first level identified by

Huntington, and it is the struggle of personal and family

cliques. The next stage of broadening participation is the

radical praetorian struggle between institutional and occu-

pational groups. The last phase is the mass praetorian society

which includes conflicts between social classes and movements.

Huntington believes that as society changes so does the

role of the military, who are often looked upon as modernizers.

At the oligarchical stage the military usually assumes a radi-

cal reformist role. This progressive role changes to one of

participant and arbiter during the radical stage when the

middle class is most influential. At the mass praetorian

stage, the military becomes a conservative guardian picturing

itself in a nonpartisan purifying role.

251bid., p. 196. 26Ibid., p. 197. 27Ibid., p. 198,



Before the radical stage, the military often stages a

"breakthrough coup" from the oligarchical stage to the

28
radical, middle class dominated level. This coup requires

a coalition of support from most of the participants at the

time, which means its chances of success areslim if too many

diverse factions are participating. At the radical stage

the military is organized to govern when there is no one

else.29 If the political institutions become developed and

stable before, the move into the mass society, the military

may disappear from the scene and undertake a purely professional

military role.30

Huntington observes that whereas the military compro-

mises with the masses during the breakthrough coup, it resists

change and compromise when it observes the lower class starting

to gain political power through policy changes or elective

office. At this point the military may stage a "veto coup"

which prohibits the spectrum of participation from expanding

too fast.31

Huntington's classifications of the military's role seem

too rigid and culture-bound to handle widely diverse histories

of military participation and training, of varied civil-military

relations, and changing moods of the people from domestic and

international influences. It is another case where the fallacy

28Ibid., p. 232. 29Ibid., p. 217. 30 Ibid., p. 222.
31Ibid., p. 232.
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of an ultimate and static stage of modernity fails to take

into account any future changes in modern countries. Any

country could eventually experience political decay, but

Huntington implies it is reserved for those undergoing the

modernizing process. His conception of modernity as a final

stage which will produce no more dramatic changes leads to

this breakdown in logic.

Huntington believes that praetorian societies are caught

in a vicious circle, In a civic society, the sense of community

permits the development of political institutions which en-

hance the community spirit in return, In the praetorian

society, the lack of effective political institutions pro-

hibits the development of a sense of community, and the lack

of a sense of community prohibits the formation of institutions.

This praetorian pattern of action eventually becomes ingrained

in the culture and continues to repeat and amplify itself.32

Huntington's conception of modernization originally

seemed to infer that traditional systems were civic polities,

but he failed, in fact, to apply the civic-praetorian concept.

If the idea can be proposed that change in institutions and

participation did occur in traditional societies, then they

may just as likely have been praetorian polities. This pattern

may have become ingrained in the culture as well, if not in-

deed adapted to produce effective changes in the system through

violence and coups. The modernizing process may not, therefore,

32Ibid., p. 237.



have caused praetorian politics, and social and economic

modernization may still be undertaken, even if political

modernization is not. Huntington infers that sustained eco-

nomic and social growth is impossible without political

modernization. In fact, some political change of any type

may meet the necessary requisites in an ad hoc manner for

different cultures. Also, it must be pointed out that Hunt-

ington earlier postulated that economic, social, and political

development are independent of one another. Thus, any infer-

ence of the necessity of political modernization (itself

possibly culture bound) may be an ethnocentric view derived

from the European and American experience. Huntington values

stability (the absence of disruptive events ) for its effect

tiveness rather than its legitimacy. Yet, its effectiveness

and necessity for modernizing society must be questioned for

some systems and cultures,

The vicious circle of praetorianism should not be viewed

too rigidly. Indeed, the more complex the society the harder

it is to change from the praetorian type to the civic society.

However, Huntington feels that at each phase of development

different social groups and types of political leaders are

capable of making the change. Some would feel that the his-

tory, culture, and situation in the outside world also influence

these possibilities. At the oligarchical stage, it is the

aristocrats who can form a viable party system. At the radi-'

cal stage it is the military who can produce a civic society.

43
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Finally, the mass society depends on middle class revolution-

aries to bring political stability to an impotent and stagnant

society. Huntington concludes that at this stage "the truly

helpless society is not one threatened by revolution but one

incapable of it."33

Revolutions are violent domestic changes in the values

and myths of society1 social structure, political institutions,

leadership, and governmental activities and .policies. Hunt-

ington concludes that they occur when political development

and modernization lag behind social and economic development.

The capacity to absorb new groups is the deterrent of revolu-

tions, since the necessary preconditions for revolutions

appears to be the alienation of many groups.; The middle

class functions in much the same way as economic affluence

in the revolutionary scenario. A little of either one is

more likely to cause instability, whereas a lot of either one

is likely to enhance stability.

The, political function of Communism is to fill vacuums

of authority by forming political organizations which will

direct and manipulate the social forces# yet be independent

of their influence. Huntington feels it is not the dictator-

ship which brings stability to these systems but the institu-

tionalization. The appeal of Communism is only thwarted by

33 Ibid., p. 262. I34 bid., p. 264.
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the adaptability of institutions, He strongly feels that

American economic and social foreign aid was largely wasted

while the Soviets made great strides by helping to enhance

political organization and institutions. Whether either type

of intervention violates a country's right to self determination

is not addressed by Huntington.

"In no society do significant social, economic, or

political reforms take place without violence or the eminent

likelihood of violence."35  The reform which, brings or insures

civic peace is often spurred on by a trigger event which uses

or threatens violence. To be effective, violence must be

directed toward specific reform, If it is random and anomie,

then it only increases the pressure of the community for re"

pressionin order to restore public order and safety, It is

the shock effect, that some groups in society are willing to

go that far, that makes violence effective as a trigger event.

Although centralized governments can make quick reforms, the

speed or quality of such reforms may not guarantee stability.

Reforms may serve either as catalysts for increasing demands

or they may satisfy the needs and desires of those demanding

change. Huntington relates that this duality in thinking is

present in America. Domestic &oncessions to social groups

are called reform and enhance stability, while international

concessions to nations are called appeasement and only arouse

35Ibid., p. 357.



them to further demands. He feels gradual change may produce

either reaction.

Of all the social roles, the reformer faces the hardest

tasks. He must not only contend with thosn who say he is not

moving fast enough, but those who say he is moving too fast.36

The powerful and controlling groups in a traditional govern-

ment and society assume the equilibrium or balance of social

forces to be set and see no need for innovation or reform.

Disruptions are not viewed as signals for needed change. This

attitude of no desire for or possibility of change fits Hunt-

ington's view of traditional man. The presence of this type

in control of some modern societies raises the question of

the validity of Huntington's conception of the modernizing

process and modern political man and the progressiveness of

modern societies. It would appear that the modern society

becomes valued for itself rather than for what it can ac-

complish. Competition in the government seems to avoid stag-

nation by encouraging innovation and input for policy. A lack

of competition in closed or open societies indicates a possi-

ble slowing of the modernizing process if the importance of

political adaptation for the process is accepted.

I6id. ,ep. 344.
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Party Systems and Modernization

Huntington argues that the United States was the first

country to incorporate mass participation, but the last to

modernize its institutions, i.e., more centralized and direct

control. Its contribution to mass participation was the inno-

vation of the political party.37 Governments were stable

without political parties before the 1800's and popular partici-

pation, but as participation grew, so did the need to organize

and control it.38

Today, party systems in stable countries vary so much

in form and scope as to be similar only in name and effort to

organize and control mass participation, Traditional systems

were only concerned with the assimilation of individuals into

the system through ascription and later, achievement. Limited

factions, and cliques in traditional governments and societies

were prevalent but posed no problems that could not be handled

without a party system.

Parties are a modern invention for the organization of

mass participation. The party system is indicative of the

"logic of politics" but not necessarily "efficiency" in the

interaction of social forces with government. Huntington

feels they are needed in plural societies to integrate the

heterogeneous horizontal communal groups and the vertical

social and economic classes into a community. He states that

37Ibid., p. 130. 3 p38Ibid., lp.I *90.- 3Ibid.,0 p. 919



parties are not only novel but necessary to assimilate, by

organizing and structuring, the expanded participation which

follows modernization.

Parties play a secondary role in countries which have

had traditionally strong institutions but a primary role in

those which have not had a strong institutional bases

Huntington feels that parties are especially helpful in later

modernizing countries that face a rapid series of problems

rather than a sequential succession of problems over a longer

period of time as faced by the earlier modernizing countries.

Many sense that there may not be more problems today, but the

people are more aware of them and feel something can and

should be done about them. This author feels that the gap

which later modernizing countries perceive between their in-

creasing affluence and the absolute affluence of modern

countries causes greater desires and frustrations relative to

those earlier modernizers.

The party system is interested in expanding participation

as fast as it can, while still maintaining control, in order

to gather as much support from the masses as possible. 4

Parties require participation to be successful, and elections,

Huntington concludes, require parties to direct mass partici-

pation into electoral channels. Mobilization and organization

manufacture strong parties and higher voter turnout, which

reinforces the political system.

4 0Ibid., p. 399. oIlbid., p. 402.
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Parties must be strong to significantly help weak and

unstable governments which are characterized by "corruption

and administrative inefficiency, division, and susceptibility

to outside interference."42 Yet, a state without parties has

no institutional mechanism for sustaining, initiating, or ab-

sorbing change. Huntington quotes Duverger as saying that "a

regime without parties is of necessity a conservative regime."43

Thus, the stability of a modernizing regime depends on the

development of a strong party system which expands, directs,

and moderates participation so as not to disrupt the system.

Parties develop out of factions which are polarized by

events into a group which then expands its membership. The

expanded membership requires a tighter organization, which is

developed into an institution, and the party is born. Hunt-

ington measures the strength of a party by its ability to

outlive its founder, by its organizational complexity and

depth of support, and by the extent to which activists and

political candidates identify with the party or simply use it

to gain their personal goals.

To insure stability, a party must be capable of adapting

in order to facilitate the assimilation of new social forces.

42Ibid., p. 405.

4 3Samuel P. Huntington, oiitical frd4r in Changing
Soggjty (New Haven, 1968), p. 404, citing Maurice Duverger,
Political jartieg, p. 426.



50

This adaptability is measured roughly by the age of the

party.,4 Huntington feels that the stability of a system de-

pends more on this strength and adaptability than the number

of parties within the system. At a high level of modernization

any number of parties can be strong. At a low level of

modernization a one party system may have a strong or weak

party, while a multi-party system will almost always consist

of weak parties at this stage. Huntington feels that in the

long runma multi-party system, with one dominant party, or a

two party system will best be able to adapt and remain strong

while expressing the wishes of the people. This is attributed

to the high amounts of competition which are, inherent in these

two types. The one party system has no competition and the

multi-party system is so inflexible that little competition

exists. In a one party system, the party dominates the social

forces, while in a multi-party system, the social forces domi-

nate the parties,

In modernizing states the one party system seems to be

more stable at first than other types. One party system

stability seems to be directly related with the length, origin,

and difficulty of its struggle for existence.45 However,

Huntington states that continuing modernization brings more

problems to single party systems'. After its struggle is over,

4444Huntington, Pglitical Prder a hanging Societies,
p. 423.

4 5Ibid., p. 424.
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its reasonufor existence comes into question. The defeat of

its enemies, the consolidation of power, and an ideological

dead end leave it without any legitimacy. Its continued ex-

istence, in Huntington's opinion, rests in creating a rivalry

between the party and state bureaucracy, much like that which

exists between a legislative and an executive branch. The

one party system, otherwise, becomes less sensitive to the

needs of expanding and organizing participation because it is

less complex than other systems and has fewer channels for as-

similating new social forces. If the single, party system

cannot assimilate new forces then it ceases to exist or exists

solely through the use of coercion. Often it consciously re-

fuses to assimilate new forces for fear of weakening unity,

discipline, and elan.

To many it would seem that the one party system remains

stable not because of legitimacy, effectiveness or authority,

but because of coercion. Huntington in one of his earlier

works concluded that coercion would create even worse violence

eventually, but he fails to address this use of infrequent

coercion. This amount would in fact be closer to reality,

since no regime is totally coercive on all points, nor do they

need to be to remain in power. The amount varies with the

system, culture, history, and situation. As a means to sta-

bility it is valid, yet it is not a working part of his

definition of political order.
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Huntington concludes that party competition is justi-

fiable not only in terms of "democracy, responsible government,

and majority role," but also in its value to stability.46 The

dominant multi-party system encourages new demands to be ex-

pressed through minority parties, which if popular and suc-

cessful, are adopted by the dominant party. The two party

system expresses the demands of the people more efficiently

and exerts more pressure for expanded participation, but may

create a backlash for modernization and unity such as found

in veto coups. Institutionalization is accomplished most

effectively by the two party system, which moderates polari-

zation by assimilating many social forces and achieving a

social balance.

Organization is essential for political stability and

"either the established elites compete among themselves to

organize the masses through the existing political system, or

dissident elites organize them to overthrow that system."4

Huntington concludes that power and authority can only be

temporarily held by charisma or coercion. Traditional insti-

tutions and authorities are neutralized by social and economic

modernization which expand political consciousness and mobili-

zation. These forces create the needs for new patterns of

government without necessarily providing for the construction

46Ibid., p. 429. ' 7Ibid., p. 514.
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of such. Political modernization results in the creation and

institutionalization of these new public interests,

Huntington further considers one party systems in

Authoritgrin Jolijti ina4derni Society. He observes that

one party systems are the princJipal form for modern authori-

tarianism. He attributes the formation of party systems to

the patterns of division and unity among the social forces

within a. society. A one party system results when society

is bifurcated over social questions or there are numerous in-

tense divisions. As the stability of the old regime is neu-

tralized, the participation in the struggle increases with a

resulting increase in polarization. In the past such splits

led to territorial secession. In recent years, such splits

led to the formation of an ideology for political mobilization,

discipline, and organization. Through violence and struggle

a one party system is established and the necessity of conflict

between the old and modern forftr is recognized and accepted.

The counter-revolutionary forces are eventually either re-

pressed or wiped out by the victorious revolutionaries.

The struggle usually begins with the confrontation of

traditional authority by the more highly mobilized forces of

modernization. Huntington adds that a strong one party sys-

tema is tilikely in a backward society where no groups are

48Samuel P. Huntington and Clement H. Moore, editors,
anPla dR Society (New York, 1970).
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mobilized or in an advanced society where usually several

groups are mobilized.

Huntington observes that the maintenance of party

legitimacy sets the boundaries for orthodox dissent. Pro-

cedures are set up which discourage dissent against the

system other than "in-house" debates. "Political stability

is measured by the degree which the system possesses the ins

stitutional channels for transforming dissenters into partici-

49pants." After its institutionalization, the party will

become valued for what it is and legitimized by its structure

rather than by what it accomplishes. He implies that by

slowing down pressures for change and repressing dissent the

one party system can maintain its hold on power. The party

organization and party politics will still exist, but there

will be a diffusion of power and establishment of separate

and autonomous groups in certain fields.50 The danger of

stagnation will increase as the only input becomes that of

the intellectuals and leaders. The ideology of a single

party system inhibits the flexibility which electoral systems

have in facing new problems. Therefore, when faced with a

crisis over legitimacy, it will probably become more

49Samuel P. Huntington, "Social and Institutional Dy-
namics of One-Party Systems," Athoritarian Politics in Modern
Sgriety (New Ybrk, 1970).

50Huntington and Moore, AtIShrarian Plitics i Mgder
Society, p. 514.
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authoritarian rather than democratic.51  This type of system

will be sufficient if only a "functional division of political

labor" is needed without innovative input.52

Implications of the Participation-Institution Model

Concentrating mainly on the United States in "Postindus"

trial Politics: How Benign Will It Be?",53 Huntington ex

plores the political ramifications of society in which the

economy is dominated by the service sector, white collar

workers, and technology as opposed to capital and material

production. The projected cultural aspects would include

widespread affluence, higher education of the public, and new

values reflecting an emphasis on the quality of life as op-

posed to the work ethic. From these proposed economic and

cultural characteristics, he tries to envision the political

characteristics of the coming age.

His, analysis weighs three different approaches to the

problem of projection into the future. The deductive approach

assumes a close correlation between politics and the rest of

society, and it is assumed that the political aspects of a

future society can be deduced from the projected social, eco-

nomic, and cultural trends. The second approach considers the

United States to be already progressing from the industrial

51ibid., p. 51?. 52Ibid,

53Samuel P. Huntington, "Postindutrial Politics. How
Benign Will It Be?", goMprjytive frlitisa VI (January, 1974),
163-191.
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to the postindustrial stage and would just project the current

trends into the future. The analogic approach assumes that

the transition from the industrial to postindustrial stage

will be analogous with the move from the agrarian to indus-

trial stage.

The transition from agrarian or traditional to industrial

or modern society has been explained mainly through three con-

cepts which Huntington compares for their usefulness in

explaining postindustrial development. First, the level of

development concept has postulated that political development

is correlated with socio-economic development. Huntington

feels the weakness of this proposition would make it the

least helpful. Second, the starting point concept proposes

that the traditional society from which the industrial and

postindustrial society emerge will continue to determine the

shape of the political systems. Third, the transitional pro-

cess from one stage to the other decides the nature of the

resulting political system. Huntington feels that this is

the most useful of these approaches.

The faults with the transitional approach lay in its

reliance on the concept of thresholds where drastic changes

occur in a society which place it apart from the previous

54society or system. At the moment, it is speculation as to

the turning points for the next stage which, when passed,

54Ibid., p. 168.
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will have repercussions for other segments of society. Hunt-

ington proposes that when society passes the fifty per cent

mark for white collar workers, suburban population, and for

college-age people in college, then postindustrial society

will be upon us.

The models which result from deductionand projection

of the current directions of society predict a more rationalized

and bureaucratic form of politics for postindustrial society.55

Political divisions and conflicts over resources for the

social welfare of the nation would be lessened. However,

the analogic model presents a very different picture, It

foretells a society with "increasing socio-economic dislocation,

frustrated expectations, intensifying conflicts, disorder,

and violence.. 56

Huntington points out four areas where important changes

may occur. First, political participation might be expanded.

This would be coupled with the decline of political parties

which would be replaced by community and job oriented groups.

The capacity of the political system could be strained in

trying to reach decisions since innovation would be harder

with increased participation and political organizations

would be too fragmented to help. The resulting gap between

expectations and results could lend a frustrated and prae-

torian cast to society,

55Ibid., p. 189. 561bid.0
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Second, group cleavages might result between the de-

clining social forces, the blue collar workers and urban

dwellers, and the rising social forces, the white collar

and suburban interests.,. Gains and losses would be measured

by "social status, economic position, and numerical strength,

absolutely and relatively."57 Disputes. could also rise with-

in the declining forces between blue collar workers and inner

city blacks, and within the rising forces between the public

and private sectors of white collar workers over quality of

pay.

Third, institutional cleavages might arise between the

executive bureaucracy and the mass media. This would over-

shadow the further domination of legislative by the executive

branch. At times the "political leadership" may be drawn in

as a third party participant.58

Fourth, a change in political values and ideology might

occur. These "postbourgeois values, middle-class radicalism,

counterculture, and general mental outlook" would present

opposition to the government from the key resources in society,

that is the young and the educated.59

The changes in postindustrial society will require "more

effective" and "more authoritative" decision-making on the

part of the government,60 "Social cohesiveness and institu-

tional adaptability" will be put under stress from the changes

57Kbid., p. 178. 58Ibid.. pp. 183-84

591bid., p. 188. 6oIbid., p. 190.
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CS061,
in society and politics. The changes discussed, Huntington

points out, are speculations based on what the future may be

like, and they may not be as drastic as first perceived,

since some trends already seem to be slowing or reversing

themselves, It is noteworthy, however, that many of the

cultural and system variables have in effect been factored

out by Huntington by studying the United States as a single

case, and their effect could be greatly different for other

societies.

This chapter has presented an overview of the basic re-

lationships which underlie the theoretical scheme proposed by

Huntington. The different patterns which can emerge out of

these relationships have been shown for modern as well as

modernizing countries. These patterns have been projected

into the future and their implications and emphases stressed,

In addition, this chapter has presented a contrasting back-

ground upon which to more critically analyze Huntington's

scheme and conception of political order and modernization

in the next section.

61Ibid.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS AND CRITIQUE

In this chapter an analysis and critique of Huntington's

works and theoretical scheme will be undertaken. The emphasis

will be upon the methodology, assumptions, and perceptions of

Huntington which produced his conclusions. Huntington's

later reassessment of his theory along with his conception

of modernization will be studied further for their impli-

cations. The latter part of the chapter will address the

substantive matters of political stability and violence and

the relationships between them.

Some Methodological Problems

Huntington's theory of stability and change is incon-

sistent with certain criteria for the long road to theory.

His equations are parsimonious but applied at a level which

is too general and broad. The relationship between institu-

tionalization and participation is applicable to many levels

of society.1 At the lower levels, the number of intervening

variables is relatively limited in comparison to the number

and complexity of those at the national level. An application

within a system does not have to be concerned with such things

1Samuel P. Huntington, "The Change to Change: Moderni-
zation, Development, and Polities," Ogmprative Politics, III
(April, 1971), 315.
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as cultural and historical roots. An appropriate example of

the situation would be the comparison of local school boards

within a nation as opposed to the comparison of national

governments, Huntington's error is in trying to operationalize

his theory at the national or whole system level. To be of

utility, theories must be testable. At the national or system

level, there are too .many variables and too many unique inter-

vening variables for each country to take into consideration

in order to perform a valid test.

To be tested, a theoretical scheme's variables must be

quantified to facilitate comparison. Often these variables

are in such a form as to make their measurement impossible

without finding an indicator which will represent or be corre-

lated with the variable, In testing theories across systems,

it is often hard to establish an equivalence between variables

and indicators for the different systems because of the dif-

ferences in culture, history, and form of government, to name

only a few. At the system level not only is there the in-

creasing chance of intervening variables, but the measurement

of these variables also becomes more difficult, The long

road to theory is a call for the formulation of parsimonious

theory, which can be made more general through the collection

of additional data.2

2See Przeworski and Teune, Lgic of Comparative Saogifl
Inajj=y (New York, 1970).
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The state. of the discipline and its data gathering

techniques makes the accurate testing of Huntington's theory

across systems nearly impossible. At the moment it would be

nearly impossible to establish equivalent indicators for whole

systems. Almost all of the systems would have to be surveyed

in order to gather a representative sampling, and the time

period under consideration by Huntington, i.e. modernizing,

has passed or not occurred in many countries. Additionally,

the number of cases must be greater than, the number of variables

in the test in order to obtain relevant and useful results,

Even after establishing equivalence for the indicators for

the systems under consideration, the task of gathering as

much data as would be necessary is staggering in volume alone.

Add to this, the necessity of collecting the data at a time

when strife is present and the government under attack in

some nations, and the job becomes even greater.

A criticism of Huntington is his neglect in describing

how to operationalize his variables although this is a criti-

cism which could be leveled at others who devise theoretical

schemes such as Apter, Deutsch, Riggs, and-others. Huntington

attempts to a degree but fails to operationalize the concepts

of institutionalization (adaptability-rigidity, complexity-

simplicity, coherence-disunity, autonomy-subordination), social

frustration, nonpolitical mobility opportunities, group con-

sciousness or social mobilization, and political order

(authority, effectiveness, legitimacy). He also fails to
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operationalize other minor concepts such as civic and prae-

torian societies (ratio of participation with institutions),

levels of participation (aristocratic, oligarchical, radical,

mass) and political parties (factionalization, polarization,

expanded participation, institutionalization). All of this

would seem to indicate, however, that some of his variables

may be nearly impossible to operationalize., By not opera-

tionalizing these concepts, it becomes impossible to measure

the attributes necessary to establish thresholds for stability

or instability. He is relying solely on his judgement of

events which indicate the stability and character of political

systems. This type of personal yardstick defies accurate

testing and replication of the standards of judgment.

In not being able to test his propositions, it is im-

possible to either prove or falsify his theory. This results

in it being of little utility in furtheringthe knowledge,

not only of institutions and participation and stability, but

all the other related variables. The failure to operationalize

his theory (at the level he prefers) leaves-the discipline

with little contribution. If the indicators are not known,

then the collection of relevant data is impossible. This

leaves only intuitive, qualitative observations3 or, at best,

the random, inductively acquired quantified data.

3See Ralph K. Huitt and Robert L. Peabody, ongres3
2X2 PDegadts Anamlyllil(New York, 1967), pp. 10-13.
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Without hard data to guide theory building, the researcher

is greatly handicapped. He is dependent on assumed relations

gathered by observations which are untestable and somewhat

intuitive or on data which is randomly gathered without the

accuracy and dependability which theoretical guidelines would

provide for its collection.4  This is not to judge at this

point whether Huntington was able to construct a logical

theory using these methods, but whether the resulting scheme

is testable, which it is not. The discipline simply has not

developed techniques which can measure whole system variables.

The technique of intuitive theory building based on

qualitative observations has produced a dilemma for Huntington.

He has produced definitions which are logical in their broad

and superempirical construction but distinctly unrelated to

the real world. By necessity, theories are simplified abstrac-

tions of the real world, but in this case the theory has

rendered itself inoperative through its own definitions. This

is in specific reference to his concepts of modernization,

stability, and level of institutionalization (adaptability-

rigidity, complexity-simplicity, coherence-disunity, autonomy-

subordination).

He is contradicting common knowledge and logic in postu-

lating that the age and survival of an institution such as a

party or bureaucracy equate with the best qualities which he

Joseph La Palombara, "Macrotheories and Microapplications
in Comparative Politics," Compa, I (October,1968), 68, 76.
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ascribes to institutions. That adaptability should be measured

through age while survival is dependent on adaptability is a

tautology.5 He is also in a quandry because of a lack of

data to guide or to prove his contention.

One rough indicator which Huntington, suggests is that

an institution's age should show its adaptability, complexity,

coherence, and autonomy. While in most observer's minds,

whose opinion is as good as Huntington's in the case of no

data, the age of an institution might more quickly bring to

mind the qualities of a subordinate agency which is simple,

rigid, and not unified but kept in business, despite its in-

effectiveness by political patronage. This is an extreme

example but it points out the poorness of the indicator and

the inoperability of his institutional standards.

The above example also suggests that some of the four

qualities are weak if not completely absent from a relationship

with stability. If political decay does occur, then according

to Huntington, it is because the institutions are in many as-

pects like this latter type, The contradiction is that many

bureaucracies are indeed more like the latter type and the

countries are still stable. One must then look outside of

his theory for other variables to provide an explanation for

stability. The stability of government and the age of the

5 Lawrence C. Mayer, g&Plratjm. Political I
(Homewood, Illinois, 1972), p. 22.
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institutions might indeed be more related with the ability to

keep expanding the institutions when new functions arise

rather than the evolutionary characteristics which Huntington

ascribes to all long lived institutions. If other indicators

were provided perhaps this could be uncovered and, thus, en-

hance the state of the discipline. The example above is not

provable without data, but the indicator which was provided

enables ,a rough test which points the way for further re-

finement. Without indicators to operationalize the variables,

accuracy is impossible, but without data it is also impossible

to cross check indicators for their own accuracy in what they

represent.

Without data it is hard to build concise theory and im-

possible to test. Without testing little progress will likely

be made in building better theory, and relevant data is hard

to gather without a theoretical scheme to guide its collection,

At the moment the only data which can be easily and accurately

gathered is within systems or is subnational data which allows

many of the intervening variables to be held constant. Thus,

it is only logical that theory begin at this lower and simpler

level which is presently manageable.

The construction of limited theories would furnish the

beginnings of a paradigm which could be solidified with more

testing. The agreement on a paradigm would provide common

categories for the collection and organization of data as well

as the criteria of relevance for data gathering. By limiting
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the scope of problems to be handled to those which are presently

manageable, the paradigm would allow the testing to the limits

of those basic prepositions which have been accepted as truths.

This building process would greatly accelerate progress within

the disicipline.

For a paradigm to be solidified, theories must be tested,

and this can be accomplished only through operationalizing the

variables. Przeworski and Teune conclude that there needs to

be a shift in emphasis from data to theory.6  This would mean

the exchange of results on theoretical problems and findings

rather than the exchanging of data. Common indicators across

different systems are highly unlikely to occur, therefore, the

common ground of research must be the "replicative testing of

the same theories in varying social contexts" rather than the

exchange of data which is of doubtful equivalence.7

A Reassessment of Huntington's Development of the

Concept of Modernization and Its Implications

Earlier, Huntington seems guilty, to a degree, of a type

of determinism.8  There is an implication of a movement from

tradition to modernity throughout his works. It is not eco-

nomic determinism nor a unilinear assumption of development.

His works seem simply to assume that there is a progressive

6Przeworski and Teune, p. 132.

7Ibid., p. 134.

8 Mayer. Q r aive gjlitig Inuir.y, p. 263.
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movement from one vague stage to another. It is this vagueness

of where tradition ends and modernity begins that belies the

impossibility of assigning thresholds to these concepts. With-

out that type of specificity, they are of little use in

comparative theory.

His determinism is not as rigid as it could be. The

idea of political decay somewhat refutes the concept of a

steady movement, but he treats cases of decay as only small

setbacks which are attributable to the pressures of too rapid

modernization. A degree of stability which is necessary for

one system, however, may differ or change at different times

and rates for different cultures, systems, or levels of growth

and modernization, and thus, make some decay inconsequential.

Huntington points out many of the fallacies, ambiguities,

and contradictions in the concept of modernization in "The

Change to Change."9 He earlier states that political par-

ticipation is due to the forces of the process of modernization

while institutionalization is derived from the traditional

political system as well as certain types of leadership and
1A

conflicts.10  He attacks these concepts andithe meaning and

usefulness of the concepts of modernity and tradition. He

had treated modernity and tradition as a great dichotomy

which he admits was not the case. His thinking that all that

9Huntington, "The Change to Change," pp. 283-322.

10Ibid,, p. 315.
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was in the past was tradition and all that was present was

modernity ignored any dynamic or growth possibilities for

past or future society.11 That which was modern was very

specified. While the past was treated with the same ana-

lytical regard, it was never clearly defined and was left a

heterogeneous mass, It was so poorly conceptualized as to

be analytically worthless. The diversity and innovation

which had taken place in the past was disregarded by Hunting-

ton a# well as the possible diversity and innovation which

could take place in the future.

Huntington's causal relationships for stability were

not applicable to the future because of his conception of

modernity., Even if there was continuing progress it would

not necessarily have the same form or nature, any more than

the traditional forms were similar with those of today, The

participation might not increase, and if it did, it might

not be from the normal forces of modernization (social and

economic development). The modernization concept was too

static to be of use in the future since it denied that sub-

stantial change was possible.

Huntington also conceded that the concept treated all

modern things as virtuous, and in addition, often confused

what was Western with modernity.12 The concept of self

government and participation are not universally accepted

11Ibid., p. 294.

1 2 Mayer. MaraiegaiticA1 inaIr, p. 2581 Hunting-
ton, "The Change to Change," 294.



values or goals. They, however, were integral motivational

variables in Huntington's causal equations. Men do not have

to use the same methods or forms of government or have the

same degree of government in order to accomplish similar

goals, if they even desire the same goals. Goals are directly

related to values which are the distinctive variables in

cultures.

Another fallacy which Huntington exposes is the fading

of tradition with the rise of modernity. Traditional society

often leads the way to changes and often modernity may re-

vive or renew some traditional aspects. The concept of

modernization is more concerned with the direction of change

rather than the sources and patterns (scope, rate, timing,

methods) and objects of change.13 He feels that there is a

need for the explanation of transitional societies, but that

is exactly where the modernity concept failed. Huntington

eventually finds that "not only do modern societies incor-

porate many traditional elements, but traditional societies

often have many universalistic, achievement oriented, bureau-

cratic characteristics which are normally thought of as modern.lk

Change should be viewed as multilinear.15 Modernization

may take place in one sphere of society without affecting or

13Huntington, "The Change to Change," p. 297.

14Ibid., p. 297.

15Dankwart A. Rustow, "Communiam and Change," Q1agt in
Qjmunisjj Systems, edited by Chalmers Johnson (Stanford,
California, 1970), p. 353.

70



71

occurring in another segment. Fundamental changes which are

so radical that they affect other spheres16 could differ with

the history, culture, and situation of different societies.

Thus, in one system the socio-economic sphere may the the

predominant one, while in another, such as a Communist system,

the predominating variable could be the political sphere.

Huntington's assumption that modernization may occur in

different ways and have different effects leads to his argue

ment that it may be a "peculiarity of Western culture."1 7

Changes in other cultures could have varied effects and

causes. The differences as well as the similarities of sys-

tems must be compared. The convergence and homogeneous

arguments of modernization may be just the opposite of re-

ality.18

Assumptions about the timing and duration of moderni-

zation have also been question as to validity by Huntington.

This is especially possible since modernization and the re-

lated system wide indicators are so hard to test and validate.

He feels that the last countries to modernized can indeed

telescope the process and probably must not proceed through

the proposed succession of stages.19 They must accelerate

not only to catch up but to keep from falling behind as the

pace quickens throughout the world.

16Huntington, "The Change to Change," p. 297.

17Ibid. 18 Ibid., p. 298. 19lbidi
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Huntington argues that since modernization is measured

over centuries and is breaking new ground, it is impossible

to say whether this might be a cyclical phenomenon or whether

the end result will be as desirable as has been hoped. A

downward turn in progress, such as another Dark Ages, may

occur or civilization and humanity, as we respect it, may

become a mass society which is devoid of the intimate rela-

tions of the past.20

The hypothesis that the gap which results in a crisis of

government is caused from the push of modernization on as-

pirations and expectations coupled with the absence of eco-

nomic and mobility opportunities and adaptable political

institutions is put forward in fRlitigal Order ij.n Chanig
Societies. It is questioned by Huntington in "The Change to

Change." He admits that the push may come from sources other

than the modernizing process. These might include military

campaigns, economic problems, or resource shortages, The

change of emphasis from the direction of change to the objects

of change might be reflected by the extension of the two

original variables to more and different ones. Huntington

relates that this switch to political change involves studying

the components of the system, the rate, direction, and scope

of their changes, and the relations between changes in one

component and changes in the others. More use must be made

20 Ibid.



of multiple indicators to avoid biases in the ensuing cross

systemic studies.

The works of Huntington were improvements over the

static, formal-legalism of earlier studies, but the concept

of modernization led to an equilibrium influenced concern

over the end results of systems. It was realized that the

rate and scope of development or change could differ with

different cultures and countries. Although the history of

a nation would be important, the jump from a backward society

to a more modern one might hinge on something as unique as

natural resources were for the Middle East.

A change in the rate of advancement. must be considered

in the context of the past. Using the modernization concept

the stages are absolute and unchanging, which is a distortion

of reality. A flexible viewpoint must be kept since even the

indicators which are used to show change may be altered in

their meaningfulness as other aspects of society change.

Value and Ideological Judgments

The aspects of modernization which Huntington and others

used were geared to a concept of a final modern society, and

in Huntington's analysis of industrial and mass (modern)

society this held some very rigid implications. Among these

were the concepts of the usefulness of political parties and

other political institutions. The idea that modernization

means centralizing power for reforms and expanding the

73
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participation and power of the government may not hold true

for all societies and shows the way in which the concept of

modernization was culture bound. These concepts were not only

invalid for some societies but ambiguous when applied. One

party systems were considered stable at their inception with

increased participation, and yet, when coercion became neces-

sary for control of the society, Huntington stuck to the

necessity of the party system. Competition. was the key to

stability with multi-party or two party systems, but Hunt-

ington admits in "Postindustrial Politics, :How Benign Will

It Be?" that political parties are being replaced by other

associations and organizations which hold as much promise

for stability. Political parties are a parochial and ethno-

centric concept when viewed as necessary for modernization

or change.21

Institutional and organizational forms will have varied

consequences when applied to different cultures and societies.

No one variable or concept is going to have the same meaning

for all different cultures or societies. Even the value of

mass participation and self-government (which are not equal)

will differ in diverse settings. No one can predetermine the

needs, possibilities, or desires for mass participation in

the domestic affairs, much less the foreign affairs of different

nations, now or in the future. The form and function of all

21 Robert T. Holt and John E. Turner, Thj. ^Iitital Bapis21 Ig=mic Development (New York, 1966), p. 1'!.
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social action is not known since it must be postulated that

it will vary with the time and situation. This concept is

necessary in order to explain the vast differences between

today and ancient times. Those differences will surely con-

tinue to grow in the future. Cliques, factions, and the

masses have been present throughout time but their functions

and organizational techniques have changed and will continue

to do so.

Ideology is deterministic and usually revolves around

the prediction that a set of forces will inevitably proceed

toward a certain goal. Most often the future is dependent

on the development of one variable which will then affect

all of society. In the past, the variables were economic

(Marx), political (Lenin), religious, racial, or many others.

Although every ideology may be true at times, they are in-

evitably short-sighted in the long run.

The concept of modernization was also an ideology in

the sense of its application. Its teleological elements

postulate a process which was inavoidably pushing nations

toward some higher and better sodiety.2 Although details

varied with different scholars, the inevitability of movement

was always present. Many chdse democracy for this final goal

while others chose the eventual administration of things rather

than the governing of men. In Huntington's case, he spelled

22funtington, "The Change to Change," p. 314.
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out a process which was not as unilinear as others nor as

monocausal, but the value of his goal was still postulated

as the most desirable.

Huntington implied that eventually stability through

institutionalization and participation was to be the result

of all movement forward,2 3 He was not so deterministic as

not to allow for decay, but the process of modernization,

which was ever advancing, was supplying the impetus and was

the goal for those societies which were to move ahead.

Mobilization opportunities and adaptable institutions were

the intervening variables which were to determine stability,

and they were dependent on a reasonable rate of modernization

according to Huntington. It was a circular process which saw

the socio-economic changes from modernization create pressures

for political modernization which spurred the modernizing

process even more. If it became too rapid, mobility oppor-

tunities and institutions would be overwhelmed. It is impos-

sible to pick a point on the circle where the process began.

The dichotomy with tradition prohibited any? attempt to look

back to the roots of the change. All points on the circle

were the result of modernization and the disintegration of

traditional society.

This ideology assumed that there was only one set of de-

sirable goals and they were the Western ones (social mobility,

23See Mayer, CIntarativ2 Politcal Imuirx p. 491 MarkKesselman, "Order or Movement, The Literature of Political De-velopment as Ideology," World Politis, XXVI (October, 1973).



economic development, stability). It seemingly denied, how-

ever, the validity of political disruption,. in the face of a

controlled society, for the values of freedom of choice and

self-government. If social mobility and economic development

were continuing along with stability, then disruption was

considered anomic, even if the process was being made possible

through coercion. The new utopia was seen as modernizing

and stable, in spite of the possible absence of values which

many consider essential, Freedom of choice and self-government

are Western value judgments, but it is not argued that they

will not necessarily be there or that Huntington's value

judgments are not valid. It is to argue that what his sci-

entific theory is predicting includes value judgments which

condone coercion at worst and prescribe Western values at

best. Values are not open to scrutiny through scientific

techniques. Values are normative judgments.,

Every ideology is, for a time, plausible and workable.

The variety of ideologies in the past have always been short-

sighted in their predictions for the inevitability of the

future. Whether they prophesized a process, structure, or

nature of change, they have fallen short. They have denied

the existence of the choice which men have and the changing

and unique nature of human actions and purpose which prohibit

long range predictions. Men's purposes, goals, methods, and

environments change and defy any deterministic interpretations.



Huntington is especially guilty of ignoring forces out-

side of his system variables., His internal determinism

denies the profound effect of seemingly random occurrences

which, no one has considered. No weight is given to the ef-

feet of new discoveries, events, leaders, natural phenomena,

and world events which are at the present .outside of the

scope of prediction and imagination. Thus, a system ori-

ented theory often has a static bias in its reliance on the

status quo and the familiar.Zk

The Role of Choice and Purpose

Assumptions about the role of choice and purpose often

take for granted a universality of ideas and realizations.25

Values are not absolute. This is the stumbling block of the

rational model of man. Culture provides different ways of

thinking and different values, and models must be made to

conform with the majority of the society under study. This

is another argument for the long road to theory through

limited theories. As men are unique and similar at the same

time, so are nations and patterns of change which occur within

those nations. Powerful nations run the risk of interfering

in unstable countries which, if left alone, might have turned

out all right or at least in their most natural form.

Cabriel A. Almond and G. Bingham Powell, Jr.,
tive jElitics: A Developmental Auraah(Boston, 1966),
p. 13.

25mayer, CgMrarAsive ljitical. Iguira, p. 79.
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There may not be a universal desire to modernize in the

Western manner.26  Although development, as well as analysis

of this development, has proceeded with a Western orientation,

there is no reason to assume that the later modernizing

countries will continue to regard it as.desirable and will

not opt for their own personalized forms. These purposeful

choices may result in very unique systems.

Systems vary because of their culture, history, and

leadership, and their future should likewise vary, There

may not even be a universal desire to progress or modernize.

Some may indeed wiah to go back in time,. These raise serious

questions about postindustrial politics and the future.

In "Postindustrial Politics: How Benign Will It Be?"

Huntington explores the future political society in the

Ignited States. He is wise to confine his analysis and to

keep culture and history equivalent for the sake of accuracy.

Yet, his analysis shows that the culture and political organi-

zations in a society may possibly change in a very short

while. Thus, the relations of the objects of change studied

over a few decades are much more distinguishable than the

concept of modernization with its centuries long implications.27

He predicts that political parties within the United States,

where they were given birth, may be unrecognizable in a few

decades. This indicates the temporal and cultural limitations

26 Huntington, "The Change to Change," p. 297.

27bid., p. 289.
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of such rigid concepts and the limited utility they hold for

long range and cross-cultural studies.

Modernization, Political Stability, and Violence

Political instability is the variable addressed in Hunt-

ington's causal relationships in frliial Order in hngineg

Sqgieties. Huntington believes that instability is related

to the presence of economic development, the absence of mo-

bility opportunities for the resulting social mobilization,

and the absence of institutional adaptability to handle the

participation caused by the absence of mobility opportunities.

These are a lot of qualifiers for political instability as

represented by violence, corruption, and disruptive events.

The two questions which must be asked areas is stability

possible even with the apparent indicators of instability

present, and must stability be assigned the highest value for

society?

Huntington would readily admit that there is no case of

perfect stability or of its associated qualities. Each

society contains elements of corruption and violence and its

elimination is an ideological goal with parameters which may

be culture bound. There is no defined, threshold given by

Huntington which indicates where stability ends and instability

begins. This threshold is impossible to define because of

cultural value differences for acceptable levels and the in-

ability to have perfect instability or stability. Thus,

stability is relative with what has occurred in the past.
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Some of the qualities of stability and instability will

always be present in every government, However, it would

be arbitrary to say that at a certain level of disruptive

events all societies become unstable. The concept is useless

because it can only be a relative guide. It cannot be opera-

tionalized in an absolute manner for all societies if it is

accepted that certain acts of instability may have differing

effects and degrees of acceptance within different societies.

Many societies perform better than they ever have, even

though violence and corruption are at levels which many

countries would feel uncomfortable with. This performance

may be in spite of continued high levels of violence or at

least higher than those in the West. The ethnocentrism of

Huntington's ideology is based on the implied unacceptability

of continual violence and corruption for Western-oriented

political, economic, and social modernization as well as most

Western philosophies of life. Violence and corruption, how-

ever, do not necessarily affect other societies' economic or

social growth, nor conflict with their values or government.

Huntington's assumptions are based on the necessity of

a centralization of power or an expansion of participation

to achieve modernity. The model is based only on case his-

tories of Western countries. Western values are used to

judge the style and method of political, economic, and social

development in other countries which may not be progressing

in the Western style. The political situation which was
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apparently needed for modernization in the West may be in-

applicable or unwanted in other cultures. Conversely, the

modernizing trends which brought pressures for political

growth in the West may likewise be inapplicable or unwanted

for political growth in other societies. As Huntington im-

plies, if modernity as we know it is a Western phenomenon,

then other societies may consciously refute all or part of

it. 28

Violence and corruption may become integral parts of a'

culture, as Huntington admits in the case of praetorian

societies or they may be only occasionally occurring or dis-

ruptive. Much would depend on whether it was typical monetary

corruption or Watergate-style corruption for power. Yet, it

would seem logical that corruption could more easily weaken

a younger and smaller government. A society may find corrup-

tion allows the government as much effectiveness and efficiency

as it needs or wants. They may wish to keep it or may see no

reason to change it. They may still be able to modernize

completely whether the style or type of modernization be

Western or another, If there is only one way to achieve

modernization as it exists in the West, the country may take

only the parts it likes or wants. However, the absence of

indicators of instability certainly does not necessarily in-

dicate a modernizing process. It could indicate a traditional

28 Ibid., p. 297.
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society which stagnated in equilibrium or one in which co-

ercion is being used.

The time may soon come when it will be necessary for the

expansion of government or the economy to stop. This will

not create governmental or social stagnation. The changes

may be at a slower rate which might more approximate those

countries which do not have the resources or technology of

the present rapidly modernizing countries, A slow rate

should not imply stagnation or decay since the relative (not

absolute) independence of social, economic, and political

variables would probably permit a degree of change in one

without change in the others, However, radical change in one

variable might create repercussions in the others as Hunting-

ton has implied.

Huntington admits that stability is a goal he favors. 3 0

This desire for stability is associated with equilibrium,

harmony, and continuity. Conflict is regarded as anomic for

modern societies but is valid in the initiation of change in

traditional or modernizing societies which are decaying or in

disorder, His slow and evolutionary model; of change and

modernization is unrealistic for certain cultures, systems,

and situations. He assumes, unjustifiably it seems, that

modern societies are dynamic and responsive. He cannot ever

29 Ibid.

3 0 Samuel P. Huntington, plitic4 Order in Changing
Societies (New Haven, 1968), p. vii,
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picture modern societies stagnating or decaying like tradi-

tional societies, This is unrealistic and part of the fallacy

of the modernity-tradition dichotomy.

Huntington uses the American Civil War as an example of

the result of modernizing pressures. The United States was

almost his ideal type of system for change and still it

failed and became violent. Can he realistically expect better

from others? He would seem to expect even more stability

from governments with relatively weaker and shorter-lived

governments. At least it is the recent disorder which he

says sparked his concern. These conflicts may be different

in style from European and American conflicts during rapid

modernization, but appear relatively no worse in degree or

intensity.

Huntington's answer for stability is to control partici-

pation as the institutions develop even while admitting that

this increases the eventual danger of more severe violence.

However, by effectively controlling conflict through repression

and coercion, there is no effective guarantee of change and

reform in the status quo and institutions.

The cause of conflicts may not stem from modernization

pressures (social mobilization and economic development).31

Participation (group consciousness) may not have increased

but only have changed in form as a result of various pressures

31Huntington, "The Change to Change," p. 315.
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or traditional pattern. Another possibility is that the

institutions themselves have decayed without a change in

participation. The institutional-participation relationship

at lower levels of society could seemingly change without

pressures from modernization and thus, so might national sys-

tems. Without confirming tests, the very relation of conflicts

with participation and institutions must be questioned.

Change may be necessary at times but reforms may still

result in conflict if they fall short or go too far, which

they always will seem to do for some. Thus, conflict may be

almost inevitable, whether there is change or not, if some

portion of society becomes sufficiently upset and is not

satisfied with the recourses open to them., This desire for

change, however, could be more concerned with values, rather

than the normal social and economic considerations associated

with modernization.

The pitfalls in logic and methodology which have befallen

Huntington's value judgments and analysis, have no less

far-reaching implications for other values. Ultimate values

are nonexistent in the analytic world.32 Each thing must be

valued for its means to a desired end, not strictly for it-

self. Huntington seems to offer no cogent justification for

the value of stability other than for itself. The need and

desirability of stability for Westernized social and economic

growth or modernization seems rather culture bound and is

32 Mayer, Comparative liial Incuiry, p. 79.
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ambiguously applied. Governments may still be authoritative,

effective, legitimate, and efficient despite or possibly at

times because of violence and corruption. It depends on the

culture, history, and situation. The so called anomic actions

may in fact be a regularized pattern which efficiently and

quickly expresses demands. The governmental reaction of

continuing to allow these actions may be the best way to

handle them since total repression would allow no outlet and

create deeper frustration. It is a question of degree since

for society some instability is often better than a civil

war pr revolution, especially if slow reform can continue.

Anomic acts cannot be the sole indicator of decay since

they are caused by decay of the political institutions, or

more precisely nonadaptation of the institutions. The decay

is in the system before it is in the street. Yet, this

violence and corruption can be repressed through coercion

and, thus, never show itself as an indicator of decay. These

indicators are of little use since what appears stable may be

decaying. This raises the question of whether a stable

government which may not be modernizing is better than an ap-

parently unstable one which is allowing the modernizing

process to continue.

Huntington would appear to have made an unwarranted value

judgment in favor of stability which failed to take into ac-

count the possibility that seemingly stable government could

harbor and mask instability through coercion. At the same
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time he ignored the possibility that real progress might be

made in a government which tolerated the show of dissent

through violence and corruption which in some instances,

along with reform, contributed to long run stability. It is

not the value of stability for some systems, but the impli-

cation that for modern societies it was desirable in all

instances and at all costs no matter what the circumstances,

that must be refuted.

Authority, effectiveness, and legitimacy, or coercion

or apathy may equate with stability or the absence of de-

stabilizing events. However, participation in a stable system

does not equate with self government or the absence of decay.33

If self government or freedom is given a higher value than

stability or what it can provide (social and economic pro-

gress or modernization in the West at least), then violence

and conflict may be justified. This violence may spell doom

for the stability of a system but it is the restoration of

other values that in many people's opinion make it a superior

value to stability,

All social functions and structures are related to the

history and culture of a nation and so is participation. In

accepting Huntington's values and equations of stability for

a moment, it must be realized that not only the values and

structures for participation vary with cultures but the mode

of participation also varies. In some cultures the street

33Huntington, Political Order in Changing gg ties, p. 89.
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demonstration, strike, or riot may be the consensual form

of participation even when the government is performing

smoothly. Conflict could be regular or seldom depending on

its purpose and the situation. Its appearance in one society,

however, should not be equated with the total breakdown of

stability which it might mean in another society. The pur-

pose ,of violence may be to express demands in one instance or

society, or to bring about the fall of a government in another.

In most societies a single act of violence is often most

rational when showing dissatisfaction or attempting to initiate

compromise. However random and continuing violence is often

counter-productive.

Purpose of action often instills validity in an action

which otherwise would not be condoned. The validity of

violence in the industrial or postindustrial stage is equal

to that which Huntington observes as healthy and necessary

during the pre-industrial stages. He seems to attach some

stigma to it in the era of mass participation as if that

were the highest stage of political development. There should

be no distinction between its use to insure more effective

government and its use for more desirable .r representative

government. Both are value judgments.

Huntington leaves the possibility open that authority

could be enforced by coercion rather .than true acceptance.

By limiting the expansion of dissent, the government retains

apparent legitimacy and authority. This would be most likely
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in one party authoritarian states, There is an implication

in Huntington's writings that once stability is achieved in

the modern mass participation era, this stability would tend

to increase itself. This added more weight to the idea of

not condoning violence at the mass participation level since

society would get better on its own. This ,is part of the

traditional-modernity dichotomy fallacy which fails to con-

sider the jumps which the level of participation had made in

the past and the periods of stability in the past which have

fallen off into decay or stagnation. Huntington had condoned

violence at those moments, but he did not seriously conceive

of this institutional decay occurring after any length of

time at the mass participation level. However, each society's

mass of participants would be mobilized at different rates

and in different ways and would have differing degrees of

tolerance for the effectiveness of their roles.

The actors in sustained violence must have a goal and a

purpose in mind. Single random acts of violence must be dis-

sociated from political analysis. Organization itself, however,

is goal-oriented behavior.3t

Those who make up the political institutions have per-

sonal goals as well as organizational goals,. They are not

perfect, and institutional decay may partly come from inside

pressures as well as outside pressures. Goals help enhance

34 Victor A* Thompson, Moern Organization (New York,
1969), p. 81.
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legitimacy, and the lack of goals in established one party

authoritarian systems raises the necessity of governmental

violence (repression). A decline in legitimacy often occurs

when situations become so volatile and complex that confidence

in the institutions' ability to handle the situations is re-

duced. Coercion must then be employed to keep power.

A thing that is efficient and effective for some

countries, such as mass participation, may have a debili-

tating effect on others. The inference from Huntington is

that it is better to control mobilization rather than run

the risk of overstraining a country's resources. Deutsch,

however, would argue that the stimulus should be allowed to

develop, and then let the situation run its course.35 Both

arguments imply weighty value judgments. In both cases

violence seems highly likely either by the civil population

to express its demands or by the government to suppress those

demands.

Violence as a tool or method is neither good nor bad,

just effective or ineffective. To Huntington it is valid to

restore the degree of government desired. To others it is

just as valid in restoring the form of government desired,

In either case it is a rational tool which is used in societies,

not only as a reaction against things but also to purposefully

change them. It is the planning of violence in pursuit of a

35Mayer, aomarfli ltial Inquiry, pp. 265-266,
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goal and with a definite purpose in mind that makes it ra-

tional behavior which is predictable and explainable.

All actors and governments have a choice, through pur-

poseful action, of their goals. Huntington and others

would agree that violence is justified when its purpose in-

cludes higher values than the present system. Huntington

would imply that stability may be the highest value, The

weight given to different values must remain a personal judg-

ment. To Huntington stability is not immobility, but it seems

the status quo often becomes an excuse for situations which

could be better. Violence is a question of values which

have different historical and cultural perspectives. Each

social group varies in the purpose and goals it has and the

values it holds.

Policy is a reflection of values, purpose, power, and

choice. Whoever has the power of decision has a choice

which is guided by his purpose and values* Purpose is the

desire for change toward a goal, and almost all political

actions are undertaken with a view toward change. Huntington

.38contends that "to govern is to chooses" but there is no

choice without purpose, goals, and values which provide pri-

orities and motivation for the policymaker.

36 Rustow, "Communism and Change," p. 353.
3?bigniew Brezinski and Samuel P. HuntingtonPalilical

PoQer: .. A./Q.S.a.. (New York, 1964), pp. 4-6.
38Ibid., p. 6.
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Decision-making varies with each system according to

those who affect and are affected by the ultimate policy.

Injecting purpose into the analysis dispells the fallacy of

behaviorism of simple stimulus-response reactions for politi-

cal actors.39 Purpose restores the relationship between

"thought and action" and explodes deterministic theory. 0

Intentional change is seen in any struggle to rise to and to

retain powerN

Rational behavior is self correcting and goal oriented42

Differences in behavior are determined partially by the

choice of one's personal aspirations and the choices, which

are perceived as well as those that exist. There is always

present some seemingly random and spontaneous behavior but

it too is relative to the perceived ends and means. However,

much of micro-psychology is presently escaping contemporary

analytic techniques and behavior might more usefully be con-

sidered causal than rational. These assumptions must be made

if there is to be hope of continued refinement of predictions

and explanations (generalizations) of political behavior.

39 Rustow, "Communism and Change," p. 354.

4oIbid., p. 355.
4lIbid., p. 357.

42 See Anthony Downs, An gmnoMic hegry go Pemocracy
(New York, 1957).
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One of the strengths in Huntington's analysis is his

consideration of politics as an independent variable. 4  Strict

independence denies the reality of influence which the other

social forces have on the political system and leaders. He

recognizes the effect of these other factors but realizes

that politics can be and are often the primary causal variable

in society. This view of politics as the study in output of

the political system denies the concept of economic determinism

which has dominated many studies. Huntington refutes that

line of thinking by pointing out that many, traditional systems

had the same economic form while maintaining diverse political

forms. He relates that politics is not the mere reflection

of socio-economic variables nor is there a one-to-one corre-

lation of economic and political change. Causation can be

extended ad infinitum but the fact remains that far-reaching

economic and social change often requires political change

first.

3SeeRobert T. Holt and John E. Turner, De. Plijc1
,Be ig .f EXnMiC Deyelooment (New York, 1966); Dankwart A.Rustow, "Communism and Change," h . Qhjfl axCmmunf.tiems.
edited by Chalmers Johnson (Stanford, California, 1970)t La
Palombara, "Macrotheories and Microapplications in Compara-
tive Politics," Cgmpargive, Plitics, I (October, 1968)1
Robert T. Golembiewski, William A. Welsh, William J. Crotty,
k Methgologiral fimer f.. Political Scientists (Chicago,
1969)0

Brezinski and Huntington, ?p2itical EPwer: .5../
m..a., p. 420.

45 Ibid.,p. 421.
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The past continues its influence on the events leading

up to increased social mobilization and economic development

during the modernizing process which Huntington describes,

The individual or the system, as a whole, can make substantial

changes through purposeful choices but will never have total

control of the environment of the situation, background, and

choices available.

Social change involves many factors and intervening

variables but the absolute uniqueness of men, events, and

cultures as well as the opposite extreme, historical deter-

minism must be denied for theory building. There are similari-

ties in all actions and the formation of general comparative

statements must be addressed to these, Categories which are

too restricted destroy comparability, Theory must be refined

later through further data collection after areas of compara-

bility have been determined.

Conclusion

In "The Change to Change," Huntington reflects that the

concepts of modernization and development all infer a movement

in a determined direction.46  He rejects this determinism and

the concepts of modernization and development as unworkable

and unrealistic. His argument is that the emphasis should be

switched from the direction of change to the objects of change

and their relationships as to rate, scope, and direction.

46Huntington, "The Change to Change," p. 290,
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The inclusion of more variables and more indicators in po-

litical studies would also be emphasized. The types of

changes which occur in the components must also be addressed,

and he implies that power and content (purpose, goals, and

values) are of primary importance. Additionally, he sees

importance in the works of Almond and Rustow on crisis change

and the roles of leadership, choice, and conflict in affecting

political change. Perhaps more attention should in the future

be paid to alienation of existing elites and the role of

counter-elites.

He admits that changes in participation could result

from pressures other than the process of modernization.

Huntington concludes, however, that the "problem of balancing

participation and instutionalization" is ever present in all

societies and at all levels. This opens the way for the

application of his theory at lower, more manageable ranges

within individual systems. In "Postindustrial Politics. How

Benign Will It Be?" he reassesses his interpretation of the

role, of traditional society and concludes it does continue

to have an impact in modern society.4 8

In "The Change to Change" Huntington notes several dit-

ferences in theories on political modernization and development

47 Ibid.,p. 315.

k8Samuel P. Huntington, "Postindustrial Politics: How
Benign Will It Be?", pCmaAtive Politics, VI (January, 1974),
163-191.



96

and those which concentrate on the more universal concept of

political change. The five identifying characteristics areas

first, the theoretical schemes can be applied to systems at

any level of political development; second, they are unrelated

or indirectly related to the process of modernization; third,

the variables and relationships which are explored are mainly

political ones; fourth, the schemes were flexible enough to

apply to sources and patterns of change in the domestic and

international environments; and fifth, they were more complex

with the inclusion of more variables and more complete re-

lationships. These improvements were incorporated to a

degree in his treatment of postindustrial politics in a later

article, but his concern with stability, participation, and

institutions, remained in the forefront.

Huntington's theoretical scheme has several methodological

high, points. He avoids a strict unilinear model. It is

shown how the United States modernized with its emphasis on

participation while the Europeans concentrated on institutions,

and he includes the concept of decay at least for modernizing

countries. He also avoids an economic interpretation and

realizes the role of politics as an independent variable. On

both unilinearism and variable independence, however, he fails

to synthesize and push them to the next logical step of a

multilinear approach which leaves open the possibilities of

4 9Huntington, "The Change to Change," p. 314.
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differences in importance of his most critical variables,

i.e., stability, participation, and institutions for different

systems and cultures.

Economic and social variables have dominated American

society while political variables have dominated Soviet society.

The basic components of participation and institutions were

important in both countries but the differences in their

patterns of development hold questions for other societies

about the basic importance of institutions and participation

for their progress, Even when he later modifies his concept

of modernization to rid it of determinism and to show how

values, participation, and institutions can change so rapidly,

he fails to fathom the possible fluctuations in his basic

variables.

,The basic problem in Huntington's theory and concepts

is that they possibly cannot or at least have not been tested.

The failure to be able to operationalize his variables and

concepts leaves it open to speculative debate over basic

issues which can only be resolved through testing.

Huntington's causal relationships seem to suffer from

the lack of more intervening variables which could enhance

its power in dealing with stability. However, his attempt

to find a parsimonious statement applicable at the broadest

level fits the necessary technique for gathering data but is

unworkable because stability is seemingly such a complex
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variable to use. For such a broad variable there is a need

to conceptualize it, at first, for lower levels than the

national one.

In order to enhance the discipline of political science,

a conscious effort must be made to improve its power of ex-

planation and prediction of the behavior of man in the

political sphere. This can be accomplished by the long road

to theory through the formulation of limited theory which is

testable across all systems. This will allow both similari-

ties, and differences in nations to be uncovered, Knowledge

will continue to evolve with the eventual formation of a

paradigm which can be tested to the limits of its utility and

then discarded for a more productive one.50  The road of

theory and testing will be the most productive.

From Huntington's progression of works this essay has

tried to illuminate not only his vast contributions, but

also his contradictions, inconsistencies,, value judgments,, and

methodological errors which have been typical of much of the

work in this area. This is not an attempt to take away from

his conceptual breakthroughs nor from his excellent scholarship,

but to aid in the construction and testing of more general,

parsimonious, causal, and accurate theory.

50see Thomas S. Kuhn, ThSe.StrUcture pf Sientific Revolu-
floisj (Chicago, 1970).
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Selected Methodological Criteria

Theory and data are of primary importance to those in-

fluenced by the behavioral revolution and the empirical

requirements for this approach. To be of utility, the results

of theory and data must be comparable with other findings.

The quantification of data, when used in appropriate areas

can lead to greater accuracy and understanding and compara-

bility. Theoretical frameworks not only provide a structure

for the "causal" relationships but enhance the understanding

of the problems through the categorizing and ordering of di-

verse bits of data.

In striving for general statements about the relationships

of variables, it is necessary to work with data which can be

observed and quantified, if possible. Although realizing the

limitations for quantifying data in certain areas and situations,

it is something which must be considered a goal. The construc-

tion of criteria to gather and quantify data allows the less-

ening of individual biases and distortions which occur when

individuals make observations. This permits more control over

the continuity and quality of information which is gathered

and compared, but which has been observed at other times, in

different situations, or by other observers.

99



100

The aim of political science must be prediction and ex-

planation through orderly theories. No theory will ever be

totally accurate since the inclusion of man and his ability

to make choices introduces too many variables. The goal must

then be to construct theories which are probabilistic in

nature. These theories must be based on the rationality of

man in choosing what he perceives in his best interest, and

as such, must be limited to delineating the most probable

choices man will make in certain situations. Seemingly,

random and irrational behavior must be written off as deviant

behavior which is beyond present analytic techniques or as

the failure of the actor to have sound information on the

situation and the choices open to him. Therefore, only

rational, self-correcting goal oriented behavior is pre-

dictable.2

While the construction of consise theory is dependent on

the collection of necessary data, the collection of relevant

data is dependent on the criteria and guidelines which theory

itself provides. The random collection of aggregate data will

be less fruitful because of the vast number of variables and

the limited number of cases.

See Anthony Downs, An kEngOnmic Thepry .f Demray (New
York, 1957).

2Lawrence Mayer, Comparative Pjlitigal Ij giry (Homewood,
Illinois, 1972), p. 109.
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A logical course in the pursuit of knowledge starts with

limited theories which are testable and replicable with the

data at hand or with data that is easily collectable. From

this base, more postulates can be added and tested, and more

critical data collected and analyzed. The "long road to

theory"3 will permit the development of a paradigm upon which

to work toward more general theory. This approach toward

theory construction will permit and is best served by a wide

diversity of topics and methods which can continue to be

under scrutiny by political science and other related disci-

plines. The synthesis of findings and consensus on approaches

will eventually lead to the necessary paradigm.

Paradigms are "universally recognized scientific achieve-

ments that for a time provide model problems and solutions to

a community of practitioners" until such time they are no

longer useful. They define the puzzles to be studied and

the criteria to guide research, and they provide a basis for

a commitment and consensus on certain facts and predictions

of theory.

The theoretical approach which has the most utility will

more likely be accepted by those in the area in which it has

the most powerful explanatory and predictive powers. The

3 Stanley Hoffman, "International Relations a The Long
Road to Theory," Wgrld Pglitics,XI (April, 1959), 376-37?.

4Thomas S. Kuhn, , SaStruiir& I Scientific Revolutions
(Chicago, 1970), p. viii.
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different approaches used within the varied areas of analysis

will develop into a paradigm through adjustments and a syn-

thesis leading to a consensus in favor of the most general

and powerful theory in the most relevant areas of concern.

It is possible one problem may best be handled by one paradigm

and another problem by another paradigm. Thus, there would

be no consensus and separate disciplines could develop or

one paradigm could be accepted as more relevant to the prob-

lems and interests of the users .5

It must not be assumed that all social functions are

known and finite in number.6 An open perspective must be

kept in order to cope with what will surely develop into new

forms of social action as societies change. Thus, any

theories which are constructed must retain the ability to be

tested and falsified? or errors will eventually be compounded.

Social phenomena are diverse but also interdependent.8

The assumption must be that there are general laws which can

explain behavior, and that the task is to formulate and apply

5lbid., pp. 148-150.

6fDankwart A. Rustow, "Communism and Change," Change in
Cpmmunist Systems, edited by Chalmers Johnson (Stanford,
California, 1970), p. 350.

7Some argue that verification is impossible and only
falsification remains as a test. K. R. Popper, 2b.e. Lg.gis. at
Scientific Discovery (New York, 1959).

8Adam Przeworski and Henry Teune, Th Logic 21. ompar-
tive Soi1J Inaiuir. (New York, 1970), p. 12. See also
Gabriel A. Almond and G. Bingham Powell, Jr., Qgomaraive
?olitic&: A Develpmental Arroach (Boston, 1966 ),p. 13.
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these laws, Once these are at least partially developed,

the choices which men will make can be seen more clearly

for political situations. This is the goal of political

studies and their value for practical politics.

A limited theory gains generality through the acquisition

and assimilation of more and more data which continues to

guide and spur the further refinement of the theory. Thus,

the utility of a theory is directly related to its testability.

To be tested, the variables or concepts must be operationalized

in order to provide meaning and comparability. Comparability

and replicability across different times and situations re-

quire quantification of the concepts. If the concept or

variable is not capable of being directly quantified, then an

indicator or empirical referent is used which is equivalent

and correlated to the concept,

Verification of the postulated relationships is dependent

on the comparisons of similarities and differences of cases.

As theory develops, the variables are related not only to the

central question of the studies but to each other.9 This

phenomenon is the actual growth of more general and powerful

theory. The drawbacks to general theory construction for

cross systemic comparisons include the limited number of ob-

servable cases in contrast to the large number of variables.

9Przeworski and Teune, p. 13.
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the near impossibility of securing relevant data on a national

basis, the difficulty of finding indicators without a cul-

tural bias, and the difficulty in securing a realistic and

dynamic viewpoint in the studies,

Theoretical statements should not only be judged by the

foregoing standards but also by four other criteria. These

four quantitative measures are parsimony, accuracy, generality,

and causality.10 The emphasis on each aspect will vary with

the role of the theory in practice.11  In one instance the

researcher may try for an equitable balance, while in another,

more limited case, he may be more interested in accuracy.

The emphasized aspect will affect the development of the

others as the theory is further refined,

.Although earlier it was stated that purposive, goal

oriented behavior is the only type which can be predicted,

it must be recognized that non-purposive, .seemingly irrational

behavior does occur, Even in the physical world, atomic and

subatomic particles often display random behavior which is

unpredictable except through rough statistical probabilities.

In much the same way that a new form of math, calculus, was

needed to permit the discoveries and theories by Einstein, so

may a new form of math be required before the social sciences

can proceed with the business of plotting human behavior,12

10Ibid., p. 20 11Ibid., p. 22.

120Robert T. Golembiewski, William -A. Welsh, William J.
Crotty, 1A pp. 2l?-wPrimer f=n. PoliticAl Scientists
(Chicago, 196&9), pp.247-248,
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The rational-irrational correlations may turn out to be of

little distinction when compared with the concept of moti-

vated behavior, but the rational criteria seems the only one

which is remotely capable of being handled at this stage of

progress.

Explanations of the relationships between variables

allow predictions to be attempted. However, postulates

about causation, even in the physical sciences, must be pre-

sumed more often than proved.13 The complexity of the human

brain and human behavior must hold substantial limitations

for political science until a probabilistic and relativistic

theory is built in conjunction with more powerful analytic

techniques.

It is the long road to theory which offers the best op-

portunities for employing the foregoing criteria and sugges-

tions. The aim must be to construct limited theory which is

general enough to point the way for further research but

which is limited enough in scope to be testable and falsifiable.

It is critical that theory be linked to the real world to be

of any utility. Perhaps this is also a call for the middle

road approach as represented by Joseph La Palombara, Dankwart

13Mayer, Q pgratiye Pitical Inquiry, p. 32.
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14Rustow, and lawrence Mayer in their counsel against the

purely impressionistic and abstract approach as well as the

purely inductive method of random observations,

14See Joseph La Palombara, "Macrotheories and Micros
applications in Comparative Polities," Qomparptive frjjlgij,
I (October, 1968); Lawrence C. Mayer,Q p9rgflye fr2iicfl
LnAirn (Homewood, Illinois, 1972); Dankwart A. Rustow,
"Communism and Change," hanct jj Ommunjt Systems, edited
by Chalmers Johnson (Stanford, California, 1970).
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