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Political Sociology, by W. Lawrence Neuman 
 

Political sociology is the study of power and the intersection of society and politics.  Power 

is a pervasive, fundamental dimension of social relations and institutions, while politics refers to 

institutionalized processes by which social groups (i.e., classes, genders, races, and so forth) 

acquire, extend, apply, maintain, and struggle over power. The field’s relevance extends beyond 

explaining political behavior to generating broad understandings of power, and it is more a 

perspective that cuts across many diverse topics than a fixed content area.  It is a dynamic field 

that has periodically re-invented itself.  Orum (1996:142) remarked, "Political sociology in the 

past fifteen years or so has come to look vastly different from a generation ago," and others 

(Nash 2000) see a “new” political sociology emerging.  Other areas of sociology borrow from 

political sociology forging links across diverse subfields.   

Political sociology is interdisciplinary -- where political science and sociology intersect.  Like 

other interdisciplinary fields (e.g., social psychology, historical sociology, political philosophy), 

the boundary line shifts and is permeable which allows for interchange and creativity (see Hicks 

1995).  Political scientists and political sociologists may study the same phenomena (e.g., voting 

processes, public policy development, and protest) but tend to concentrate on different issues, 

ask different questions, and apply distinct analytic perspectives. Thus, political sociologists and 

political scientists both study elections, but the political scientist asks, Who won and by how 

much, who voted for which candidate, or how did a political party mobilize its supporters. By 

contrast, a political sociologist asks, how does voting compare to other means of gaining power, 

does an election outcome influence life chances for various social sectors, or can elections alter 

the distribution of power among the major classes/groups/sectors of a society? 
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Political scientists focus the operation of political institutions (empirical political science) or 

consider ideal forms of governing (normative political science).  They might examine the 

committee structure of legislative body, study how alternative voting rules affect election 

outcomes, or consider what makes a law "just" or "fair" relative to a set of political principles.  

Political scientists concentrate on the “front stage” of the “game of politics” in government at 

local, national, or international levels and map out their operations (e.g., voting in elections, 

passing new laws, and administering a policy).  They focus on government’s internal structure 

(e.g., unified or divided, centralized or decentralized, tall or flat hierarchy) and mechanics (e.g., 

who gets elected, which laws are passed, which agency budget grew). 

By contrast, political sociologists see government as one of multiple sites of concentrated 

power -- simultaneously a site of power and an apparatus over which groups contest for control.  

They examine how social institutions/groups/forces interface with the political sphere of 

governing and struggles for power.  They see “the political” permeating society -- evident as 

sexual politics, cultural politics, racial politics, religious politics, educational politics, or 

environmental politics.  Political sociologists borrow ideas, issues, and research techniques and 

synthesize them with traditional sociological concerns by focusing on power relations wherever 

they appear or extend beyond the boundaries of traditional sociology.  While a few areas of 

political sociology are applied (e.g., voting outcomes, policy contests), most effort is directed at 

developing a critical understanding of fundamental power dynamics.   

Historical Development of the Field 

 Political sociology emerged out of late 19th century German and Italian social and political 

thought.  It founders include Karl Marx (1818-1883), Vilfredo Pareto (1848-1923), Gaetano 

Mosca (1858-1941), Max Weber (1864-1920), Robert Michels (1876-1936), and Antonio 
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Gramsci (1891-1937).  Their concern was to explain how capitalist industrialization displaced 

feudal institutions/relations and sparked clashes among peasants, merchants, workers and owners, 

and how the nation state altered the consolidation of elite power and sparked demands for 

democratic citizen participation. 

After World War II, political sociology’s center shifted from Western Europe to the United 

States and the “classic era” of contemporary political sociology began.  With the defeat of 

fascism, the onset of the Cold War, and the demise of colonialism, Americans saw themselves as 

the undisputed world leader of industrial capitalism with democratic politics and economic 

freedom.  Strong domestic economic growth and social stability fostered a mood of optimism 

and self-assurance.  One central question became, Why do some societies become democratic 

while others become totalitarian (e.g., the fascist regimes of Germany, Japan, Italy, and Spain or 

the communist regimes of Soviet Union, Cuba, China, and North Korea))?  As Morris Janowitz 

(1968:306) summarized, “political sociology has come to be linked to the analysis of the 

economic social, and psychological preconditions for political democracy.”  Political sociologists 

applied modernization theory to outline the societal conditions that reinforced or threatened 

democracy (Almond and Verba 1963; Apter 1965; Bendix 1964; Deutsch 1966, Huntington 

1968; Moore 1966; Lipset 1963).  To them, liberal democracy emerged from advancing 

industrial capitalism, an expanding educated middle class, and a defeat of traditional ruling elites.  

A democratic forms of governance required “modern” social-political institutions and values 

favoring popular participation, rule of law, and tolerance for dissent. 

A second concern was to analyze the social bases of voting.  This grew from a belief that 

formal democratic processes facilitated a peaceful resolution of conflicts among contenting 

groups. Two paradigmatic 1960 works, Lipset's Political Man and Campbell et. al.’s The 
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American Voter, emphasized societal consensus and an absence of irreparable social divisions or 

polarizing ideologies.  Both argued that Americans were only modestly interested in politics and 

voted to advance the interests of their social group.   Expanding social programs of the era were 

seen as responsive governments addressing the changing demography and evolving social needs 

of an industrial society (Cutright 1963, 1965; Wilensky 1975; Wilensky and Lebeaux 1958).   

A third issue was to identify supporters of right-wing or left-wing political extremism.  

Political sociologists also asked why others were tolerant and defended civil liberties (Bell 1964; 

Stouffer 1955).  The intolerant were a mass of uneducated, low income, marginal people who did 

not embrace establishment norms, and as Kornhauser (1959:228) warned that, "the main danger 

to political order and civil liberty is the domination of elites by masses."  Lane (1960) found that 

while few people were intensively involved in politics, most embraced basic democratic values.  

By implication, well-educated middle-class, professional white-collar workers, business owners 

and upper-level managers were seen as the bastion of a stable democratic society. 

Political sociologists also examined Michels’ "Iron Law of Oligarchy” that large-scale 

bureaucratic organizations spread in modern industrial society producing anti-democratic 

tendencies.  This contradicted the idea that modern industrial societies were becoming more 

democratic.  In Lipset, Trow, and Coleman (1956) examined blue-collar workers in a large 

bureaucratic union bureaucratic setting and discovered that it operated on democratic principles, 

contradicting both the Iron Law of Oligarchy and distrust of “marginal” blue-collar workers.  Yet, 

the union they studied was atypical.  It had well-educated, high-skill workers who strongly held 

professional norms and had an intense sense of community.  Thus, the findings reinforced the 

thesis that middle-class values sustained democratic politics. 
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In this period, political sociology shared structural functionalist assumptions about a value 

consensus.  In Bell (1960) argued that rising living standards, an expanding middle class, and 

increased education levels would weaken ideological thinking and strengthen democratic values.  

At the same time, few Americans were informed or involved in politics, and most people lacked 

consistent, stable political views (Berelson, et. al. 1954, Campbell, et. al.1960, Converse 1964).  

An apparent contradiction between widespread apathy and participatory democracy was 

reconciled by arguing people were uninvolved because they were satisfied.  This fit the idea that 

slow, evolution was preferable to rapid, disruptive social change that could generate social 

strains or disturb the equilibrium of a smooth-functioning social system (Smelser 1963).  

 A few mavericks in the classic era rejected mainstream views.  Some (Domhoff 1967; Hunter 

1953; Mills 1956; Williams 1964) studied America’s “power structure.”  They questioned the 

prevailing democratic image and saw elites with great power.  Others (Edelman 1964; Gusfield 

1963) emphasized symbols in politics and saw political actors using emotional appeals or 

manipulating symbols to distract people and advance their own political goals.  Still other 

(Downs 1957; Olson 1965) applied economic models, now called rational choice theory, to 

politics  By the mid-1960s, political sociology had become a firmly established field with 

sophisticated theory, critical questions, and an established body of knowledge (see Bendix 1968; 

Bendix and Lipset 1957; Janowitz 1968; Lipset 1959a; also see Hall 1981).  

 Political sociology sharply changed direction in the 1970s because it had failed to anticipate 

and could not explain a dramatic turn in political events.  Theoretical breakthroughs transformed 

the field just as graduate programs expanded, producing a flood of new scholars without a 

committed to previous concerns.  A major new focus of attention was protest movements.  In the 

classic era (1945-1970), protest was viewed as irrational outbursts by isolated malcontents.  New 
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research contradicted such a view and found that most protesters were socially integrated and 

had deep commitments to democratic ideals but were wrestling power from entrenched elites 

(Piven and Cloward 1971, 1977; Gamson 1968; Tilly 1978).  Others showed how parts of the 

American government engaged in anti-democratic spying against its own citizens who 

questioned political elites (Wolfe 1973).  More than allying with American values, democracy 

advanced when a range of social groups competed (Skocpol 1979; Paige 1975; Tilly 1975; Wolf 

1969).  Others rejected the modernization thesis that all nations were inevitably progressing 

toward industrialism and democracy.  Instead, they saw First World governments and 

corporations working with local dictators to suppress grass-roots democratic worker and peasant 

movements (Baran and Sweezy 1966, Frank 1967, Petras 1969, Wallerstein 1976, Zeitlin 1967). 

Others questioned classic-era assumptions that democratic governments reflected the 

majority’s wishes and asked, Does America have a ruling class?  At the same time, Europeans 

debated the larger capitalism-state relationship and how capitalism shaped state forms and 

actions (Miliband 1969; Poulantzas 1973). Others (e.g., Korpi 1978; Piven and Cloward 1971, 

1977) saw social welfare programs as hard-won concessions granted by rulers to the demands by 

politically mobilized workers and the poor.  Others said that big businesses favored and 

controlled regulation in the Progressive Era, (Kolko 1963; Weinstein 1968) and large 

corporations dominated U.S. foreign policy (Shoup and Minter, 1977). Meanwhile, classic era 

thinkers blamed 1960s-era social unrest on “excessive democracy” (Crozier et. al. 1975).  

Dispersion and Fragmentation 

By the 1980s, unrest had faded and politics shifted rightward in much of the Western world.  

Simultaneously, funding for social science research declined, graduate programs shrank, and 

student interest waned.  New academic fields, such as environmental studies, urban studies, race 
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and ethnic studies, cultural studies, or women’s studies, grew and borrowed from political 

sociology.  At the close of the 20th century, Orum (1996:132) observed, "there no longer is any 

kind of coherent paradigm that guides the work of political sociology in America."    

Current Theoretical Approaches and Content Areas  

 

 Political sociologists apply several theories to substantive issues.  While each theory 

claims to be comprehensive, they are usually designed for specific issues and rarely directly 

compete. The theoretical approaches operate at different levels of analysis, and what one 

approach treats as a major issue another may view as peripheral (Alford and Friedland 1985). 

Theoretical Approaches  

 The approaches were developed and gained adherents in different eras.  Pluralism was 

dominant in the classic era but waned in the 1970s.  It sees politics primarily as a contest among 

competing interest groups and the emphasis is on the first (most overt, visible) dimension of 

power (Lukes 1974).  Pluralism shares an assumption of societal consensus with structural 

functionalism and treats the state as a neutral apparatus that balances competing popular 

demands that people express through elections and public opinion. Although strongest in 

political science (see Dahl 1956), a few sociologists (see Burstein 1981, 1998; Burnstein and 

Linton 2002) also embrace pluralist theory. 

 A managerial (Alford and Friedland 1985) or the state-centered approach (Amenta 1998; 

Clemens 1993; Orloff 1993; Skocpol 1985; Skocpol and Amenta 1985, 1986) grew from 

organizational and classic elite theory (e.g., Michels, Mosca and Pareto).  In it nation states are 

“conceived as organizations claiming control over territories and people” with “goals that are not 

simply reflective of the demands of interests social groups, classes, or society” (Skocpol 1985:9).  

State actions are explained by looking at constraints from organizational structure, semi-
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autonomous state managers, and interests arising from the state as a unique, power concentrating 

organization, including the state’s role in an international system of nation states.    

 A third major approach, class analysis, gained dominance from the mid-1970s to the 

early 1990s.  Two versions were outlined in the structuralist-instrumentalist debate of the 1970s 

(see Barrow 1993) that posed an Anglo-America power structure model (called instrumentalist 

by detractors) approach (see Domhoff 1970, 1974, 1978, 1980 1990; Miliband 1969, 1977, 1982) 

against French structuralist theory (represented by Louis Althusser, Roland Barthes, Michel 

Foucault, and Claude Levi-Strauss).  The power structure model posited a ruling class comprised 

of capitalists and a powerful “inner circle” (Useem 1984) who are class-conscious political 

actors.  Common socialization, internal cohesion, class awareness, and collective action by 

mobilized class actors created a class that directly in rules.  By contrast, structuralist theory 

(Block 1981, 1987; Jessop 1982, 1990; O’Connor 1973, 1984; Poulantazas 1973, 1974, 1978; 

Wright 1978) saw little need for active, direct rule by capitalist class actors.  This is because a 

functional relationship (i.e., the state’s structural position in capitalism) requires the state to 

satisfy system needs for capital accumulation and political legitimation.  Thus, the structure of 

capitalism, not class members actively using the state as an instrument, assures class dominance.  

A key mechanism is structural dependency (see Swank 1992) in which the state’s reliance a 

capitalist economy for revenue forces conformity to capitalist system requirements. Structuralists 

explained stagflation (high inflation with slow growth) and welfare state growth of the 1970s 

using the idea of a “fiscal crisis of the state” (Block 1981; O Connor 1973).  The crisis arose 

from a contradiction between the requirement to advance capital accumulation and to provide 

political legitimation (by being responsive to the public and providing tax absorbing social 
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programs).  As taxes increased to satisfy legitimation demands, they slowed capital accumulation 

and economic growth, creating major fiscal problems.   

 Another third class analysis model moved beyond the structural-instrumentalist impasse 

to emphasize class struggles and relative autonomy.  The idea of relative autonomy is that while 

the state cannot oppose core capitalist economic principles, state actions were not strictly 

predetermined.  This gives state managers some maneuvering room. The mobilization and 

struggles among classes, subgroups within classes, and non-class groupings shape state actions in 

specific historical contexts.  The degree of state autonomy expands or contracts based on 

domestic and external factors.  This model moved attention away from issues of class cohesion, 

the class background of state managers, and economic functionalism and toward explaining 

dynamic conflicts and class alliances under specific historical conditions.  

 Approaches from three areas of sociology also have influence in political sociology -- 

rational choice, constructionism and new institutionalism.  Rational choice is popular among 

political scientists and used by some political sociologists (e.g. Brustein 1996; Hechter and 

Kanazawa. 1997, Kiser and Hechter 1991; Marwell and Oliver 1993).  Social constructionism 

adds a cultural dimension and is used at the micro and macro-levels (Eliasoph 1998; Gamson 

1992; Steimetz, 1999). Lastly, “new” institutionalism (Campbell 2004; Clemens and Cook 1999; 

Immergut 1998) takes emphasizes institutional arrangements while synthesizing rational choice, 

organizational, and cultural themes. 

Content Areas 

 We can the condense issues of contemporary political sociology into six areas: (1) State, 

citizenship and civil society, (2) social cleavages and politics, (3) protest movements and 

revolutions, (4) surveillance and control, (5) state-economy relations, and (6) the welfare state.  
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1.  State, citizenship, and civil society.  The modern nation state emerged out of the demise of 

feudalism and was coincident with the rise of industrial capitalism. Political sociologists examine 

this process to better understand state structures and processes of state transformation.  Post-

modernization theories of change emphasize the significance of warfare and state consolidation 

of control over territory and people, especially in 17th to 19th century Europe (Brubecker 1997; 

Ertman 1997; Mann 1988, 1993; Rueschemeyer, Stephens and Stephens. 1992; Tilly 1990). It 

addition to the importance of geo-political conflict, resource extraction, and power consolidation  

these developments helped form a civil society with a public sphere (Calhoun 1992; Ferree et al 

2002; Somers 1993).  They are also tied the expanding nature of citizenship (Janoski 1990; Korpi 

1989; Mann 1987; Orloff 1993; Roche 1992; Tilly 1996), including franchise expansion 

(Ramirez, Soysal and Shanahan 1997). Citizenship studies are a distinct subfield focusing on 

social inclusion and are tied to welfare state expansion (see below). 

2. Social cleavages and politics.  Classic era political sociologists examined how social cleavages 

get expressed politically, and class was the most salient cleavage with the “democratic class 

struggle thesis” (Alford 1963; Hout et al 1995; Korpi 1983; Lipset 1960).  Political sociologists 

retain an interest in social class but examine other social cleavages. Many (Brooks 2000; Brooks 

and Manza 1997a, 1997b; Manza and Brooks 1997; 1998, 1999; Manza, Hout and Brooks 1995) 

argue that class remains important, but has changed form and is not alone in affecting voting.  

Thus, increased female labor force participation generated a new gender effect on voting, 

religious cleavages have declined, professionals and managers differ in voting, and racial 

differences are salient.  Several political scientists (Dalton, Flanagan and Beck 1984; Inglehart 

1997; Inglehart and Baker 2000) and some sociologists (Hecther 2004) argue that social class is 
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no longer relevant and it has been replaced by cultural divisions (e.g., religion, non-materialist 

values such as environment or health) and status differences (e.g., gender, race, ethnic group).   

 The debate over class versus cultural cleavage impacts on voting debate appears stagnant. 

New inquiry has moved in several directions.  One considers the many non-voters (Teixeria 

1992; Piven and Cloward 2000); another reconceptualizes class and other social cleavages (Hall 

1997; Lee and Turner 1996; Wright 1997); and a third examines the effect of class on non-

electoral forms of political mobilization (McNall, Levine and Fantasia 1991).  

3.  Movements and Revolutions.   The study of collective behavior changed the in late 1960s as 

the social movement research and political sociology merged.   By the 1970s, collective protest 

was understood to be a political phenomenon and the resource mobilization approach explained 

movements in terms of their ability to acquire and utilize key resources (Gamson 1975; Jenkins 

and Perrow 1977; McCarthy and Zald 1977; Piven and Cloward 1977; Tilly 1978; Zald and 

Berger 1978; also see Jenkins 1982).  An offshoot of resource mobilization theory, the Political 

Process Model (McAdam 1982), placed movements firmly within political sociology by looking 

beyond internal movement organization to include micromobilization processes, follower 

identity transformation, and the broader political environment (Snow, Zurcher and Ekland-Olson 

1980; Klandermans 1984; Klandermans and Oegema 1987 Morris 1981; McAdam 1989; Opp 

and Gern 1993; Whittier 1997). Others conceptualized environmental conditions as Political 

Opportunity Structures (Almeida 2003; Amenta and Zylan 1991; Gamson and Meyer 1996; 

Jenkins, Jacobs and Agnone 2003; Kitschelt 1986; Meyer and Staggenborg.1996; Soule and 

Olzak 2004) and this idea has been expanded into considering waves or cycles of protest over 

time (Koopmans 1993; Tarrow 1994). A symbolic-cognitive dimension was added with 

cognitive liberation (Morris 1992) and movement frames (Ferree 2003; Gamson and Modigliani 
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1989; Snow, et al 1986; also see Benford and Snow 2000).  Later research synthesized 

movement frames, political opportunities and organizational forms (Clemens 1993; Diani 1996; 

Snow and Bedford 1992).  Some studies examined “New Social Movements,” i.e., movements 

focused more on cultural issues or identity affirmation than traditional political protest (Buechler 

1995; Lanara, Johnston, Gusfield 1994; Pichardo 1997).  The significance of media attention 

(Gamson and Wolfseld 1993; McCarthy, McPhail and Smith 1996; Myers and Caniglia 2004, 

Mueller 1997; Oliver and Maney 2000; Oliver and Myers 1999), police responses to protests 

(della Porta and Reiter 1998; Earl, Soule and McCarthy 2003; Wisler and Giugni 1999), and 

“spillover” from one movement to another (Dixon and Roscigno. 2003; Isaac and Christiansen 

2002) highlighted movements’ dynamic-interactive politics. Some examined protest’s impact on 

electoral or policy outcomes (Andrews 1997, 2001; McAdam and Su 2002), while others 

explored the mobilization of specific societal sectors, including corporations (Akard 1992).  

Movement concepts were applied to the business community in which political mobilization to 

exert political power took the form of Political Action Committees (Boies 1988; Burris 1987, 

1991, 1992; Clawson and Neustadtl. 1989; Clawson and Clawson 1987; Clawson and Su 1990; 

Clawson, Neustadt and Weller 1998; Clawson, Neustadtl and Bearden 1986; Mizruchi and 

Koenig 1986).  A few researchers studied major societal transformations or revolutions 

(Goldstone 1991; Goldstone, Gurr and Moshiri 1991; Lachmann 2003; Rasler 1996; Skocpol 

1979). 

4.  Surveillance and Control.  Arising out of Foucault’s (1986) concept governmentality, 

Giddens’ work (1987) on surveillance, and Althusser’s concept (1978) of the Ideological State 

Apparatus, political sociologists examine surveillance and social control to understand how state 

authority penetrates into and regulates spheres of social life, including activities to count, 
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monitor, and regulate its population (Alonso and Starr 1987, Anderson and Fienberg 1999; 

Becker and Wetzell 2005; Scott 1998; Kertzer and Arel 2002; Skerry 2000; Torpey 2000).  

Traditionally, criminal justice was treated as an apolitical, technical-administrative field, but 

political sociologists see the legal system and the criminalization of behaviors as mechanisms of 

domination and tactics deployed in power struggles.  They examine targeting certain social 

sectors for criminalization, historical and international patterns of imprisonment, felon 

disenfranchisement, and political-ideological agendas that shape crime policy (Beckett 1994; 

Behrens, Uggen and Manza 2003; Garland 2001; Jacobs and Helms 1996; Jacobs and Kleban 

2003; Kent and Jacobs 2004; Savelsberg 1992, 1994; Savelsberg, Cleveland, and King. 2004; 

Sutton 2000, 2004; Uggen and Manza 2002).  The tension between politicized legal-criminal 

issues and technical-scientific processes is itself an issue (see Styker 1989, 1990, 1994).     

6. State-Economy Relations – The state’s relationship to the class of investors/capital owners and 

market operations have been an ongoing concern.  Studies examined how specific political-

institutional arrangements (e.g. laws and taxes, property ownership, investment and regulatory 

policy) and business political activism shaped corporate capitalism’s expansion (see Campbell 

1993, Campbell and Lindberg 1990; Dobbin 1992, 1994; Dobbin and Dowd 2000, Fligstein 

1996; Prechel 1997; Prechel and Boies 1998; Roy 1997). This included noting how institutional 

arrangements, including their idea systems, shape economic outcomes (Campbell 1998, 2002; 

Campbell and Pedersen 2001). Other studies examined how de facto industrial policy and 

business regulation in specific areas, including military-industrial expansion, altered economic 

affairs and politics (Grant 1995, Grant and Wallace 1994; Hooks 1990, 1991, 1994; Prechel 1990, 

2000). Related studies (Calavita, Pontell and Tillman 1997; Glasberg and Skidmore 1997) 

looked at corporate welfare as an alternative to industrial policy in the U.S., and specifically at 
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the U.S. savings and loan bailout.  After the dissolution of communist regime’s command 

economies, neo-liberal ideology and state-economy arrangements diffused in a post Cold War 

environment, and political sociologists shifted to discussing “varieties of capitalism.”  They 

examined alternative structural state-economy arrangements that are integrated configurations 

among the advanced capitalist nation states (Campbell 2004; Hall and Soskice 2001; Fligstein 

and Sweet 2002; Kitschelt, et al 1999).  Alternative arrangements and state policies developed 

historically and reinforced specific patterns of corporate capitalism with implications for 

economic expansion, interstate relations, and domestic labor relations and business practices.  

6. Collective Goods Provision – Measured as total social spending, the percentage of the 

population covered, or range of different programs, the welfare state expanded in all advanced 

capitalist democracies.  This became a major area of comparative research and the focus of 

competing theoretical explanations.   In the 1980s, researchers (Hicks and Swank 1983; Isaac 

and Kelly 1981, Jenkins and Brents 1989, also see Fording 1997) explored Piven and Cloward’s 

(1971, 1977) thesis that social unrest stimulated welfare spending. By the 1980s, a power 

resource model became dominant.  It says that conflicts among opposing social classes in 

specific social-historical settings explain the timing, size, and form of welfare states.  The largest, 

most comprehensive, and pro-egalitarian welfare states appear in nations that have a strong and 

politicized labor movement organized into social democratic or labor parties that regularly won 

national elections (Huber and Stephens 2001; Korpi 1980, 1989). 

 After Esping-Andersen’s (1990) path-breaking work, the notion of multiple welfare state 

regimes spread and has been elaborated upon (Castles and Mitchell 1992, 1993; Ferrara 1996; 

Jones 1993) and extended to identify alternative pathways of welfare state expansion (Hicks 

1999).  Despite initial assumptions, poverty reduction has not been a major outcome of the 
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welfare state (Korpi and Palme 1998, Moller et al 2003). During the 1990s, studies documented 

how the specific structure and operation of a welfare state reinforced particular gender relations, 

household patterns, and intra-family labor allocations (Gornick and Jacobs 1998; Korpi 2000; 

Orloff 1993; 1996), and in the U.S., operated to reinforce racial inequalities (Lieberman 1998; 

Manza. 2000; Quadagno 1990, 1992, 1994; Soule and Zylan 1997).  The major welfare state 

regimes (liberal-market, Christian democratic, social democratic) were found to have different 

effects. Thus, over time attention moved from welfare state expansion, to alternative welfare 

state forms, to ways welfare state operations affected a range of social and economic relations.  

More recently, what had appeared to be an inevitable expansion of the welfare state since World 

War II stalled in most countries during the 1990s.   Debates over causes of stagnation has 

focused on neo-liberal ideological dominance, domestic political outcomes or institutions, and 

the economic effect of globalization (Iversen 2001; Iversen and  Cusack 2000; King and Wood 

1999; Korpi 2003; Pierson 2001; Stephens, Huber and Ray 1999; Swank 2002). 

Future Directions 

 As political sociology advances into the 21st century, four lines of inquiry are posed for 

further development: (1) legitimacy and identity, (2) governmentality, (3) politics beyond the 

nation state, (4) a synthesis of New Institutionalism, Rational Choice, and Constructionism.   

 Political sociologists examined legitimacy since the 19th century, but issues of social 

identity and culture are increasingly a concern.  Racial-ethnic, sexuality, life-style, religious, and 

other value-based cultural identity affirmations are potential sources of political division that can 

be triggered under certain conditions.  The ways such identities evolve, get expressed and 

overlap takes place within political structures and involve power/dominance relations. Nation 
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states and other political structures try to regulate and prevent conflicts among the identities to 

uphold their legitimacy. This suggests reviving or adjusting Gramsci’s notion of hegemony. 

 Repressive social control and state surveillance continue to interest political sociologists, 

with attention shifting to more subtle forms of domination and coercion, expressed Bourdieu’s 

symbolic violence or Foucault’s governmentality.  There is also a shift from the state apparatus 

as the single site of concentrated power and domination to examine how power gets accumulated 

and exercised throughout numerous social institutions and relationships.  In addition to the 

state’s policing, taxing, and other powers, interest is turning to how coercion and power become 

embedded in the relations of a workplace, courtroom, classroom, shopping mall, hospital, 

television programming, religious community, and so forth.  This moves into symbolic-cultural-

idea realm, including how collective memories, communication messages, and institutional 

arrangements impose social-ideational dominance and constrains free and autonomous public 

sphere for open participation and discourse elaborated by Habermas. 

 Few political sociologists expect the nation state to disappear in the 21st century, but they 

expect changes and greater salience for non-state politics.  New global political structures are 

arising from accelerating cross-national border flows of information, investments, culture, and 

people in governments and non-government institutions (e.g., corporations, NGOs, social 

movements).  New local multicultural or hybrid forms are emerging both in cities and small-

scale units as well as in global institution larger than the nation state (see Boli and Thomas 1997).  

 Political sociology only emerged as a distinct field since 1950 with its theories built on 

three core ideas: democratic participation and civic sphere for citizens, domination by elites in 

state and non-state bureaucracies, and owner power in capitalist social-economic formations.  

These mid-20th century concerns correspond to the pluralist, managerial, and class paradigms 
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cogently outlined by Alford and Friedland (1985).  As we begin the 21st century, political 

sociology is focusing on institutions and trying to incorporate more sophisticated and cross-

discipline modeling as well as integrate emotive-cognitive-symbolic dimensions of social-

cultural life.  
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 Political Modernization
 and Development

 A Review Article

 M f ODERNIZATION AND DEVELOPMENT, once almost exclusively the province
 of economists and sociologists, have within the last decade begun to

 attract the serious attention of a growing number of political scientists. Al-
 ready trends, and even schools of thought, are discernible. Since the appear-
 ance of The Politics of the Developing Areas, edited by Gabriel A. Almond
 and James S. Coleman,' the political scientists' stake in development has
 been firmly established. That monumental book put forward a new termi-
 nology for describing political systems, using theoretical foundations which
 owed much to the work of Talcott Parsons and Edward Shils.

 One of the two books reviewed here2 is by David Apter, whose concern
 with development came via his interest in the politics of particular African
 countries.3 The approach, according to Apter, is in the tradition of Parsons
 and Marion Levy; Shils is also named as having been a stimulus. The other
 book reviewed, Political Culture and Political Development4 may be re-
 garded as in a direct line of descent from The Politics of the Developing
 Areas. It appears in a series, Studies in Political Development, sponsored by
 the Committee on Comparative Politics of the Social Science Research
 Council. The chairman of the committee is Lucian W. Pye, a contributor
 to The Politics of the Developing Areas, and Almond and Coleman are
 both members of the committee.5

 According to The Politics of Modernization, development is the process
 by which secular norms of conduct are universalized. Modernization is said
 to be a particular case of development, and, says Apter, implies three condi-
 tions: a social system capable of constant innovation, that includes among

 1 Princeton: Princeton University Press, i960.
 2 The Politics of Modernization, Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1965. 48i pp.

 $7.50.
 3 The Gold Coast in Transition, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1955; The Political

 Kingdom in Uganda: A Study in Bureaucratic Nationalism, Princeton: Princeton University
 Press, i96i.

 4Edited by Lucian W. Pye and Sidney Verba. Princeton: Princeton University Press, i965.

 574 pp. $IO.00
 5 It is worth noting that the new Little Brown Series in Comparative Politics is also

 edited by Almond, Coleman and Pye.
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 its essential beliefs the acceptability of change; differentiated, flexible social
 structures; a social framework to provide the skills and knowledge neces-
 sary for living in a technologically advanced world. However, the exact re-
 lation between development and modernization is not spelled out. Mod-
 ernization, rather than being a particular case of development, would seem
 to be, on Apter's assumptions, a set of conditions for a continued process of
 development. Industrialization, in turn, is said to be a special case of mod-
 ernization, which, if it occurs, comes after it, and is defined as the period in
 a society in which the strategic functional roles are related to manufacturing.
 Apter wishes to apply the functional method to the comparative study of
 modernizing countries. His object is to "present a typology of governmental
 forms and some theories about how they change, meanwhile demonstrating
 the relationship between these forms and several functional categories."

 The book is to some extent an exercise in model-making. But it is more
 than that. Some of the ideas in it are worked out at sufficient length to give
 insight on such topics as political parties, ideologies, elites and African tribal
 systems. Also the typology is not "static," for Apter indicates the likelihood
 of some types of model being succeeded by other specified types and also
 makes judgments about which type is the "optimum structural form" at
 particular stages of modernization. The initial section on the moral basis of
 politics does not make it clear exactly what value-judgments are implied by
 such terms as "optimum." However, in this review the emphasis will be on
 Apter's typology, particularly in relation to some Asian countries.

 Apter begins his model-building by combining the structural and behav-
 ioral approaches. The structural approach leads him to consider the degree of
 hierarchy in government, a high degree of stringency of control being de-
 scribed as hierarchical, a low degree being described as "pyramidal." The
 behavioral approach leads to a consideration of values, the degree to which
 ultimate ends are employed in action. He follows Durkheim in distinguish-
 ing between sacred and secular ends, and classifies governments according to
 whether the ends employed in action are ultimate (sacred) or intermediate
 (secular). "Sacred" is later referred to as "consummatory" and "secular" as
 "instrumental."

 Taken together, the two extremes on hierarchy and the two extremes on
 values yield four combinations, illustrated as follows:

 HIERARCHICAL PYRAMIDAL

 Consummatory A (sacred) A D

 Instrumental C B
 (secular)
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 Types A and B are "polar opposites." Type B, the secular-libertarian ex-
 treme, is the model which underlies Western conceptions of democracy. It is
 the classic liberal picture of a political community, as seen by Locke, an
 extension of the rationalism of the market place. Type A, the sacred-collec-
 tivity extreme, on the contrary, stresses the unity of the people, not their di-
 versity. Political groups, not individuals, make up the system, and the all-
 embracing group is the state, from which sub-groups derive their corporate
 personalities.

 Having created a "pure" model for purposes of exposition, Apter then
 makes "an empirically useful departure" from it. After making this change
 the contents of Box B in the diagram correspond more closely, although not
 exactly, to actual Western democratic societies, and are now called "recon-
 ciliation systems." The contents of Box A are now "mobilization systems."
 These include communist systems, such as China, but also non-communist
 countries such as Indonesia or Mali. A distinguishing mark of mobilization
 systems is that they are inspired by "political religions," described as refer-
 ring to "those transcendental ends that define the state as a moral entity."

 Political religion is the basis for consummatory values. It has the capacity,
 temporarily, under a mobilization system, of being able to elevate certain in-
 strumental objectives of improving economic conditions to the level of sym-
 bolic and transcendental ends. Instrumental values become consummatory
 values. Ideology is closely related to political religion and is often the expres-
 sion of it (p. 3I9).6

 The contents of Box C are divided into three sub-types: modernizing
 autocracies, such as Thailand and Ethiopia; neo-mercantilist societies; mil-
 itary oligarchies. The first two need to be explained further. The moderniz-
 ing autocracy has a traditionalistic ideology associated with a monarch. The
 neo-mercantilist society is headed by a "presidential monarch." It employs
 traditionalist ideologies in an attempt to ritualize authority. The odd use of
 the economic term, neo-mercantilist to identify a political sub-type is ex-
 plained by referring to Eli Heckscher's statement that the original mercantil-
 ism used a mixture of public and private enterprise "in which the critical
 rationale of economic activities is political." Ghana (under Nkrumah) and
 Guinea are given as examples of countries moving towards neo-mercantil-
 ism.

 The subtypes in Box D may be called theocracies. They consist of socie-

 6 There is a similarity between mobilization systems and "Movement-Regimes." See Rob-
 ert C. Tucker, "Towards a Comparative Politics of 'Movement-Regimes'," American Political
 Science Review, Vol. LV, No. 2 (i96i). As Apter's previous work suggests, ideology is of
 prime importance in his typology. Contrastingly, Fred W. Riggs has not stressed it in his
 typology: Administration in Developing Countries, Boston: Houghton Mifflin, i964.
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 ties which are traditional rather than modernizing, and include feudal sys-
 tems.7 These traditional forms are considered in only one chapter.

 It is impossible to convey in detail Apter's working-out of this classifica-
 tion; it takes most of the book to develop it. Like all typologies, it is open to
 attack because of errors of fact or eccentricities of interpretation. Briefly, the
 main argument turns on three points: the superiority of a mobilization sys-
 tem over a reconciliation system in achieving modernization; the lack of
 permanence of a mobilization system; the eventual advantages of a recon-
 ciliation system after industrialization has been achieved.

 In many modernizing nations primordial loyalties to ethnic, language and
 other groups, create such widespread conflict that no society exists in a mean-
 ingful sense. There is hostility and tension with consequent immobilisme.
 Private entrepreneurs are unlikely to mobilize wealth for purposes of mod-
 ernization. Under a reconciliation system, government activity, the only
 likely source of modernization, would be at a standstill. In a mobilization
 system, on the other hand, government accepts the prime burdens of mod-
 ernization. Its economic role leads to an emphasis on social mobilization.
 One of the instruments for the latter is the administrative machinery,
 another is the "party of solidarity." The role of the party is reinforced by
 political religion, which, through indoctrination, establishes and reinforces
 new values, such as hard work and thrift. Mobilization systems claim a
 higher morality than other systems. They are cast in a more heroic mould,
 and the emphasis is upon consummatory (sacred) values rather than upon
 secular (instrumental) values. It is a premise of Apter's that, in systems,
 "the ratio of coercion and information varies inversely. High coercion re-
 sults in low information and high information exists where there is low
 coercion." In mobilization systems coercion is high and information is low.
 This is an advantage, because at the two points of "conversion" from one
 system to another at which mobilization systems are "most suitable," (a)
 establishing a new polity, and (b) converting from late modernization to
 industrialization, action, not information, is the major problem.

 However, heroes are often short-lived. So are mobilization systems. The
 impact of consummatory values lessens and instrumental values assume
 greater prominence. Individual opportunism and corruption increase. In
 short, political religion declines. Warring coalitions and factions divide the
 ruling party, a special problem being conflict between generations. The re-
 sult might be a shift towards greater totalitarianism or to a military oli-
 garchy. But, according to Apter, the most likely change is to neo-mercantil-
 ism. In the neo-mercantilist system, as compared with the mobilization

 7 Apter's terminology differs from his previous terminology, notably in Political Religion
 in the New Nations, Berkeley: Institute of Industrial Relations and Institute of Interna-
 tional Studies, Reprint 233, I964, reprinted from Clifford Geertz, Old Societies and New
 States. Cf. Shils, Political Development in the New States, The Hague, I962 and Almond and
 Coleman, The Politics of the Developing Areas, op. cit., p. 56i.
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 system, instrumental values will be played up and consummatory values
 played down. Coercion will be less often used than in the mobilization sys-
 tem; conversely information is more widely available to the government.
 Ideologies are both nationalist and socialist "with a neo-mercantilist orien-
 tation to government enterprise rather than a Marxian one." Leadership is
 institutionalized in some form of presidential government.

 In the long run, when a society has been not only modernized but also to
 some extent industrialized, there is a long-term trend towards a reconcilia-
 tion system. This trend exists mainly because the reconciliation system is
 based on relatively high information and relatively low coercion: it can
 therefore cope with the institutional complexity associated with the "com-
 munications and information revolution" in industrial societies. Apter ex-
 tends the argument by pointing to other consequences of such a "revolution"
 which would tend to produce a reconciliation system, such as the assump-
 tion of leadership by the scientific elite over other modernizing groups. It
 should be noted that reconciliation systems are not necessarily democratic,
 although democracy is "latent" in them. To move a reconciliation system
 towards democracy certain ideals, such as liberty and privacy are necessary,
 as well as appropriate constitutional arrangements and the existence of a
 legalized opposition and a free press.

 The selection of these points for notice must not be taken to mean that
 Apter suggests a simple uniform sequence by which modernizing nations
 start with a mobilization system, move on to a neo-mercantilist system and
 then, after industrialization, to a reconciliation system. This could be one
 sequence, but others are possible: a country which had "prematurely" adopted
 a reconciliation system, could move towards a neo-mercantilist system.

 In effect, Apter is saying that certain patterns or sequences are more
 probable than others. He reaches the comforting conclusion (to democrats)
 that in the end, with industrialization, it is likely that many systems will be-
 come reconciliation systems. But it is probable that mobilization systems and
 modernizing autocracies will go through other forms first, notably that of a
 neo-mercantilist society. Even existing reconciliation systems which are not
 yet industrialized may adopt other forms for the process of industrialization.

 Most of Apter's examples are drawn from Africa, but if his argument
 were applied to Asia it would probably take the following lines. China (as
 well as North Korea and North Vietnam) is a totalitarian example of a mo-
 bilization system. But, on the analogy of Yugoslavia, Apter's scheme seems
 to suggest that China might follow the sequence, mobilization-non-totali-
 tarian, neo-mercantilist, and eventually, reconciliation.8 Indonesia is classi-
 fied as a mobilization system9 which is non-totalitarian. Presumably until

 8 However, on ideology, see the distinction made by W. J. Stankiewicz between China's
 "power-revisionism" and Yugoslavia's "opportunist-revisionism" in W. J. Stankiewicz (ed.),
 Political Thought Since World War 11, Glencoe: Free Press, I964, pp. 127-8.

 9 But see the remarks on Indonesia, below.
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 September i965, it would have been regarded as likely to move towards neo-
 mercantilism. Since that date the chances of its becoming a military
 oligarchy have probably increased. Apter cites both Burma and Pakistan as ex-
 amples of military oligarchy, and is sceptical about their ability to modern-
 ize successfully. He does not indicate explicitly what types might succeed
 military oligarchies, but says that, although they have a different pattern of
 leadership, they resemble neo-mercantilist societies more than any other sys-
 tems; they might therefore be succeeded by neo-mercantilist systems. Or
 presumably if, like Japan, they were sufficiently advanced industrially, they
 might be followed by reconciliation systems.

 Apter instances Thailand as an example of a successful modernizing au-
 tocracy. However, his general diagnosis is that the stability of modernizing
 autocracies is likely to be threatened because of the difficulty of absorbing
 new elites into the traditional framework. Modernizing autocracies tend to
 rely on the military to maintain the stratification system, and may be suc-
 ceeded by a military oligarchy. Cambodia would also appear to be a mod-
 ernizing autocracy, except that one might argue that Prince Sihanouk blurs
 the model by exhibiting some of the charismatic traits of the leader of a mo-
 bilization system.

 India, Ceylon, the Philippines and Malaysia would be classified as recon-
 ciliation systems; but they will not necessarily remain so when industrializ-
 ing. Apter thinks it likely that comparable reconciliation systems elsewhere,
 such as Nigeria and some Latin American countries, may move towards a
 mobilization system. However, there is a suggestion that a reconciliation sys-
 tem might survive in that form during modernization (including indus-
 trialization), if the country is sufficiently prosperous to permit high invest-
 ment without much use of coercion. On Apter's reasoning, if external
 factors permit, possibly Malaysia might follow this course. Japan is said to be
 a democratic form of reconciliation system, having arrived there via mod-
 ernizing autocracy and military oligarchy.

 Apter's framework is elaborate and impressive. Nevertheless doubts
 about it arise. Some of these concern his assumptions on coercion and infor-
 mation. Originally these were assumed to vary inversely in any given coun-
 try-an assumption of doubtful validity. But, having said this, Apter refers
 to a totalitarian mobilization system being both a perfect information system
 and a perfect coercive system (pp. 4i6-7). It is also said that mobilization
 systems are suitable at "points of conversion" from one system type to
 another, because at such points the need for information is relatively low and
 the need for action, via coercion, is relatively high. This argument is strong
 when applied to the conversion of a dependent colony to an independent
 state (p. 36i). But it is not so convincing, and is not argued at length, with
 reference to the conversion from "late modernization" to "early industriali-
 zation." Mobilization systems can then, it is argued, be a stable method of
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 effecting massive economic change by exerting political control to allocate
 functional roles essential to development (p. 390). Perhaps, but at this stage,
 as well as at a later stage, of industrialization, is not a high degree of infor-
 mation required?10

 On page 409 there is a diagram illustrating the tendency of both mobiliza-
 tion systems and reconciliation systems to move towards a neo-mercantilist
 society, as they modernize. In doing so the reconciliation system will in-
 crease coercion, the mobilization system will decrease coercion. "This sug-
 gests that the best balance to achieve modernization goals, at a minimum
 cost, is at the intersection of coercion and information typically provided the
 neo-mercantilist society." Just because the neo-mercantilist society repre-
 sents an intermediate degree of coercion between the other two, does it nec-
 essarily follow that any changes in the degree of coercion in one of the other
 systems necessarily results in a change to a neo-mercantilist society? Pre-
 sumably each of these two types covers a wide enough range of coercion for
 a change in the degree of coercion to be possible within the type.

 The nature of mobilization systems and their distinguishing characteristic,
 political religions, also need to be explored further. In spite of the importance
 attributed to political religion, there is no explicit distinction made between
 countries which have adopted political religions only in form and those
 which adopted them so devoutly as to influence development appreciably.
 However, such a distinction may be found, implicitly, in Apter's own foot-
 notes when he considers Indonesia. In the text Indonesia (before October,
 i965) is treated as a mobilization system, but in the footnotes it is said that
 c. . . countries like Indonesia, Ghana, Mali and Egypt, have instrumental

 values, which are embodied in rather grandiose ideologies" (p. 380); and
 further, "In a very real sense, Nigeria and Indonesia, for example, are more
 similar to each other than China and Indonesia, even though the political lan-
 guage of the latter two may have a closer resemblance" (p. 375). The rather
 sharp distinction originally made, between countries which have political
 religion and those which do not, now completely disappears.

 In other ways the distinction between mobilization systems and other sys-
 tems is perhaps not as clear-cut as the book suggests. It is said that many

 10 Apter does not define clearly what he means by "information." But during industrializa-
 tion there is certainly an overwhelming need for one kind of information: entrepreneurs, pri-
 vate or public, need information, obtained through research, on demand and on production
 problems. See W. Arthur Lewis, The Theory of Economic Growth, London: Allen and Unwin,
 1955, pp. 175-6 and 349-50. Apter's suggestion (p. 389) that the necessary information for
 this kind of purpose may be derived from outside the system is not satisfactory.

 11 There seems to be a misunderstanding of the nature of "Manipol-USDEK" on pages
 197-8. On the peculiar nature of ideology in Indonesia see Clifford Geertz, "Ideology as a
 Cultural System" in David E. Apter (ed.), Ideology and Discontent, Glencoe: The Free Press,
 I1964. See also on religion, as opposed to political religion, Clifford Geertz, "Religion as a
 Cultural System" in Michael Banton (ed.), Anthropological Approaches to the Study of Re-
 ligion, London: Tavistock, I966.
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 mobilization systems turn into neo-mercantilist societies, the change taking
 the form of ritualizing leadership by transferring authority from a charis-
 matic leader to a successor and of traditionalizing its consummatory values
 by making them into a new and effective link between novelty and the past
 (p. 307). Apter suggests that this was the sequence in Ghana under Nkru-
 mah. But there is no reason why a mobilization system with a charismatic
 leadership and a high degree of coercion may not from the very beginning
 appeal to traditional values. Indonesia, where Sukarno invoked Srivijaya and
 Madjapahit over twenty years ago, appears to be a case in point. Indeed it is
 hard to think of many noncommunist mobilization systems, or near-mobili-
 zation systems, where the consummatory values originally appealed to were
 not substantially traditional. It is said that neo-mercantilist societies "differ
 from mobilization systems only to the degree that they are retraditional-
 ized," but if such differences are minimal, why the need for a separate
 type ?

 The neo-mercantilist society is also believed to have a distinctive policy to-
 wards the economy; presumably that is why it was named after the "old"
 mercantilism. The "distinctive" policy appears to be that in order to "sup-
 port authority it uses a mixture of private and public enterprise in which the
 critical rationale of economic activities is political" (p. 37). But such a de-
 scription, which is not substantially amplified elsewhere, would apply to
 almost any Asian country which was not totalitarian: to India, Pakistan,
 Japan, Indonesia, Thailand, Malaysia, the Philippines. Nor does it help much
 to consider that the distinctive aspect of mercantilism is its political con-
 tribution as "an agent of unification."12 On Apter's own analysis it would
 seem that during the transition from dependence to independence an agent
 of unification would be of the greatest importance; yet he recommends a
 mobilization system, not neo-mercantilism, as being the most suitable gov-
 ernmental form for meeting this "identity crisis."

 It is claimed that the neo-mercantilist society is the "modern functional
 equivalent of the modernizing autocracy, which has become almost obso-
 lete" (pp. 415-6). However it is said that, apart from the way in which so-
 cieties arrive at these two forms, the content of their values differ. And yet,
 in spite of this distinction, a footnote, referring to neo-mercantilist societies,
 begins thus: "Early examples, which actually were modernizing autocracies,
 [italics supplied] were Prussia and Japan...."

 Astonishingly, in spite of the attention given to the neo-mercantilist so-
 ciety, the author neglects to give even a single example, although Ghana
 (under Nkrumah) and Guinea are said to be moving towards it. In a dia-
 gram classifying nations according to authority-types twenty-seven nations
 are mentioned (p. 397). Britain, the United States, Italy, Japan are shown as

 12 Eli F. Heckscher, Mercantilism, London: Allen and Unwin Ltd., I955, Vol. I, p. 22.
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 democracies. India, the Philippines, France, pre-coup Nigeria, Mexico, Tun-
 isia, Dahomey and Senegal are said to be reconciliation systems. China,
 U.S.S.R., Czechoslovakia, Rumania and Poland are given as examples of
 totalitarianism. Yugoslavia, Algeria, Mali, Guinea and Ghana (under Nkru-
 mah) are listed as mobilization systems. Only five nations, Afghanistan,
 Thailand, Ethiopia, Morocco and Iran are shown under the comprehensive
 description, "Modernizing autocracies, military oligarchies, and neo-mercan-
 tilist societies." According to the models in the book, none of the five would
 qualify as a neo-mercantilist society.

 Perhaps the key concept of the book is the mobilization system. But the
 features of one of its probable successors, the neo-mercantilist society, are
 unclear. It is at this important point of the argument that The Politics of
 Modernization, which otherwise combines in profusion obscurities and in-
 sights, ceases to provide insights.

 The second book reviewed here, Political Culture and Political Develop-
 ment1" is the fifth of seven volumes in the series (Studies in Political De-
 velopment) previously mentioned. The total number of pages in the series is
 about 3,500. There is something a little frightening about an enterprise on
 this scale, and some of the earlier volumes would have benefited from being
 shorter. By the fifth volume a high degree of inbreeding is becoming ap-
 parent. The "inner circle" of contributors are not exactly taking in each
 other's intellectual washing, but they are becoming addicted, perhaps, to
 compulsive citations of each other's intellectual laundry lists.

 The present volume contains articles on nine countries, Japan, Germany,
 Turkey, India, Ethiopia, Italy, Mexico, Egypt, Soviet Russia and on one non-
 country, England. There is an Introduction by Lucian Pye and a Conclusion
 by Sidney Verba. A general criticism of the book is that, although political
 development is discussed shortly in the Introduction (and also at greater
 length in the first volume in the series, Communications and Political De-
 velopment), it is neglected in the Conclusion. The words "Political Develop-
 ment" in the title are simply misleading. Some of the contributions on par-
 ticular countries, particularly those which deal with relatively developed
 countries, also fail to consider political development explicitly. Sometimes,
 therefore, it is hard to say what theoretical framework an author is using,
 what he understands by political development, and in what respects he con-
 siders the country in question to be developed or developing. In his paper on
 India, Myron Weiner makes a major contribution by evaluating the struggle
 between the elite and mass political cultures in terms of modern and tradi-
 tional cultures. The essays by Robert E. Ward (Japan), Joseph LaPalom-
 bara (Italy) and Robert E. Scott (Mexico) are also outstanding.

 Apter's book is a genuine contribution to the study of political develop-

 13 See note 4 above.
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 ment, even although some of its hypotheses are misconceived. But Political
 Development and Political Culture does not make a similar contribution;
 the book (as opposed to some of the individual articles) simply omits formu-
 lating any general hypotheses at all about political development.

 University of British Columbia R. S. MILNE

 Trends in China's Development
 Process

 A Review Article

 'T O HISTORIANS OF AN IMAGINATIVE BENT, Communist China's rise to power
 often offers a temptation to draw analogies between the current scene

 and the founding of the great dynasties in the past. There is, of course,
 much to be said for this approach, but caution must be exercised against
 carrying it too far. For the Communist regime is a revolutionary regime
 determined to make China a twentieth-century power, not merely to restore
 her grandeur in its old image. The only valid links with the past are those
 forged by that part of the environment which has not changed in spite of
 the revolution. Where the environment has changed, no parallels in fact
 exist.

 The writings of Professor C. P. FitzGerald, a noted interpreter of Chi-
 nese history and culture, are a case in point. Both of his recent books, The
 Birth of Communist China' and The Chinese View of their Place in the
 World,2 make fascinating reading. But in many places, his interpretations are
 open to question because of an over-zealousness in drawing parallels be-
 tween the past and the present. Thus, in the first book, generalizing that in
 Chinese history a revolution can succeed only if it commands the support of
 both the peasants and the scholars, he asserts: "The coalition of peasant and
 scholar has been the key to the triumph of Chinese Communism, just as it
 was the secret of Ming Hung Wu's victory over the Mongols and his rivals.
 The future depends on the success with which the Communist rulers can
 continue to satisfy both these classes." Although these are plausible words,
 it must be pointed out that in past dynasties the winning regime did not

 1 New York: Frederick A. Praeger, x966, 288 pp. $6.oo (a revision of his earlier Revolu-
 tion in China, published in 1952).

 2 London: Oxford University Press (a Chatham House Essay), i965, 66 pp. 6s.
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 POLITICAL SOCIALIZATION AND POLITICAL CHANGE

 GERALD J. BENDER

 University of California, Los Angeles

 O NLY RECENTLY political scientists (with some notable exceptions) have
 broadened their view of the discipline to include the problem areas of
 attitudinal development and change. Investigations along these lines have

 primarily been associated with voting studies; however, more recently attention has
 turned to the political socialization process. To illustrate how new this concept is,
 we only need to look at Child's article on "Socialization" in the Handbook of Social
 Psychology, published in 1954, where no reference is made to the term political
 socialization.1

 Contrary to most new concepts in political science, "political socialization" was
 promoted by a scholar (Herbert Hyman)2 who was concerned with Western (par-
 ticularly American) political phenomena. Since the appearance of Hyman's book,
 however, students of the "developing nations" have attempted to utilize the concept
 in their studies as well. In many ways it is surprising that the idea did not originate
 with these latter students since the discipline which first used socialization generally
 as an analytic tool was cultural anthropology3 (which in turn was heavily influenced
 by psycho-analytic studies).

 Before proceeding any further into the background of the term socialization,

 consideration of several definitions is in order. The best way to illustrate the various
 uses of the concept of political socialization is to set down the definitions found in

 ten works which have dealt with the concept in recent years. While, for the most
 part, all of these definitions bear a resemblance to one another, one should look for

 the differences, keeping in mind that disparities in definition usually point to
 different sources of data.

 Hyman speaks of socialization of the individual as "his learning of social
 patterns corresponding to his societal positions as mediated through various agencies

 of society." 4 Froman, following Hyman, states that "political socialization, then,
 will be defined as the learning of politically relevant social patterns corresponding to
 societal positions as mediated through various agencies of society." Froman acknowl-

 edges that the term "political" is a "slippery" concept as used in the literature, so he

 ' I. L. Child, "Socialization," in Gardner Lindzey (ed.), Handbook of Social Psychology, Vol.
 II (Cambridge, 1954).

 2 Herbert H. Hyman, Political Socialization (Glencoe, 1959).
 SSee: Abram Kardiner, The Psychological Frontiers of Society (New York, 1945); Abram

 Kardiner, "The Concept of Basic Personality Structure as an Operational Tool in the
 Social Sciences" in Ralph Linton (ed.), The Science of Man in the World Crisis (New
 York, 1945); Ralph Linton, Cultural Background of Personality (New York, 1945).

 'Hyman, op. cit., p. 25. As we pointed out above, Hyman's work was a pioneering effort. It is
 restricted, however, in the sense that it is primarily descriptive rather than analytical and
 concentration is directed to the agents of socialization (whose impact is mainly inferred
 in terms of observed age differentials) rather than the subjects themselves. Thus he is
 concerned almost exclusively with sociological categories and appears to ignore the psycho-
 logical dimension.

 390

This content downloaded from 202.41.10.30 on Sat, 21 Mar 2020 21:03:22 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 POLITICAL SOCIALIZATION AND POLITICAL CHANGE 391

 restricts politics to the concern with the problem of "authority." 5 Frey sees it as a
 "process by which a group, organization or society inculcates social attitudes and
 behaviors into its members. ... 'Political socialization' refers not only to the inculca-
 tion of information about and evaluations of formal government, but also includes
 more general attitudes toward the use and distribution of power." 6

 For Easton and Hess, "socialization is essentially a learning process through
 which, as a member matures physiologically in a society, he acquires a certain range
 of political orientations." 7 Almond views political socialization as "the process of
 induction into the political culture. Its end product is a set of attitudes - cognitions,
 value standards, feelings - towards the political system, its various roles, and role
 incumbents." 8 While Almond and Verba (curiously) never define political socializa-
 tion in their Civic Culture study, it can be inferred from their use of the term, politi-
 cal culture. The term, political culture, "refers to the specifically political orientation
 - attitudes toward the political system and its various parts, and attitudes toward
 the role of the self in the system." 9 Presumably, it is the inculcation of these attitudes
 which constitute the political socialization process. Verba in a later paper views it
 as "a learning process; the process by which the norms associated with the perform-
 ance of political roles as well as fundamental political values and guiding standards
 of political behavior are learned." 10

 LeVine interprets the political socialization process as the "acquisition by an
 individual of behavioral dispositions relevant to political groups, political systems,
 and political processes. Examples of the kinds of behavioral dispositions included
 are: attitudes concerning the allocation of authority, the legitimacy of the regime,
 and political participation; patterns of decision making and deference; images of
 leaders and foreign nations; group loyalties, antagonisms, and stereotypes." "
 Eckstein understands it as a "process through which values, cognitions, and symbols
 are learned and 'internalized,' through which operative social norms regarding
 politics are implanted, political roles institutionalized and political consensus created,
 either effectively or ineffectively." 12

 In contrast to Eckstein, Roberta Sigel attaches a positive emphasis on the process
 when she states that "political socialization refers to the learning process by which the
 political norms and behaviors acceptable to an ongoing political system are trans-

 SLewis A. Froman, "Personality and Political Socialization," ]ournal of Politics, 23 (May
 1961), 342.

 6 Frederick W. Frey, "Political Socialization in Developing Nations" - a paper presented at a
 Seminar of the Interuniversity Consortium for Political Research, University of Michigan,
 August 1964.

 David Easton and Robert Hess, "Youth and the Political System," in Seymour Lipset and
 Leo Lowenthal (eds.), Culture and Social Character (Glencoe, 1961), p. 236.

 8 Gabriel Almond, "Introduction: A Functional Approach to Comparative Politics," in Gabriel
 A. Almond and James S. Coleman (eds.), The Politics of Developing Areas (Princeton,
 1960), pp. 27-28.

 9 Gabriel A. Almond and Sidney Verba, The Civic Culture (Princeton, 1963), p. 13.
 10 Sidney Verba, "The Comparative Study of Political Socialization" - paper delivered to the

 American Political Science Association, Chicago, September 10, 1964.
 n Robert A. LeVine, "Political Socialization and Culture Change," in Clifford Geertz (ed.),

 Old Societies and New States (Glencoe, 1963), pp. 280-81 ff.
 Harry Eckstein, "A Perspective on Comparative Politics, Past and Present," in Harry Eckstein

 and David Apter, Comparative Politics (Glencoe, 1963), p. 26.
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 mitted from generation to generation." 1s Richard Rose also approximates this
 "positive" view when he argues that "political socialization is a stabilizing influence,
 but not a stagnating one." 14

 The definition employed here resembles many of the above in that it views
 political socialization as a process through which the individual internalizes politically
 relevant attitudes, beliefs, cognitions, and values. The words "politically relevant"
 are at best ambiguous. "Relevant" is added so as to broaden the scope of research
 into social systems, which are not political in the "governmental" sense (i.e., family
 authority patterns).

 Most studies on political socialization treat the process with reference to such
 analytic categories as agencies, process, time span, and change. At least two distinct
 interpretations can be made of each of these four analytic categories. They are as
 follows: (1) agencies of socialization - primary and secondary; (2) process of
 socialization - latent and manifest; (3) time span of process - formative and
 mature years; and (4) level of change - systemic and non-systemic. Thus, most of
 the differences found in studies on political socialization can be traced to variations in
 the way the authors interpret the different dimensions of these categories.

 It has long been recognized that organizations, societies, and nations have
 entrusted the critical task of socializing their members to various sub-units or agencies
 of their social systems. The primary agency refers to one's family, whether nuclear
 or extended, while secondary agencies refer to schools, occupations, mass media,
 political parties, etc. Some students, following Freud's lead, have concentrated
 exclusively on the primary agency - i.e., family - an excellent example of how
 one's definitions can lead one to different realms of inquiry. A quotation from Easton

 and Hess also illuminates this point.

 . . the study of Political Socialization will make sense only if it pushes back before the adult
 period and seeks to reveal the way in which a hard core of orientations is transmitted to and
 inculcated in the young person. We shall for this reason find it useful to confine the discussion
 of socialization to the preadult period of life .... Our assumption then is that, as in other areas
 of behavior, the preadult stages are the vital formative years of political life.15

 Other studies, for various reasons, have bypassed the primary agency and con-
 centrated on secondary agencies of socialization. This is not always the result of a
 theoretical commitment since research on secondary agencies is easier to execute.
 Most of the recent studies, however, have emphasized the need to study both primary
 and secondary agencies.

 Considering that both primary and secondary agencies have been treated with
 various degrees of emphasis, it is not surprising that a similar variation marks the dis-
 cussions of process - latent and manifest. (This distinction between latent and
 manifest is sometimes referred to in the literature as unconscious and conscious.)
 Latent socialization processes are usually associated closely with primary agency;
 although there is certainly much latent socialization transmitted through secondary

 S Robert Sigel, "Assumptions About the Learning of Political Values," The Annals, 361 (Sep-
 tember 1965), 1 (italics added).

 1 Richard Rose, Politics in England (Boston, 1964), p. 80.
 15 Easton and Hess, op. cit., p. 238.
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 agencies. Conversely, manifest socialization is most often associated with secondary
 agencies.

 Political socialization is manifest when political feelings, values, beliefs, etc. are
 transmitted explicitly. This connotes the idea of the intentional teaching of these
 values, beliefs, etc.16 The process is latent when the cognitions, beliefs, etc., are
 implicitly derived from other social systems - i.e., family - which then affect one's
 cognitions, beliefs, etc., concerning the political system. What was said above con-
 cerning an author's emphasis on one aspect to the exclusion of the other applies
 equally as well here. Also, most recent studies recognize the need to study both latent
 and manifest socialization."'

 A third category which has been used - time span - is closely related to the
 above two categories of agency and process. Time span may relate to an individual's
 formative or mature years or both. A selection would probably be directly related
 to any "bias" in terms of agency and process. That is, if one believes that most
 political socialization can be accounted for by studying the manifest aspects of the
 primary agency, we would expect that one would also concentrate on the formative
 years.

 The final analytic category which we will discuss is political change. When does

 a political change occur? There are at least two levels of political change: systemic
 and non-(or intra-) sytemic change. The former refers to a change in the distribu-

 tion and exercise of authority. The two ideal extremes would of course be pure
 democracy and pure totalitarianism with gradations between. Non-systemic change
 refers to changes in patterns of political participation, party affiliation, etc., within
 the existing political system. These non-systemic kinds of change may in fact lead

 to systemic change if the shift in party affiliation is to a party which advocates sys-

 temic changes.18 Again the selection of the interpretation of political change may
 determine the kind of study executed. Hyman was primarily concerned with non-

 systemic change'9 and consequently most of his material is drawn from voting studies.

 le Hyman is quite explicit about his bias in this direction when he states that "One seeks far and
 wide for any extended treatment of political behavior as learned behavior, despite the fact
 that this is patently the case." Hyman op. cit., p. 17. Also see Rose, op. cit., pp. 61, 80.

 * For examples see: James S. Coleman, Education and Political Development (Princeton,
 1965), pp. 18-25. This is an excellent discussion of many of the central issues surrounding
 the concept. Lucian W. Pye, "Introduction," in Lucian W. Pye and Sidney Verba (eds.),
 Political Culture and Political Development (Princeton, 1965), p. 10. Pye states (in con-
 trast to the position we criticize below), "The political socialization process involves not
 only the deeply instilled attitudes and sentiments of early childhood and family life but
 also the later experience of explicit instruction in politics at schools, through exposure to
 the mass media, and in contacts with other politically socializing agents" (ibid.). Verba,
 op. cit., pp. 550-53.

 18 This would have likely been the case in the September 1964 election in Chile if the Com-
 munists had defeated the Christian Democrats.

 1' This is to be expected since most of his data concerns studies which used American subjects as
 their objects of inquiry. Lane and Sears cogently identify a serious limitation in studies,
 like Hyman's, which concentrate on partisan loyalties as a measure of change. They aver,
 "It would be highly misleading . . . to say that no change has ensued between a man's
 adopting his father's Democratic political preference and voting for Al Smith in 1928,
 and his child's maintaining the familial tradition in voting for John F. Kennedy in 1960.
 A great many changes in political thinking may have occurred over those two generations,
 although obscured by the continuity of votes for the Democratic candidate."
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 On the other hand, Robert LeVine, in one of his studies,20 emphasizes systemic
 change. He was led to study the continuity of the Gusii "authority structure."

 It is important to keep these two kinds of change clearly in mind when con-
 sidering statements concerning the effect of political socialization on political change.
 If we are told that changes in the socialization patterns of secondary agencies will
 result in political change, we must know what level of change the author intended.
 If non-systemic change was the referent, the statement would seem prima facie
 reasonable. If, however, the notion of systemic change was intended, greater doubts
 and/or demands for proof may be in order.

 All of the theories cited in the opening pages owe a great debt to the psycho-
 cultural or Basic Personality school. Practically all theorists accept the theory as a
 starting point, then incorporate their own modifications. Almond and Verba state,
 "this study has been greatly influenced by the 'cross-personality' or 'psychocultural
 approach' to the study of political phenomena." 21 Because of the great influence of
 this approach, it would be worthwhile to discuss the tradition.

 "Basic Personality type" is defined by Kardiner as "that personality configura-
 tion which is shared by the bulk of the society's members as the result of early
 experiences which they have in common." 22 This conception assumes: (a) that
 cultural tradition determines the lessons the parent will teach the child and the way
 in which the lessons are taught; (b) that different cultures have different ways of
 training the child - and different lessons to teach; (c) that the child's early experi-
 ence exerts a lasting effect upon his personality; and (d) that similar experiences will
 tend to produce similar personalities within the culture.

 The Basic Personality conception implies a circle which continues from genera-
 tion to generation in endless circularity. The culture prescribes the (general) goals
 and method of child training: this early training fashions within the culture a
 (general) basic personality type and adults reinforce and continue the (general)
 cultural tradition which they find habitual and congenial.

 This analysis is certainly sound and it helps one to understand the differences in
 personality configurations between, for example, Hausa and French peasants. This
 Basic Personality concept also enables one to understand why one Hausa is similar
 to another. What this scheme fails to account for, however, are the differences among
 individual Hausa or among individual French peasants. Thus, Basic Personality
 is a misleading concept unless one keeps in mind the variability in real culture and in
 child rearing.

 Nevertheless even within these variabilities within a given culture, one may still
 speak of cultural "similarities." This type of thinking has led to a number of studies
 on "national character" and "political culture." 23

 " Robert A. LeVine, "The Role of the Family in Authority Systems: A Cross-cultural Applica-
 tion of Stimulus-Generalization Theory," Behavioral Science, Vol. 5 (October 1960).

 21 Almond and Verba, op. cit., p. 13.
 * A. Kardiner, The Psychological Frontiers of Society (New York, 1945), pp. vi-viii.
 23 Some of the more noted studies of this type are: Ruth Benedict, The Chrysanthmum and the

 Sword (Boston, 1946), a study of the Japanese National character: D. W. Brogan, The
 American Character (New York, 1944); Erich Fromm, Escape From Freedom (New
 York, 1941) ; Ralph Linton, "The Concept of National Character," in Alfred Stanton and
 Stewart Perry (eds.), Personality and Political Crisis (Glencoe, 1951). Perhaps the most
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 Culture does not follow national lines alone however. There may be many sub-
 cultures within a given nation, and within the same culture cleavages corresponding
 to social class, race, occupations, etc., may exist. These considerations need not dis-
 courage one from using this type of framework. On the contrary, if we can locate
 the variations (i.e., classes, subcultures, etc.) within the more general political cul-
 ture, we may have located an important explanatory tool. Whitaker, for example,
 demonstrates how differences in ideology and conception of political participation
 among three Northern Nigerian political figures may be explained, at least in part,
 by the fact that each occupies a different position within a common traditional politi-
 cal culture. "The contention, in other words, is that the decisive influence on each
 man's view of the desirable structural implications of a democratic political system
 has been his particular relationship to, and experience of, a certain kind of tradi-
 tionally stratified polity.24

 Thus far, we have been discussing Basic Personality, emphasizing the personality
 side and only implicitly suggesting how it corresponds to politics. LeVine states the
 relationship when he says:

 Psychoanalytically oriented social scientists have suggested that the authority structure of the
 family is a major determinant of adult political behavior. Parent-child and sibling relation-
 ships are seen as models which the individual internalizes and applies to the authority system
 of the wider society. This theoretical position might be termed a "projective" view of the
 political system."

 Returning to Kardiner, we note that he was not unaware of the fact that many
 students, in their socialization theories, stressed conscious learning. He felt a learn-
 ing theory could account for some cultural transmission and that there were certain
 basic things for which it could not account. For one, he observed that if the learning
 process alone accounted for the transmission of culture, spontaneous or independent
 culture change could not occur. In other words, his main point is "that learning
 processes do not account for the integrative relationships of the individual to his
 environment... ." 26

 His concept of basic personality followed from the above notion. "In addition
 to direct learning processes, the individual builds up a highly complicated series of
 integrative systems which are not the result of learning." 27 What Kardiner means
 by this is that child rearing techniques have the effect of shaping basic attitudes
 towards the parents; these attitudes not only affect the child's attitude towards
 his parents, but become permanently incorporated into the mental equipment of the

 famous of all are Geoffrey Gorrer's three works: "Themes of Japanese Culture" (Trans-
 actions of the New York Academy of Sciences Ser. II, 1943), 5, 106-24; The American
 People, A Study in National Character (New York, 1945) ; Exploring English Character
 (London, 1955).

 24 C. S. Whitaker Jr., "Three Perspectives on Hierarchy," Journal of Commonwealth Political
 Studies, II1 (March 1965), 1. Whitaker's notion is consistent with that of Kohn who
 accounts for social class differences in U.S. child rearing in terms of values generated by
 the father's occupational role. Melvin L. Kohn, "Social Class and Parent-Child Rela-
 tionships: An Interpretation," American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 68 (1963).

 25 "The Role of the Family in Authority Systems," p. 291.
 26 Abram Kardiner, "The Concept of Basic Personality Structure... ," op. cit., or one can find

 a reprint in Douglas G. Haring (ed.), Personal Character and Cultural Milieu (Syracuse,
 1956), p. 471.

 SHaring, op. cit., p. 471.
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 individual. He calls the institutions responsible for producing these basic constella-
 tions in the child "primary institutions." It is his belief that the individual projects
 his basic personality (derived from experiences with his primary institutions) into
 his perception of secondary institutions.

 An example of the above projection process can be found in a culture's religious
 system. Kardiner states that "in any given culture, religious systems are replicas of
 the experiences of the child with parental disciplines." 2s Thus, if one's parents
 punish capriciously, the diety will also be viewed as capricious. If one's parents are
 very rewarding, pleasant, and open to approach with problems then the diety will
 also be viewed that way and will also be appealed to for help in the same manner as
 the parents. The same type of associations are projected onto political institutions
 and leaders.

 As one attempts to uncover the source of the parental behavior towards the
 children, Kardiner becomes more vague. He feels that parental attitudes toward
 children, and hence the specific influences to which the child is subject, are deter-
 mined, generally, by social organization and subsistence techniques. He points out,
 however, that there are many qualifications that must be made in such an explana-
 tion.29 A further problem, of course, is to explain the origin of the specific social
 organization and subsistence techniques existent in the culture.

 Thus we have Kardiner's Basic Personality system. It places almost complete
 emphasis on personality formation through an unconscious (latent) process.

 A glimpse should be offered here of another writer - Everett Hagen - who
 recently has stirred up the social sciences a great deal by his emphasis on Basic Per-
 sonality factors. Hagen's definition of personality indicates a belief that the deter-
 minants of an individual's behavior lie more within the individual than in external

 stimuli. He states, "Personality may be defined as the complex of qualities other
 than purely bodily ones which determine how an individual will behave in any

 given situation ....30 . . . a description of personality in terms of needs, values, and
 cognitive elements of world view, together with intelligence and energy level, is
 adequate in a simplified model of personality." 31

 Kardiner's influence becomes noticeable when Hagen discusses some of the
 assumptions contained in his concept of personality:

 [My concept of personality] has assumed, indeed that from a succession of childhood experiences
 the child unconsciously observes not merely the specific circumstances of painful or satisfying
 events but also the general nature of the relationship, and that thereafter he tends to match
 relationships against that general pattern and be guided by the anxiety or the anticipation which
 that matching arouses. The assumption is one of long-lasting and powerful effects of the early
 impressions, powerful generalizations from them, and the use of the generalizations to guide
 later behavior.

 Thus we note the unconscious elements in his conception of personality. He
 feels that the relationships which the child perceives in childhood, from which he

 SIbid., p. 472.
 29 Ibid., pp. 479-80.
 30 Everett Hagen, On the Theory of Social Change (Homewood, 1962), p. 99.
 31 Ibid., p. 101.

 * Ibid., p. 124.
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 later generalizes, are derived mainly from the demands of self-control (i.e., crying,
 toilet training, eating, explorations, etc.), made on the child by adults (primarily
 parents). Not only are the demands included in this generalizing process but also
 the way the parents (and others) approach the child and react to his behavior dur-
 ing his period of infancy.

 Hagen is obviously drawing not only from Kardiner in the above views as there
 are many others who have also written in this tradition. Erikson, in discussing the
 child's reaction to the behavior of the parents during the weaning and child training
 period, states, "For no matter what we do in detail, the child will feel primarily what
 we live by, what makes us loving, cooperative, and firm beings, and what makes
 us hateful, anxious, and divided in ourselves." 33 Erikson suggests that the central
 psychosocial problem of the period he calls babyhood (about the first year in life)
 is to what degree the baby acquires a sense of trust in himself and in the world, and
 to what degree a sense of mistrust. This is primarily determined by the manner in
 which his initiatives are responded to by his parents."3

 An example of how Hagen uses his theory:

 The few persons around the individual during his first years of life equal all persons . . . ap-
 proaching his mother during the period of infantile sexuality equals approaching any woman
 later in life; and so on. He forms patterns in his brain about the pain or satisfaction he may
 expect from situations of various types, abstracts from the specifics of the situation, and gen-
 eralizes very broadly about the elements that caused the satisfaction or pain; and whenever
 thereafter he approaches a situation that seems to contain the same elements, he anticipates
 the same type of emotional experience and acts accordingly. He does not generalize in words
 or in logical syllogisms; he generalizes the emotional impact of experiences on him.35

 Above he mentions that when the child approaches his mother during the
 period of infantile sexuality it is equal to approaching any woman later in life.
 An example he offers of this process is, if the mother acts shocked when the child
 approaches her sexually during the fourth or fifth years of life, or his father pushes
 him aside and takes over intimate relations with the mother himself, this will leave
 a permanent mark on the child. The child generalizes, which if put into a conscious
 form would be equivalent of saying: "'Approaching my mother is exciting but
 dangerous. Perhaps it is not safe for me to be a man. Whenever I contemplate
 approaching a woman sexually, I shall remember those things.' " 36

 Our major question concerning the above example is that if the above action
 on the part of the mother and/or father produced the unconscious constellation of
 fearing sexual relations with a woman, then what kind of action would produce
 "normal" sexual ideas in the child? Hagen's analysis seems to imply that a normal
 attitude in the child would be produced by opposite actions on the part of the parents,
 which would certainly be rather shocking, if not incestuous.

 One could interpret the above example in another way; that of the Freudian
 notion of the "primal scene." This occurs when the child discovers the parents in

 " Erik Erikson, "Growth and Crises of the 'Healthy Personality' " in Kluckholn, Murray, and
 Schneider (eds.), Personality in Nature, Society, and Culture (2nd ed.; New York, 1955),
 p. 202.

 4 Ibid., see chap. 12.
 SHagen, op. cit., p. 126.
 * Ibid.
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 the act of making love. The child interprets the scene as his father attempting to kill
 his mother. Because the boy has strong feelings for the mother he develops a deep
 resentment toward the father.37 Note that in this interpretation there is no notion
 of this affecting his sexual relationship with women in future years.

 In further discussing some implications of the oedipal crisis on the child, Hagen
 states:

 . . his traumatic rejection when he first tried to approach a woman will cause him throughout
 life to feel anxiety about that capacity... [it] may cause him to reassure himself repeatedly of
 his virility throughout adult life by means of sexual conquests; it will cause him to be hyper-
 sensitive to any action that casts doubt on his manliness.

 This seems to be the origin of the style of behavior observed among men of Latin blood
 throughout Latin American and along the Mediterranean. . . . The multiple marriages in
 Moslem countries may reflect the same aspects. [Extra-marital activity in Japan and Burma
 are later included under this same causal factor.]f

 Such examples surely do not prove the "unconscious" theory of personality
 formulation as the manifestations of behavior he describes above are open to many
 etiological explanations. One might account for the "promiscuous" sexual behavior
 of the men of Latin blood or Japanese or Burmese, or anybody for that matter,
 through the use of cultural values. The culture may place prestige or value on the
 man who is exceedingly virile. The women may not approve but the cultural norms
 may not allow them to question or object to the husband who feels that after three
 steps from his doorway he is a bachelor again (in search of sexual adventure). Or it
 may be a combination of social structure and cultural values. The woman may be so
 low in the social structure that to raise an objection could prove to be her "ticket
 out the door." The legal system could also have an effect. Where there is legalized
 prostitution it may be easier and more tempting for a man to behave promiscuously
 than in another society where prostitution is forbidden.

 To take another example, more in the political vein, he explains the presence
 of a hierarchical social structure in the following way. When the child comes from

 an environment of a dominating father whom the child must obey - along with
 all other seniors - the child gets his satisfaction from dominating his juniors, and
 for this reason accepts the hierarchical system. One implication that he sees from
 this is that a person from such a society "resolves any situation by structuring it in
 terms of domination by one of the individuals involved, who renders an authoritative

 decision." 39 Hie therefore concludes, "If a hierarchical authoritarian social struc-
 ture persists for centuries (as it has in traditional societies), it must be concluded that

 the members of the society found it satisfactory, and did so because in childhood

 they found such a structure of relationships the best solution to a problem they
 faced." 40

 Hagen feels that social and political change cannot come about without a
 change in the childhood environment. For instance, for a society to change from
 an authoritarian to democratic government, the childhood environment must

 SSee Hall and Lindzey, Theories of Personality (New York, 1957), pp. 53-54.

 38 Hagen, op. cit., pp. 147-48.
 39 Ibid., p. 149.
 SIbid., p. 6.
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 change "so that the need of a hierarchy above and below one is no longer felt in
 childhood and instead exploration without authoritarian guidance of one's rela-
 tions with one's peers seems safe and satisfying, and therefore seems safe and satisfy-
 ing in adulthood as well." 41 He feels the cause that will produce such a change in
 the childhood environment is the appearance of some new tension in the social
 structure, which in turn causes a change in the behavior of parents towards their
 children.42

 It is difficult to understand how a tension in the social structure will produce
 behavior in the parents which will be conducive to producing a "democratic think-
 ing child." Far more plausible would be the opposite possibility: a democratic
 society experiences tension and the behavior of the parents becomes more severe,
 growing out of the frustration induced by the new tension in their lives thus engen-
 dering an authoritarian society.

 One way in which Hagen sees change in child-rearing patterns occurring (and
 subsequent change in personality which in turn leads to political change) is through

 the phenomenon which he calls "withdrawal of status respect." 43 He raises the
 question of why a "traditional society" or some group within it will suddenly aban-
 don traditional ways and turn its "energies to the tasks of technological advance."
 His theoretical answer is "that the basic cause of such change is the perception on
 the part of the members of some social group that their purposes and values in life
 are not respected by groups in the society whom they respect and whom they
 value." " The group so affected by "withdrawal of status respect" is first demoralized
 and then prompted to find alternative means of righting itself with the disparaging
 wider society. In so doing - a process which Hagen believes to involve changes in
 child-rearing and personality development - the group assumes a role as techno-
 logical and economic innovator, thus promoting economic growth in a hitherto
 stagnant society.45

 Such a system as Hagen's does not seem to adequately account for political
 change. He may have located an important contributing factor, in the childhood
 environment, but it is surely not the only one. Within his framework we cannot
 account for the turn towards stable democracies in such places as (West) Germany
 and Austria which less than a generation ago were extremely authoritarian.46 If such
 a transformation can occur in less than a generation then other factors than a change
 in the childhood environment must have been in operation.

 Hagen's theory of political socialization makes the political aspects of per-
 sonality completely dependent upon the social structure. The relationship between
 social structure and personality is not direct enough to predict the former from the

 1 Ibid.
 2 Ibid., p. 7.
 * Ibid., p. 185.
 " Ibid.

 4 For an example of a theory of economic modernization occurring within the traditional social
 structure, see David E. Apter, "The Role of Traditionalism in the Political Moderniza-
 tion of Ghana and Uganda," World Politics, 13 (1960), 45-68.

 46 Even more difficult to explain in the German case is the change from a "democratic" regime
 (Weimar Republic) to an authoritarian regime (Nazi Germany) and then the change
 back to a "democratic" regime (Federal Republic) - all within two generations.
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 latter. One needs a theory that will accommodate the value system of the culture.
 It is important to know the style of the parents' child-rearing practice, but it is also
 necessary to know what values or goals they are attempting to inculcate.

 Another author who is in much the same tradition as Hagen is Lucian Pye.47
 To illustrate the importance he attributes to the unconscious aspects of personality,
 we may quote:

 The importance of the subjective, and the need for people to look inward in order to grasp the
 outward realities, means that feelings and sentiments are of crucial significance for the political
 culture. What may first appear to be only subtle attitudes and latent feelings can turn out to be
 the key considerations in shaping political behavior.48

 Pye applies his theory to Burma where he conducted the research for this study.

 The weaning period of the Burmese child is marked by extreme indulgence by the
 parents. After this period, however, the parents' behavior becomes very erratic for
 their reactions to the child are governed more by their own moods than the child's
 demands or behavior. Pye sees this sudden change as a traumatic experience for the
 child which leaves him not only distrustful of his parents (for what the child feels
 to be a betrayal by them) but it engenders a distrust in him for all human rela-
 tionships. The parents' continued erratic behavior gives the child no internalized
 standards of behavior to follow, other than the fact that he should avoid being a
 nuisance and submit to their demands. This entire process, Pye feels, leaves the child

 not only distrustful of human relationships but also leaves him generally a very
 insecure person.

 Pye sees many ramifications of this insecure, untrusting personality constella-

 tion on the political culture as well as other institutions of the society.49 He feels that
 such a personality is antithetical to the requirements of a modern governmental
 bureaucracy which he feels is essential to "nation building."

 He feels the personality is projected into the spirit world (d la Kardiner) where
 the spirits are viewed as punishing capriciously and where malicious magic occurs,
 all of which leave the individual feeling "powerless in an unjust world." 50

 7 Lucian Pye, Personality, Politics, and Nation Building (New Haven, 1962), p. 125.
 4 Ibid.
 4, In a recent study Pye extends this argument concerning the effects of insecurity in develop-

 ing areas. He suggests that "the socialization process in most ex-colonial countries has
 instilled in the politically conscious the belief that virtue and security are to be found in a
 partisan point of view and that nothing in the realm of public affairs can or should be
 considered apolitical." Lucian W. Pye, Aspects of Political Development (Boston, 1966),
 p. 28. One could take exception to such a view by suggesting that the socialization process
 (especially primary - which Pye feels to be the most important) attempts to "instill" the
 belief that security is found in the family, lineage, or tribe rather than the party, etc.

 * For an opposite interpretation, see Margaret Mead, Cultural Patterns and Technical Change,
 pp. 26-30. Mead states the Burmese can prevent evil (and spirits) by performing positive
 deeds - acts of merit - or making a small sacrifice (p. 27). Mead also contradicts many
 of the other findings of Pye. For example, Pye, out of his notion on "self-identity," states
 that the Burmese are afraid to look forward "to avoid the unpleasant thought of death"
 [i.e., the "ultimate destruction of self"] (p. 206). Mead, on the other hand, mentions that
 "death is not feared by the [Burmese] individual" (p. 47). This raises another issue in
 political socialization theories and personality theories - viz., the role of interpretation,
 selection of relevant traits, assumption of causal relations - all for which the researcher
 must bear responsibility, as he may be imposing his values on the culture which he is study-
 ing.
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 There are various alternative explanations to many of his conclusions, some
 of which could not be tested unless a different research design were used. For
 example, if Pye would have studied the nature of the Burmese bureaucracy he
 might have discovered certain factors which made the "bureaucrats," whom he
 interviewed, act in an insecure manner. They may have been in a probationary
 period, they may have been recently threatened with dismissal, or they may have
 been working for a high religious or tribal figure whom they were afraid to ap-
 proach,"5 etc. There are many other aspects of his research which could be ques-
 tioned but, as stated above, this is not our purpose.52

 Hagen and Pye will serve as examples of studies which have been conducted in
 the more or less pure psychocultural tradition. Robert LeVine has several works
 containing ethnographic materials on political socialization. While his basic hypothe-
 ses stem from the psychocultural tradition, he recognizes that they are limited in part
 to relatively traditional societies. He states that "the cultural heterogeneity of Ameri-

 can society diminishes the impact of primary socialization on the political system." 53
 The basic hypothesis of LeVine's Nigerian study54 is "that inasmuch as societies

 can only be maintained through the willing conformity of individuals to social norms,
 there must be some kind of 'fit' between the personality characteristics (or behavioral
 dispositions) of individuals in a society and the social structures within which they
 function." 56 The social structure is viewed as a normative environment which exerts
 selective pressures that affect the distribution of personality traits in the population.56
 "Each system of ranked statuses in which mobility is possible from one status to
 another constitutes in effect an allocation of social rewards for certain types of
 behavior." 56 The theory holds that "rewarded types" of behavior (i.e., upward
 mobility) can and are perceived by persons in the social system.

 Each system of ranked statuses in which mobility is possible from one status to another con-
 stitutes in effect an allocation of social rewards for certain types of behavior, viz., those which
 make for upward movement. These rewarded types of behavior can be and are perceived as
 qualities of persons, the kind of person who is likely to rise in a given status mobility system.
 Thus each status mobility system generates an "ideal personality type," i.e., a normatively

 1 For an example of this type affecting a governmental bureaucracy (in Uganda), see Lloyd
 Fallers, "The Predicament of the Modern African Chief: An Instance from Uganda,"
 American Anthropologist, 57 (1955), 290-305.

 * Elsewhere, Pye comes close to an explanation of this order in his discussion of the conflict
 and tension between administrators and politicians in (postindependence) Burma. See
 Lucian W. Pye, "The Army in Burmese Politics," in John J. Johnson (ed.), The Role of
 the Military in Underdeveloped Countries (Princeton, 1962), pp. 240-45. For a more
 elaborate criticism of Pye along these same lines, see Robert T. Holt, "Contrasting Ap-
 proaches to the Study of Comparative Politics" - paper delivered to the American Politi-
 cal Science Association in Chicago, August 11, 1964, pp. 6-8.

 * LeVine, "The Role of the Family in Authority Systems," p. 293. Also see LeVine's "Socializa-
 tion, Social Structure, and Intersocietal Images," in Herbert Kelman (ed.), International
 Behavior: A Social Psychological Analysis (New York, 1965), pp. 48 and 52. This point
 is similarly made by S. N. Eisenstadt, From Generation to Generation: Age Groups and
 Social Structure (Glencoe, 1956), chap. 1.

 SRobert A. LeVine, Dreams and Deeds: Achievement Motivation in Nigeria (Chicago: U. of
 Chicago Press, 1966). All page references to this volume refer to its unpublished form.

 * Ibid., p. 13. For a critique of presuming the automatic existence of societal consensus as
 found here, see M. G. Smith, The Plural Society in the British West Indies (Berkeley,
 1965), pp. vii-xiii.

 5 Ibid., p. 21.
 SIbid.
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 buttressed image of the successful man, which is widely held by the population or at least those
 segments of it for whom mobility is possible. This image is part of the ideology of a status system,
 and insofar as the status system is actually legitimate, i.e., accepted as the right order of things
 by the population, then adults in that population will be imbued with that ideology. The status
 values inherent in the system will be their values, and the normative image of the successful man
 will serve as their catalogue of admirable qualities to foster in those who come under their
 tutelage. Insofar as such encouragement is successful . . . it will result in increasing the fre-
 quency in the population of those traits regarded as facilitating status mobility.Y

 His theory therefore involves the following causal chain: status mobility system --

 parental values (i.e., conception of the ideal successful man) -> child-rearing prac-
 tices -- personality frequencies (e.g., percentage of obedience - compliance disposi-
 tions) .59 He adds one important explanatory note when he states, ". . . the present
 formulation does not assume that all or even a majority of parents produce children
 with the ideal personality characteristics, but only that the status mobility norms
 skew child-rearing practices in such a direction that a larger proportion of indi-
 viduals exhibiting the characteristics will be found than in another population with
 different norms." 60

 The actual study, based on the above hypotheses, was carried out using the
 three largest Nigerian tribes: Hausa-Fulani, Ibo, and Yoruba. From the literature
 on these tribes he constructed an "ideal" social structure; then, he hypothesized what
 type of personality configuration one would expect each social structure to produce.
 A sample of each tribe was given two projective tests which measured achievement
 motivation and obedience-compliance dispositions.61 He hypothesized, based on the
 social structure, that the Ibo would be highest in achievement motivation and lowest
 in obedience-social compliance values, followed by the Yoruba, then the Hausa.
 His findings revealed that this was in fact the case. That is, the Ibo were consistently
 higher in achievement dispositions than the Yoruba who in turn were significantly
 higher than the Hausa.

 Before proceeding, a few possible objections to LeVine's theory should be noted.
 First, one could question the teleological assumption contained in his model. That
 is, he assumes the parental values are derived from the status mobility system (an
 acceptable assumption). But to further assume the child-rearing practices are the
 result of the parents' desire to produce a personality which is consistent with the
 status mobility system is to assume that the parents know that a cerain child-rearing
 practice will produce a certain type of personality. This is a highly questionable
 assumption as few parents (even in our own pseudo-psychologically oriented coun-
 try) are aware of the connection between their child-rearing practices and the type
 of personality which will result. Furthermore, psychologists have yet to refine this
 field to the degree that they can make these connections with anything like complete
 confidence.

 Another possible objection concerns the assumption that only certain personality
 types can function in given roles. This position is well stated by Kaplan:

 * LeVine, Dreams and Deeds..., pp. 21-22.
 * Ibid., p. 24.
 6 Ibid., p. 27. Also see LeVine, "Socialization, Social Structure, and Intersocietal Images,"

 p. 50-51.
 6 For a full discussion of the concept, achievement motivation, see David C. McClelland, The

 Achieving Society (Princeton, 1961), chap. 2.
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 .. Social and personality systems need not be symmetrical or isomorphically structured. A
 small number of different motivations may support a wide variety of different behaviors, or
 quite diverse motivations in different persons may be the basis for the same role behavior.
 Since either can be the case, motivations are emancipated from role requirements and we are
 forced to seek a new conception of the relationship between the two .... We must no longer
 think of the motivation of a great variety of diverse behaviors but of a single diffuse disposition
 or orientation. Instead of positing for each specific behavior of the person - i.e., aggressive
 behavior, affiliative behavior - its own motivation, we must be concerned with discovering the
 motivations that underlie the generalized mechanism, conformity."

 Kaplan views the conformative dispositions of the individual as the only part
 of his personality which is directly relevant to the social structure and likely to co-vary
 with it. He offers Riesman's categories of social character (tradition-directed, inner-
 directed, other-directed) 63 as examples of "different psychological bases for a con-
 formative relationship to social norms." 64

 In the above discussion of LeVine's Nigerian study, we saw that the social
 structure was said to "determine" the child-rearing practices which in turn deter-
 mined the personalities. This formulation leaves the question open concerning the
 derivation of the social structure itself. Earlier we discussed the notion of the

 "projective view" of the political system which would seem applicable to this
 question.

 A "projective view" of the political system is one which views the authority
 structure of the family as a major determinant of adult political behavior. Parent-
 child and sibling relationships are seen as models which the individual internalizes
 and applies to the authority system of the wider society.65 This is the same type of
 projective mechanism which we discussed above (p. 395) in terms of Kardiner's
 view of a society's religious system.

 In Southall's discussion of the Luo lineage system, he notes the occurrence of a
 type of projective view when he says: "The importance of the family to the lineage is
 shown by the fact that the Luo regard every segmentary relationship as having its
 symbolic prototype within the compound polygymous family." 66 He summarizes as
 follows: "Throughout the behavior of segments is largely a repetition of the group
 plan of certain attitudes of individuals within the family, the people themselves
 regarding the lineage system as a magnified reflection of the family process." 67

 In Fortes' review of the literature on unilineal descent groups, he makes a
 similar point. "We now have plenty of evidence to show how the tensions that seem

 62 Bert Kaplan, "Editors Epilogue," in Bert Kaplan (ed.), Studying Personality Cross-Culturally
 (Evanston, 1961), pp. 663-67. It should be noted that in order to take this argument
 further it is necessary to specify what role or roles are involved. Thus it may make a great
 difference if one is discussing the personality requisites of Nuba Shamans - see S. F.
 Nadel, "A Study of Shaminism in the Nuba Mountains," Journal of the Royal Anthro-
 pological Institute, 76 (1946), 25-37 - as contrasted with the personality requisites of a
 pentagon secretary - to take two extreme examples.

 " David Riesman, The Lonely Crowd (New Haven, 1950).
 SKaplan, op. cit., p. 666; for an excellent discussion on "The General Problems of Psycho-

 logical Conceptualization" see Robert T. Holt and John E. Turner, The Political Basis of
 Economic Development: An Exploration in Comparative Political Analysis (Princeton,
 1966), chap. 1.

 6 LeVine, "The Role of the Family in Authority Systems," p. 291.
 SA. W. Southall, "Lineage Formation Among the Luo," International African Institute Memo-

 randum XXXI 1952, p. 6, in LeVine, ibid., p. 292.
 SLeVine, ibid., p. 39.
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 normally to arise between spouses, between successive generations and between
 siblings find expression in custom and belief. In a homogeneous society they are apt
 to be generalized over wide areas of the social structure.68

 The above statements were made with reference to a lineage being the projec-
 tion of a family authority system but theorists also use this system in describing entire
 nations. Linton's statement on this point is almost classic. He declared, "Nations
 with authoritarian family structure inevitably seem to develop authoritarian govern-
 ments, no matter what the official [constitutional] government forms might be. Latin
 American countries with their excellent democratic constitutions and actual dictators

 would be a case in point." 69
 This view by Linton is by no means uniformly held. On the basis of a thorough

 review of a great deal of relevant empirical research, Hyman challenges this assump-
 tion and suggests a number of other factors - particularly experiences in adulthood
 - which may account for the political orientations we observe in certain groups.70
 He suggests that "ideological aspects of authoritarianism may be transmitted directly,
 without benefit of fundamental reorganization of the personality." 71

 Frey, in his study on Turkish peasants, argues along the same lines as Hyman
 (i.e., an ideological rather than personality explanation of authoritarianism).
 Ataturk in Turkey insistently stressed the importance of willpower for national improvement.
 This message is persistently echoed in the schools and can be expected to have lodged, perhaps
 quite superficially, in some crevice at the forefront of the minds of most Turkish youth. Its
 production and repetition in response to an interview or questionnaire item may well be a fairly
 standard ideological reaction rather than a manifestation of a deep personality characteristic
 induced by intra-familial aggression. In fact, the very magnitude of the authoritarian response
 from all walks of life in so many divergent societies, transitional as well as traditional, might
 argue for an ideological rather than personality interpretation of the data.72

 LeVine has listed four testable hypotheses, using as a dependent variable the
 congruence of community and supra-community authority patterns with family
 authority patterns. The hypotheses are:

 (1) The degree of congruence is inversely related to the amount of social stratification. (2) The
 degree of congruence is inversely related to the specialization and stability of supra-community
 political structures. (3) Among societies of a given level of political integration (such as the
 local community or nation level), the degree of congruence is directly related to the presence of
 corporate descent groups, and the use of kinship terms within territorial units. (4) Among
 societies of a given level of political integration, the degree of congruence is inversely related
 to the presence of procedures for secondary socialization such as schools, institutionalized peer
 groups, and military training programs, through which actors in the political system must pass."3

 Thus far we have discussed studies which have, for the most part, taken fairly
 one-sided views of the socialization process.7" We should now review some studies
 which attempt to combine the divisions within each of our four analytic categories.

 SMeyer Fortes, "The Structure of Unilineal Descent Groups," American Anthropologist, 55
 (1953), 35.

 * Linton, "The Concept of National Character," p. 146.
 70 Iyman, op. cit., p. 47.
 ' Ibid. For a contrary (i.e., psychological) view, see Robert C. Tucker, "The Dictator and

 Totalitarianism," World Politics, Vol. 17 (July 1965).
 72 Frey, op. cit., p. 15.
 T LeVine, "Role of the Family in Authority Systems," p. 295.
 4 "One sided" refers to emphasizing one side of the division within each of our analytic cate-

 gories.
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 An example of this would be a statement similar to Almond's: "... political socializa-

 tion, like learning in general, does not terminate at the point of maturation....
 It is continuous throughout life." 7 He also states that the process is manifest and
 latent.76 The question we would want to raise here as well as throughout this entire
 section is under what conditions is the socialization process "manifest," under what
 conditions is it "latent," and under what conditions is it a combination of both?

 Almond partially attempts to answer this question: "As the child matures, the
 rate of latent political socialization drops off as the rate of manifest political socializa-
 tion accelerates." 77 As the family is the agency primarily associated with latent
 socialization, this statement, at face value, would appear to be most cogent since
 the child moves away from his family as he matures. In contrast, however, it is not
 this simple. According to the Basic Personality theorists we discussed earlier, the
 manifest socialization which the child is exposed to later in life will not make a
 significant difference since the Basic Personality is already set. These divergent
 hypotheses could be tested empirically if we could find instances where later manifest
 secondary socialization is contrary to earlier latent socialization. Generally, how-
 ever, the two processes reinforce one another.

 This problem brings us back to the distinction we made earlier in discussing
 change. If non-systemic change is indicated, the likelihood of manifest socialization
 through secondary socializing agencies is increased. Kornhauser's well-known study
 is a case in point. He studied automobile workers' behavior with respect to the 1952
 presidential election in the city of Detroit, Michigan. The automobile workers of
 Republican parents were predominantly exposed to pro-Democratic influence from
 their co-workers, official Democratic support by their union, and the predominantly
 Democratic atmosphere of the city of Detroit. In other words, they were exposed to a
 different kind of environment from that of their original homes in the area of party
 preference. If the original environment of parental influences were not weakened
 by other counter forces, we would expect the transmission of party preferences from
 parent to offspring to be constant for both parties. However, while 84 per cent of the
 Democratic fathers had offspring voting Democratic, only 51 per cent of the Republi-
 can fathers transmitted a Republican vote.7"

 Coleman suggests that there may be differences in the political socialization
 process between urban and rural areas. He states, "In the modern, mainly urban,
 sector of the territorial societies, socialization is characteristically more manifest and

 direct not only because the socializing structures are more explicitly concerned with
 the larger territorial systems, but also because of the progressive weakening of pri-

 mary ties." 79 One can readily agree with this statement, provided the urban area is
 indeed "modern" as he suggests.

 The problem, however, with setting up any urban-rural dichotomy, is that
 many urban centers in developing nations are often extensions or modifications of

 5" Almond, in Almond and Coleman, op. cit., p. 27.
 " Ibid., p. 28.
 " Ibid.

 7 A. Kornhauser et al., When Labor Votes (New York, 1956), p. 43.
 7 James S. Coleman, "Sub-Saharan Africa," in Almond and Coleman, op. cit., p. 333.
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 rural patterns. This is true to a great extent in the Yoruba town of Ibadan, as well as
 other African towns."8 Bradburn has noted that in Turkish cities the patrilocal
 extended family is maintained as a residential unit in apartment houses.8l LeVine
 states that in India and elsewhere "modern housing does not necessarily terminate
 traditional family relationship. In such situations parental influences on attitudes
 toward authority are not left behind in childhood but are reinforced many times over
 in adult life." 82

 Verba has emphasized the discontinuities in the socialization process.83 He
 states the situation as follows:

 There are many discontinuities in the socialization process that make the lessons of early sociali-
 zation inapplicable to later political performance. And indeed there are few political systems
 in which a smooth transmission is the desired goal of most people. Therefore the comparative
 study of political socialization might best be focused on the questions of the source of these
 discontinuities, their nature, the implications they have for the political system and, not least
 important, the way they can be manipulated to create desired changes in a political system.84

 These discontinuities are certainly areas where political change occurs. LeVine
 agrees with Verba on this point when he states, "it is ordinarily extrafamilial
 institutions that provide the new values and behavior patterns involved in political
 change." 85 How deep (systemic or non-systemic) is a question which will have to be
 determined through empirical research.

 Verba sees the school system playing the major role in resocializing the popula-
 tion.86 One might still ask the question regarding the depth that such a change in
 education could engender. Stanley Hoffman feels that a drastic reform in France's
 secondary and higher education will decisively affect France's traditional style of
 authority.87 This presumably would be a very deep (systemic) change.

 Almond and Verba touch upon an important point which needs to be expanded.
 They suggest that the flow of socialization influence is not necessarily unidirectional.
 "Not only may the authority patterns of family or school or occupation influence the
 political system, but it is also possible for the standards applied to the political system
 to influence authority patterns in these other areas.88 This certainly seems to be the

 SSee William Bascom, "Urbanization Among the Yoruba," American Journal of Sociology,
 Vol. 60, No. 5 (1955). Also see Kenneth Little, West African Urbanization: A Study of
 Voluntary Associations in Social Change (Cambridge, 1965), and Ruth P. Simms, Urban-
 ization in West Africa (Evanston, 1965), passim.

 81 Norman M. Bradburn in Geertz, op. cit., p. 283.
 * LeVine, "Political Socialization and Culture Change," pp. 283-84.
 SVerba, "The Comparative Study of Political Socialization," passim.
 8 Ibid., p. 4. For a discussion of this same phenomenon, see Scott's discussion of the discon-

 tinuity and lack of congruence in the socialization process in Mexico which had had a
 revolutionary elite political culture and at the same time a very traditional early socializa-
 tion process. Robert E. Scott, "Mexico: The Established Revolution," in Pye and Verba,
 op. cit., pp. 347-71.

 * LeVine, "Political Socialization and Culture Change," p. 301.
 * For a detailed discussion of this point, see V. O. Key, Jr., Public Opinion and American

 Democracy (New York, 1961), pp. 323-43. Coleman is more agnostic than most on this
 point when he correctly suggests that "we need a vastly larger array of comparative data
 before we can even begin to generalize about the political attitudinal consequences of
 school authority systems." Coleman, op. cit., pp. 23-24.

 SStanley Hoffmann, "The French Political Community," in Stanley Hoffmann (ed.), In Search
 of France (Cambridge, 1963), p. 73.

 88 Almond and Verba, op. cit., p. 326.
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 way most of the developing nations attempt to introduce new systems of values.
 The question of how successful a change can be introduced through such a process
 still remains. Furthermore, the nature of the actual process is not clear as yet. That
 is, can the government directly introduce the new values and beliefs, or must they
 accomplish the change (as Hagen and Pye argue) through a disruption of the family
 child-rearing practices which, in turn, would engender the "desired" change?

 The political socialization process has only recently been recognized as a major
 influence in the political process. We have noted that while most authors share
 similar definitions and attach great importance to the concept, by no means do they
 all agree as to the major components of the process. Some have stressed latent
 hypotheses while others have stressed more manifest hypotheses. Each seems to be
 able to cite much evidence for his position.

 This brings us to a reiteration of our initial point. It clearly appears that the
 "biases" in the various authors' conceptions of the political socialization process lead
 them to different realms of data. The Basic Personality theorists looked at child-
 rearing practices while those with more manifest preconceptions tended to emphasize
 secondary agencies. What is now needed are less heuristic models of political sociali-
 zation and more hypotheses which can be tested empirically.
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STUDYING POLITICAL PARTICIPATION: TOWARDS A THEORY OF EVERYTHING? 

 

 

 

 

Abstract 

 

The rapid expansion of the study of political participation in the last fifty years reflects the 

crucial significance of citizens’ involvement for democratic decision-making. Starting with a 

strong focus on voting and electoral participation in the 1940s and 1950s, by now the repertoire 

of gaining influence includes such activities as casting a vote, visiting the burgomaster, signing 

petitions, donating money, or fighting with the police. Since the scope of government activities 

and responsibilities has been expanded too in the last few decades, the domain of political 

participation grew considerable. The combined increase in both the repertoire and the domain of 

political participation implies that these activities affect virtually all aspects of social life in 

advanced societies. In other words, the study of political participation has become the study of 

everything. Two strategies are presented to deal with this situation: the a priori exclusion of 

specific areas (family, schools, workplace), and the use of more substantive and problem-

oriented research perspective. 

 

 

 

 

1. Pericles’ Verdict 

 

Virtually every study of political participation starts with the allegation that political 

participation and democracy are inseparable. “Any book about political participation is also a 

book about democracy” (Parry et al. 1992: 3), “... the notion of political participation is at the 

center of the concept of the democratic state” (Kaase and Marsh 1979: 28), and “Where few 

take part in decisions there is little democracy; the more participation there is in decisions, the 

more democracy there is” (Verba and Nie 1972: 1). Dahrendorf relies on an other definition of 

democracy – “... the institutional arrangement that regulates sociopolitical conflicts peacefully 

and permits the removal of governments without violence” (2000: 311) – but is self-evident that 

for him too, citizens’ participation plays the crucial role to carry out the characteristic 

democratic functions mentioned. The idea that citizens’ involvement is a necessary condition 

for democratic decision-making has been stressed ever since Pericles delivered his famous 
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funeral speech in the winter of 431-430 b.C. According to Pericles, the unique character of 

democracy lies in the special role of citizens: 

 
“An Athenian citizen does not neglect the state because he takes care of his own 
household; and even those of us who are engaged in business have a fair idea of politics. 
We alone regard a man who takes no interest in public affairs, not as a harmless, but as 
a useless character; and if few of us are originators, we are all sound judges of policy.”1 

 
Each citizen concentrating on his or her own household and business only, is a ‘useless 

character’. More recently – but basically relying on a similar logic – Benjamin Barber (1984 

and 1995) argued strongly for a much more ‘participatory’ democracy, as an alternative for 

liberal ‘thin democracy’ or ‘politics as zookeeping’, where ‘pervasive privatism’ dominates life 

based on the ominous idea that “the conscious political pursuit of public goods by private actors 

(firms no less than individuals) is destructive of private rights and values” (Barber 1984: 253). 

In stead, a ‘strong democracy’ is needed, which “requires unmediated selfgovernment by an 

engaged citizenry” (ibid. 261), and which is characterised by the fact that it is “the politics of 

amateurs, where every man is compelled to encounter every other man without the intermediary 

of expertise” (ibid. 152). In this view, engagement in politics is not to be considered a specific 

type of activity – it as integral part of social life and essential for every individual.2 

Even if we are not willing to go as far as Barber to regard direct and active involvement 

of citizens in modern societies as the unique symptom of some ‘strong’ democracy, the echo of 

Pericles’ verdict still can be heard. Democracy is not worth its name if it does not refer to 

government by the people3; hence democracy cannot function without some minimum level of 

political involvement. A lack of political involvement is considered destructive for democracy 

and debates are focussed on the degree of involvement – not on the necessity of participation. 

Or to put it even stronger and to reverse the argument: “The thing called ‘apathy’ is 

democracy’s version of original sin” (Minoque 1999: 8). 

 The rapid expansion of the study of political participation in the last fifty years reflects 

this crucial significance of citizens’ involvement for democratic decision-making. Starting with 

a strong focus on voting and electoral participation in the 1940s and 1950s, by now the 

repertoire of gaining influence includes such activities as signing petitions, blocking traffic, 

donating money, or fighting with the police. Since the scope of government activities and 

responsibilities has been expanded too in the last few decades, the domain of political 

                                                        
1 This quotation from Thucydides’ account is taken from Sabine and Thorson (1973: 28). Notice that this 
line of reasoning “presents a view of democratic citizenship that prizes reciprocal mutual exchange 
between city and citizens and not [...] the selfless devotion of the individual citizens to the good of the 
city” (Monoson 1993: 254). 
2 Even from these very brief quotations, the Rousseauen background of Barbers work is evident. See Behr 
(1999) for an extensive discussion of the relationships between different conceptualisations of democracy 
and conceptualisations of political participation. 
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participation grew considerable. The combined increase in both the repertoire and the domain of 

political participation implies that these activities affect virtually all aspects of social life in 

advanced societies. In other words: the study of political participation has become the study of 

everything. This development is less driven by the need for some unified theory of political 

participation than by political and societal changes that has broaden the repertoire of activities 

and the public domain. In this paper a brief overview of the development of the study of 

political participation is presented focussing on two constituting dimensions of this expansion: 

repertoire and domain. 

 

 

2. Expanding the Repertoire 

 

Political participation can be loosely defined as citizens’ activities aimed at influencing political 

decisions. Yet already this vague demarcation will raises opposition from democratic theorists 

working in the Aristotelian tradition stressing the developmental and self-fulfilment character of 

participation. Political activities can be defended on the basis of their intrinsic value and the 

necessity for the mental well being of human beings on the one hand, and on the requirement to 

articulate interests and opinions in a decision-making process that aims to take those 

expressions into account on the other hand.4 Despite strong attempts to revitalize the first line of 

reasoning since the late 1960s, most empirically oriented approaches emphasise instrumental 

functions of participation and mention expressive functions only. 

 A virtually endless list of definitions of political participation have been presented and 

discussed. To mention only a few of the most widely used conceptualisation, political 

participation is defined as: 

 

 “... those actions of private citizens by which they seek to influence or to support 
government and politics” (Milbrath and Goel 1977: 2). 

 
“... those activities by private citizens that are more or less directly aimed at influencing 
the selection of governmental personnel and/or the actions they take” (Verba and Nie 
1972: 2). 

 
”... all voluntary activities by individual citizens intended to influence either directly or 
indirectly political choices at various levels of the political system” (Kaase and Marsh 
1979: 42). 

 
“... action by citizens which is aimed at influencing decisions which are, in most cases, 
ultimately taken by public representatives and officials” (Parry et al. 1992: 16). 

                                                                                                                                                                  
3 Although Lincoln’s famous last words of his Gettysburg Address (“... government of the people, by the 
people, for the people, shall not perish from the earth”) refer to “this nation, under God”, it is clear that a 
democratic political system was meant. 
4 In a very useful treatise on these distinctions Scaff (1975) used the terms “interaction” and 
“participation” to distinguish between the two main variants mentioned. 
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“... affords citizens in a democracy an opportunity to communicate information to 
government officials about their concerns and preferences and to put pressure on them 
to respond” (Verba et al. 1995: 37). 
 
“... any dimensions of activity that are either designed directly to influence government 
agencies and the policy process, or indirectly to impact civil society, or which attempt 
to alter systematic patterns of social behavior” (Norris 2001: 16). 

 

Although emphasising distinct aspects differently, the common understanding of 

political participation is evident from these quotations. First, political participation refers to 

people in their role as citizens and not, say, as politicians or civil servants. Second, political 

participation is understood as an activity (‘action’) – simply watching television or claiming to 

be curious about politics does not constitute participation. Third, the activities of citizens we 

define as political participation should be voluntary and not ordered by the ruling class or 

obliged under some law or rule. Finally, political participation concerns government and politics 

in a broad sense of these words (‘political system’) and is neither restricted to specific phases 

(such as parliamentary decision making, or the ‘input’ side of the political system), nor to 

specific levels or areas (such as national elections or contacts with officials). Several other 

common characteristics has been proposed and discussed, but these four features of political 

participation seem to be undisputed.5 

The study of political participation in the last fifty years is the study of an continuously 

expanding number of specific forms of political participation (cf. Brady 1998). Obviously, this 

development reflects the growing relevance of government and politics for citizens in modern 

societies as well as a continuing blurring of the distinction between political and non-political 

activities; that is, between the private and public spheres. The study of political participation 

reflects these social developments and can be easily traced with the publication of a few 

landmark studies in political participation. Starting with the seminal voting studies of the 1940s 

and 1950s political participation was mainly restricted to casting a vote and campaign activities 

(Lazarsfeld et al. 1948; Berelson 1952). By the early 1960s political participation was broadly 

understood as activities concerned with traditional conceptualisations of politics as campaigning 

by politicians and parties, and with well-accepted contacts between citizens and public officials 

(Lane 1959; Campbell et al. 1960).6 These forms of activities later became known as 

‘conventional’ modes of participation. The late 1960s and early 1970s show remarkable 

extensions of the concept political participation in two directions. The conventional modes of 

political participation were expanded due to the growing relevance of community groups and 

                                                        
5 Among those other aspects are: the (il)legal status of activities, the question whether or not the actions 
have been successful or recognised by political ‘gate keepers’; the elite-directed or elite-challenging 
nature of activities, various motivations of citizens involved, or a distinction between collective and 
individual actions. See Brady (1998) for an extensive overview of political participation studies. 
6 See Wielhouwer and Lockerbie (1994) for a more recent discussion of ‘contacting’ as a useful mode of 
political participation. 
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direct contacts between citizens, public officials, and politicians (Verba and Nie 1972). Societal 

developments in the era mentioned, however, made clear that political participation is not 

restricted to broadly accepted forms or ‘proper’ activities. Protest and rejection are clear 

expressions of citizens’ interests and opinions and therefore cannot and should not be excluded 

form the domain of political participation (Barnes, Kaase et al. 1979). These last forms of 

participation have been labelled as ‘unconventional’ modes of participation because they were 

not in line with societal norms in the early 1970s. ‘New social movements’ such as women’s or 

pacifist organisations belong to this category too.7 The most recent expansion of political 

participation took place in the 1990s. The disappearing borderline between political and non-

political spheres of modern society and the revival of Tocquevillean and communitarian 

approaches lead to an expansion of political participation with ‘civil’ activities such as 

volunteering and social engagement (Putnam 2000; Norris 2001; see also Thränhardt and 

Hunger 2000). The result of this stepwise expansion is that the domain of political participation 

grew from the not-so-simple-act-of voting (Dalton and Wattenberg 1993) in the 1940s to almost 

every conceivable form of non-private activity imaginable by the end of the century. The path 

of this expansion is broadly summarised in Figure 1. 

 

<Figure 1 about here> 

 

 The expansion of the repertoire of the modes of political participation can also be 

illustrated in a similar way by looking at the actual items presented in several important 

empirical studies. These distinct modes are listed in Table 1, starting with voting as the 

universal form of political participation for every citizen in democratic societies. Almost from 

the beginning, participation has been conceptualised broader as all activities directly connected 

to elections and political parties.8 Lane (1959) already considered fundraising, group activities, 

contacting officials, and writing letters as important forms of political participation, and this 

approach has been expanded by Verba and Nie (1972) in their seminal study. In this way, the 

single form of voting was expanded easily into six modes of political participation in Lane’s 

study, and then to ten modes in the work of Verba and Nie.9 An evident extension took place in 

the early 1970 with the inclusion of unconventional modes of political participation as proposed 

by the authors of the Political Action-I study. This extension has been reached by starting with a 

                                                        
7 These modes of political participation are hard to define. In a recent discussion of the question “what’s 
new in new social movements” Diani rejects specific issues, opinions of sympathisers, stakes of conflicts, 
tactics or organisational forms as unique characteristics of these movements. Instead, the 
structural/network features are stressed (Diani 2000: 339). 
8 Contrary to the labelling of the early work as ‘voting studies’, a much broader concept of participation 
was used based on the basis of the widespread idea that: “Active citizenship begins, but it does not end, 
with the mere poking of a ballot into a box at the polls” (Brooks 1933: 575). 
9 Notice that Table 1 contains only broad identifications of the items used in different studies and that 
most studies contain much more diverse phrases then quoted her. 
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number of items that are quite similar to the items used by Verba and Nie, and then adding ten 

new modes of unconventional activities. In this way, about twenty different modes of action are 

used to represent the concept political participation. In a large British study by Parry and his 

collaborators in the 1990s these items are rearranged and the set is enlarged with several items 

explicitly referring to contacts with civil servants, councillors, mass media etc. With a total of 

somewhat more than twenty different modes of participation this study presents a very nice 

overview and summary of the societal developments in political participation in the four 

decades after the Second World War. A massive expansion took place in the early 1990s when 

the arguments were presented that many forms of social engagement and membership in a 

number of organisations should be considered as political participation. Until that moment 

participation in ‘voluntary associations’ or ‘social participation’ had been conceptualised as 

analytically and empirically distinct from political participation (cf. van Deth 1997a). In their 

study of American engagement and volunteering Verba and his collaborators added to their list 

of about twelve modes of participation not less than 22 modes of ‘involvement in 

organisations’, expanding the repertoire of political participation to more than 40 different 

modes! One of the most recent projects in this area is the ESF-Network on ‘Citizenship, 

Involvement, Democracy’ (CID) that designed a common core questionnaire to be used in a 

number of countries. Although this project does not treat involvement in voluntary associations 

a priori as political participation, the complete list of activities that might fit under this label 

consists of more than 50 modes. Even if we classify the items used in different studies in a very 

loose and rough way, Table 1 shows that we end up with a list of about 70 activities that have 

been considered as forms of political participation in one or more studies. The participation 

repertoire, then, has been expanded enormously in the last few decades. 

 

<Table 1 about here> 

 

 The continuous extension of the list of modes of political participation does not imply 

that we are dealing with a one-dimensional concept that simply absorbs each and every 

additional activity. The question about the dimensionality of the forms of political participation 

– or better: the question about the detection of some latent structure underlying the various 

items used – has been debated extensively and many different labels has been proposed for 

several dimensions uncovered. More important than the exact labelling of these dimensions, 

however, is the fact that these dimensional analyses broadly show similar results in many 

countries. After Milbrath (1965: 18) presented a ‘pyramid’ ranging from active to passive 

modes of political participation, Milbrath and Goel (1977: 20f), and Verba and Nie (1972: 44ff) 

based their distinction between four major modes of participation – “voting”, “campaign 

activity”, “communal activity”, and “particularized contacting” – on sophisticated empirical 
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analyses. Barnes and Kaase’s distinction between conventional and unconventional modes of 

political participation is also based on the application of sophisticated data reduction techniques 

to test the latent structure underlying their items (1979: 538-55). Parry et al. present as the result 

of the application of similar techniques six main types of political participation: “voting”, “party 

campaigning”, “collective action”, “contacting”, “direct action”, and “political violence” (1992: 

50ff).10 Finally, Verba et al. categorise political participation in four main activities, broadly 

labelled as “voting”, “campaign”, “contact”, and “community” (1995: 72). 

 From these analyses it is clear that several major types, modes, or dimensions of 

participation can be discerned in many studies. First, voting is always a mode of political 

participation on its own; that is, no other activities are systematically related to casting a vote. 

Second, campaign activities constitute another distinct major type of political participation and 

the same applies, thirdly, to contacting officials or politicians. Protest activities (and New Social 

Movements) constitute a fourth major type. At this moment it is unclear to what extent activities 

in voluntary organisations establish of fifth type of political participation or that we are dealing 

with a further specification of one of the already existing major types. Until a few years ago, 

social participation was – as mentioned – treated as an analytically and empirically different 

type of activities that is clearly positively related to especially the more conventional types of 

political participation (van Deth 1997a). 

 From this concise overview it follows that the specific modes of political participation 

have been expanded continuously in the last few decades. The CID-questionnaire contains about 

70 different variant of participation and the action repertoire of citizens in democratic societies 

seems to be unlimited. Voting still is the most popular activity selected, but several 

unconventional action like signing petitions are used by growing portions of the citizenry. Most 

of the 70 items, however, are selected by (tiny) minorities only. By now, the modes of political 

participation include virtually every type of activity with the exception of clearly private 

behaviour. So, the action repertoire as first aspect of the range of political participation shows 

an impressive expansion in the last fifty years. Only if the second aspect – the domain of 

political participation – is restricted, we can avoid the conclusion that studying political 

participation is, quite literally, the study of everything. 

 

 

3. Expanding the Domain 

 

Political participation is about participating in politics. If we have a clear idea about the nature 

and the defining aspects of politics as the object or as the arena for participation, we might 

obtain a useful demarcation between political and non-political activities. A general discussion 

                                                        
10 See Sabucedo and Arce (1991) or van Deth (1997b: 294) for a brief overview of the results of 
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about the characteristic aspect of the concept politics, however, brings us even further away 

from a clearer understanding of political participation. Usually, politics is defined in terms of 

state and government activities or functions, and more abstract definitions – “the authoritative 

allocation of values” – hardly restricts the domain of activities (cf. Dahl 1970: 4-13). The most 

practical approach, then, seems to be to have a closer look at government or state activities, 

since political participation is loosely defined as citizens’ attempts to influence those activities. 

 Even a cursory look at the development of democratic societies in the last decades 

shows a remarkable extension of government activities and involvement, and for many people 

the distinction between political and non-political activities or areas completely disappeared. 

The abandonment of the traditional laissez-faire doctrine of rising industrial capitalism in many 

countries followed the traumatic experiences of the Great Depression of the 1930s and the post-war 

economic chaos in the late 1940s. Although the dissimilarities between different countries and 

distinct points in time have always been evident, the developments led to a considerable 

strengthening of the position of central government agencies in social-economic and cultural life. 

Obviously, the rise and rapid expansion of the welfare state should be mentioned here or, in 

more general terms, the growing interdependence of societal, political, and economic 

developments. 

The relationship between political and economic processes is still a controversial topic, but 

there appears to be consensus on the consequences of these interferences (see Lane and Ersson, 

1999: 336). As per capita real income increases, government will spend a higher proportion of 

national product than before (‘Wagner’s Law’) and the number of activities affected by government 

regulation, subsidizing, or taxation increases as well. The result is that democratic government in 

advanced industrial societies increasingly occupies a substantial part of the national product and is a 

party to such divergent aspects of social life as housing, education, transportation, social security, 

foreign trade, and health care. New governmental tasks have been added to old ones virtually 

without reducing traditional tasks. With each increase in government spending and with each 

expansion of government tasks, however, the number of interests who organize around government 

grows. As Alesina and Wacziarg remark: “... the more governments become redistributive 

machines, the more they generate direct conflicts between winners and losers, and the more 

difficult it becomes to reveres the trend of increasing redistribution” (2000: 163). Referring the 

similar phenomena Webber and Wildavsky indicated the consequences for participation more 

clearly: “Big government breeds big pressures. Each new program creates interests who organize 

around it. More people make demands on politicians. Decisions must be made to satisfy them and 

to cope with the consequences of prior politics” (1986: 493).  

The average citizen, then, has been confronted with ever-growing government 

interventions in many areas, and with a continuing ‘fiscalisation’ of the problems he or she faces. 

                                                                                                                                                                  
dimensional analyses in a number of empirical studies. 
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As a consequence of this process of politicisation of private, cultural and other spheres of life, the 

number of people exposed to political stimuli increases while, furthermore, the significance of 

political conflicts becomes more evident. In general terms, the politicisation thesis states that the 

level of political interest among citizens is a positive and monotonous function of the relevance of 

societal and political arrangements in a society (van Deth 1991; van Deth and Elff 2000). When 

about one-third up to one-half of the national product is linked to the public sector, you do not need 

strong arguments to participate in politics. The recursive relationships between income distribution, 

public transfers, and political participation are empirically corroborated (cf. Franzese 2000). 

The expansion of the interrelationships between governmental and economical sectors of 

Western societies can be illustrated with some basic figures about the economic and budgetary 

development in the last few decades. The expansion of government involvement is indicated by the 

huge rise in government revenues and spending from average levels of about 27 and 26 percent of 

GDP in 1960 respectively, to more than 45 and almost 47 percent in all OECD countries in 1997. 

Total government spending in the EU reached about 50 percent of GDP by the end of the 1990s! 

(see Alesina and Wacziarg 2000: 159). Very large parts of the national products in Western 

countries indeed are directly linked to the public sector and these parts have been expanded rapidly 

in the last three decades of the twentieth century. Although the growth of government intervention 

is stabilised in many countries since the early 1990s, politics in terms of government intervention is 

difficult to avoid for average citizens. 

A demarcation of the concept political participation on the basis of the domain of 

government activities is not very promising since the scope of government activities is very 

difficult to define. Moreover, the distinction between political and non-political activities is blurred 

in discussions about the domain and scope of politics too. This observation seems to be especially 

relevant for European societies. In contrast to Americans Europeans: 

 
“... don not think of ‘government’. They think of the pensions office, the passport 
office, the post office, or whatever. The distinction between state and nonstate is 
probably lost on most of them, especially in an era when the railways are owned by the 
government in some European countries but not in others and when the Dutch post 
office, traditionally a state agency throughout Europe, has lately been privatized” (King 
2000: 75). 

 

 The strong expansion of government activities as well the gradual disappearance of the 

borderline between political and non-political activities, suggest that an unambivalent definition 

of political participation cannot be based on a specification of the domain or area of these 

activities. Apparently the domain of politics lost its characteristic features in the process of 

expanding government intervention. Kuttner observed that “There is no escape from politics” 

(1997: 329) in modern societies. But if there is no escape from politics, there is also no evident 

distinction between political participation and other activities. In other words: if politics cannot 
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be delimited from other processes, every citizens’ activity can be labelled as political 

participation. 

 

 

4. The Study of Everything? 

 

The concept political participation has lost its clear meaning due to social and political 

developments in many Western countries in the last decades. The repertoire of actions consists 

of a virtual endless list of modes of participation and the domain of government activities is 

difficult to distinguish from other activities. Even if we do not accept the extreme conclusions 

for each of the two dimension separately, it is clear that the space defined by these dimensions 

is enormous. If – for instance – an individual request for some home equipment by a disabled 

citizen is omitted form the list of modes of political participation, it has to be included in that 

list if the request is directed to a public office. In case we start with a clearly non-governmental 

domain like a private firm selling tropical wood, a blockade of a transport of this firm rapidly 

becomes ‘political’ if ecological groups try to attain public attention by mobilising citizens 

against this transport. The number of this kind of examples can be easily enlarged, and with 

each example the demarcation problems become more evident. What can be done? 

 A first strategy to handle the conceptual problems in this area is to define non-political 

activities instead of political participation. Several authors explicitly address this question. 

Verba and Nie (1972: 23) exclude form their understanding of political participation: 

 
- ceremonial or support participation (because the are not aimed at influencing political 

decisions); 
- attitudes; 
- participation in schools, family, jobs, voluntary associations etc.; 
- only “legal and legitimate” modes are considered, excluding most tactics of political 

protest. 
 
The first two points simply re-enforce the depiction of political participation as voluntary 

activities; the last point has been dropped from most participation studies after the Political 

Action study was published in the late 1970s. This leaves us with the exclusion of activities in 

“schools, family, jobs, voluntary associations etc.” from the definition of political participation. 

In a similar way Parry et al. (1992: 16) explicitly indicated what they do not incorporate in their 

conceptualisation of political participation: 

 
- behaviour not aimed at influencing public representatives (like going to an office to 

receive welfare benefits); 
- participation in the workplace; 
- show interest in politics; 
- display attitudes to support the functioning of democracy; 
- readiness or willingness to take action. 
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The last three points are attitudes towards politics and so they can be dismissed of the basis of 

the idea that participation refers to activities. The second point was also mentioned by Verba 

and Nie. The first point, however, brings us back to the old discussion about the motives and 

aims of certain activities: is political participation only political participation if it concerns non-

individual (“particularised”) themes? Attractive as this strategy might look at first sight, a 

moment reflection makes clear that this is a reformulation of the question about the domain of 

political activities only. This leaves us with the exclusion of activities in the workplace, schools, 

family, and voluntary associations as the most useful suggestions to restrict the meaning of the 

concept political participation. As indicated above, activities in voluntary associations are part 

of the Tocquevillean revival in the last decade and considered to be ‘political’ by many authors. 

This brings us to a definition of political participation as all citizens’ attempts to influence 

political decision-making that are not taking place in families, schools, or the workplace. In this 

way, the conclusion can be escaped that political participation has become everything. 

 A second strategy to avoid this last conclusion is to opt for a more substantive and 

problem oriented perspective and to leave the position of the individual citizen as the only 

possibility to study participation. If one is interested in, say, the consequences of taxation for 

social inequality or in the way automobile firms co-operate with EU-bureaucrats, one does not 

need to rely on a definition of political participation including everything. Redistributive politics 

and lobbying can be studied excellently by looking carefully at citizens’ activities and the 

impact they have in decision-making processes. Political participation in these cases is defined 

as citizen’s activities in these processes, and despite the fact that, in principle, participation can 

be everything, it is clear what is meant by the concept in these contexts. The obvious risks of 

this strategy has been clear ever since the heydays of the debates on non-decision making and 

agenda setting thirty years ago. Yet more substantive and problem oriented perspectives present 

an attractive way out of the trap of expanding the meaning of the concept of political 

participation all the time. 

 

 

 

5. In Conclusion 

 

Modern technology seems to be a new incentive to broaden the scope of political participation 

and to blur the distinction between political and non-political activities and areas even further.11 

This development has been rejected by proponent of radical interpretations of democratic 

theory. Benjamin Barber repeatedly stressed that participation can be learned by active citizens 

                                                        
11 See Milward and Snyder (1996) or Bikson and Panis (1999) for general overviews of the opportunities 
for new technologies for widening political participation and engagement. 
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in order to develop “citizenship”. On these grounds, he rejects the use of “innovative 

technology” such as interactive television, because it could: 

 
“... further privatise politics and replace deliberative debate in public with the 
unconsidered instant expression of private prejudices. Democracy calls not only for 
votes but for good reasons, not only for an opinion but for a rational argument on its 
behalf” (Barber 1995: 270). 

 
Political participation based on modern technology does not seem to meet the requirements 

emphasised by democratic theorists like Barber. On the contrary: one might even argue that 

these technologies worsen the already fragmented processes of participation. 

 Sceptical arguments can be derived also from experiences with new technologies so far. 

The use of e-mail messages in attempts to influence politicians has become very popular in the 

last few years. In a recent publication on e-mail messages sent to members of the US-Congress 

in 2000 under the apocalypse title “Delete, Delete, Delete”, the International Herald Tribune 

observed: 

 
“Call it too much of a good thing. Members of Congress are inundated with so many e-
mail messages from constituents and others – 80 million messages last year alone – that 
lawmakers routinely ignore most of them [...] ‘Rather than enhancing democracy – as so 
many hoped – e-mail has heightened tensions and public disgruntlement with 
Congress’” (IHT, 3-19-2001). 

 
The opportunities of new technologies have widen the scope and modes of participation 

once again. Until now, the results are not even a modest improvement of democratic decision-

making as long as politicians ‘routinely ignore’ messages from citizens. Experience with ‘digital 

democracy’, however, show that voter turnout can be increased considerably (Solop 2000), but 

this refers to the most traditional and simple mode of political participation one can think of. To 

find a fruitful conceptualisation for political participation – avoiding the correct, but useless 

conclusion that participation can be everything – seems to be one of the most crucial challenges 

for the further development of democratic decision-making procedures in modern societies. 



 14 

 Figure 1: The Expansion of the Political Action Repertoire 
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Table 1: The Repertoire of Participation in Different Studies 
 

 

 

(continued) 

 
 
Activitya 
 
 

CID 
 

(2000b) 

Lane 
 

(1959) 

Verba 
and Nie 

 
(1972) 

Barnes, 
Kaase et 

al. 
(1979) 

Parry et 
al. 
 

(1992) 

Verba et 
al. 
 

(1995) 
Voting (local, national, federal, EU) x  x  x  x  x  x 
Working in elections   x  x      x 
Persuade others how to vote     x  x     
Worked in a political party x           
Party membership x    x  x  x   
Fundraising x  x  x    x   
Attended meeting x    x  x  x   
Clerical work         x   
Canvassing         x   
Worn campaign badge/sticker x           
Donating money x          x 
Reading politics in newspapers x      x     
Discussing politics x      x     
Informal group  x    x  x  x  x 
Organised group x  x  x  x  x  x 
Issue raised in group     x    x   
Contacting public officials x  x  x  x    x 
Writing letters to officials   x         
Contacting member of Parliament         x  x 
Contacting civil servant x        x  x 
Contacting councillor         x  x 
Contacting Town Hall         x  x 
Contacting media x        x   
Contacting organisation x           
Contacting solicitor or judicial body x           
Protest meeting         x  x 
Organised petition         x   
Signed petition x      x  x   
Blocked traffic       x  x   
(Lawful) demonstration x      x  x  x 
(Un)official strike x      x  x   
Boycott certain products x      x  x   
Physical force       x  x   
Damaging property       x     
Occupying buildings       x     
Painting slogans       x     
Rent strikes       x     
Illegal protest activities x           
Deliberately bought certain products x           
Sports club or outdoor activities x          x 
Youth association x          x 
Environmental organisation x          x 
Ass. for animal rights/protection x           
Peace organisation x           
Humanitarian aid or human rights org. x           
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(continued) 

 

 
a The activities listed here are summarised in catchwords only. See the studies mentioned or the relevant 
questionnaires for the full texts of the items used. 
b Common Core Questionnaire developed by the CID-Network on ‘Citizenship, Involvement, 
Democracy’ supported by the European Science Foundation (see for further information: www.mzes.uni-
mannheim.de/projekte/cid). 
 

Charity or social-welfare organisation x          x 
Association for patients, illnesses x          x 
Association for disabled x           
Pensioners’ or retired persons’ org. x          x 
Lodge or service club x          x 
Trade Union x          x 
Farmers’ organisation x          x 
Business or employers’ organisation x          x 
Investment club x           
Professional organisation x          x 
Consumer association x          x 
Parents’ association x          x 
Cultural, musical, dancing, theatre x          x 
“Other hobby club/society” x          x 
Automobile organisation x           
Residents’, housing or neighbourhood  x          x 
Immigrants’ organisation x          x 
Religious or church organisation x          x 
Women’s organisation x          x 
War victims, veterans, ex-servicemen x          x 
Non-partisan political organisations           x 
“Other club or association” x          x 
            
Abstained from voting out of protest x           
            
“Other activity” x           
        
Use the internet in connection with any 
of these activities? x           



 17 

References 
 
Alesina, Alberto and Romain Wacziarg (2000), “The Economics of Civic Trust”. In: Pharr, 
Susan J. and Robert D. Putnam (eds), Disaffected Democracies. What’s Troubling the Trilateral 
Countries? Princeton NJ: Princeton University Press, pp.148-70. 
 
Barber, Benjamin (1984), Strong Democracy. Participatory Politics for a New Age. Berkeley: 
University of California Press. 
 
Barber, Benjamin (1995), Jihad vs McWorld. New York: Times Books. 
 
Barnes, Samuel, Kaase, Max et al. (1979), Political Action: Mass Participation in Five Western 
Democracies. London: Sage. 
 
Berelson, Bernard R., Paul Lazarsfeld, and William McPhee (1954), Voting: A Study of Opinion 
Formation in a Presidential Campaign. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
 
Bikson, Tora K. and Constantijn W.A. Panis (1999): Citizens, Computers, and Connectivity. A 
Review of Trends. Manuscript available from: http://www.rand.org/publications/MR/MR1109.  
 
Brooks, Robert C. (1933), Political Parties and Electoral Problems. New York/London: Harper 
& Brothers Publishers, 3rd Edition. 
 
Brady, Henry E. (1998), “Political Participation”. In: John P. Robinson, Philip R. Shaver, and 
Lawrence S. Wrightsman (eds): Measures of Political Attitudes. San Diego: Academic Press, 
pp.737-801. 
 
Campbell, Angus, Philip E. Converse, Warren E. Miller, and Donald E. Stokes (1960), The 
American Voter. New York: John Wiley. 
 
Dahl, Robert A. (1970), Modern Political Analysis. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 2nd  
Edition. 
 
Dahrendorf, Ralf (2000), “Afterword”. In: Pharr, Susan J. and Robert D. Putnam (eds), 
Disaffected Democracies. What’s Troubling the Trilateral Countries? Princeton NJ: Princeton 
University Press, pp. 311-314. 
 
Dalton, Russell J. and Martin P. Wattenberg (1993), “The Not So Simple Act of Voting”. In: 
Finifter, Ada W. (ed.), Political Science: The State of the Discipline II. Washington: APSA, pp. 
193-218. 
 
Diani, Mario (2000), “Simmel to Rokkan and Beyond. Towards a Network Theory of (New) 
Social Movements”. European Journal of Social Theory, Volume 3 (4), pp. 387-406. 
 
Franzese Jr., Robert J. (2000), Political Participation, Income Distribution, and Public 
Transfers in Developed Democracies. Paper prepared for the 2000 annual meeting of the 
American Political Science Association Washington D.C., available from: 
http://www.PRO.harvard.edu. 
 
Kaase, Max and Alan Marsh (1979), “Political Action. A Theoretical Perspective”. In: Samuel 
Barnes, Max Kaase et al., Political Action: Mass Participation in Five Western Democracies. 
London: Sage, pp. 27-56. 
 
King, Anthony (2000), “Distrust of Government: Explaining American Exceptionalism”. In: 
Pharr, Susan J. and Robert D. Putnam (eds), Disaffected Democracies. What’s Troubling the 
Trilateral Countries? Princeton NJ: Princeton University Press, pp. 74-98. 



 18 

 
Kuttner, Robert (1997), Everything for Sale: The Virtues and Limits of Markets. New York: 
Knopf. 
 
Lane, Robert E. (1959), Political Life. Why and How People Get Involved in Politics. New 
York: Free Press. 
 
Lane, Jan-Erik and Svante Ersson (1999), Politics and Society in Western Europe. London: 
Sage, 4th Edition. 
 
Lazarsfeld, Paul Felix, Bernhard Berelson, and Hazel Gaudet (1948), The People's Choice: How 
the Voter Makes Up His Mind in a Presidential Campaign. New York: Columbia University 
Press, 2nd Edition. 
 
Milbrath, Lester W. (1965), Political Participation. Chicago: RandMcNally. 
 
Milbrath, Lester W. and Madan Lal Goel (1977) Political Participation. How and Why People 
Get Involved in Politics. Chicago: RandMcNally. 
 
Milward, H. Brinton and Louise O. Snyder (1996), “Electronic Government: Linking Citizens 
to Public Organizations through Technology”. Journal of Public Administration Research and 
Theory, Vol. 6, Number 2. 
 
Minoque, Kenneth (1999) “Creed for Democrats”. Times Literary Supplement, June 18, p. 8. 
 
Monoson, Susan S. (1993), Plato and Athenian Democracy. Princeton: Princeton University 
Press. 
 
Norris, Pippa (2001), Count Every Voice: Democratic Participation Worldwide. Manuscript 
available from: http://www.pippanorris.com (March 13, 2001). 
 
Parry, Geraint, George Moyser, and Neil Day (1992), Political Participation and Democracy in 
Britain. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Putnam, Robert D. (2000), Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community. 
New York: Simon and Schuster. 
 
Sabine, George Holland and Thomas L. Thorson (1973), A History of Political Theory. 
Hinsdale, Ill: Dryden Press, 4th Edition. 
 
Sabucedo Jose M. and Constantino Arce (1991), “Types of Political Participation: A 
Multidimensional Analysis”. European Journal of Political Research, Vol. 20, Number 1, pp. 
93-102. 
 
Scaff, Lawrence A. (1975), “Two Concepts of Political Participation”. The Western Political 
Quarterly, Vol. 28, Number 3, pp. 447-62. 
 
Solop, Frederic I. (2000): Digital Democracy comes of age in Arizona: Participation and 
Politics in the First Binding Internet Election. Paper prepared for the 2000 annual meeting of 
the American Political Science Association Washington D.C., available from 
http://www.PRO.harvard.edu.  
 
Thränhardt Dieter and Uwe Hunger (2000), “Vom Partizipationspostulat zum Civil-Society-
Konzept. Zum Perspektivenwechsel in der Integrationsforschung im neuen Jahrhundert”. 
Zeitschrift für soziale Arbeit, Nummer 2, 2000, pp. 32-39. 
 



 19 

van Deth, Jan W. (1991), “Politicization and Political Interest”. In: Karlheinz Reif and Ronald 
Inglehart (eds), Eurobarometer: The Dynamics of European Public Opinion. London: 
Macmillan, pp. 201-213. 
 
van Deth, Jan W. (1997a), “Introduction: Social Involvement and Democratic Politics”. In: Jan 
W. van Deth (ed), Private Groups and Public Life. Social Participation, Voluntary Associations 
and Political Involvement in Representative Democracies. London: Routledge, pp. 1-23. 
 
van Deth, Jan W. (1997b), “Formen konventioneller Partizipation. Ein neues Leben alter 
Dinosaurier?“. In: Oscar W. Gabriel (ed), Politische Orientierungen und Verhaltensweisen im 
vereinigten Deutschland. Opladen: Leske + Budrich, pp. 291-319. 
 
van Deth, Jan W. and Martin Elff (2000), Political Involvement and Apathy in Europe 1973-
1998. Mannheimer Zentrum für Europäische Sozialforschung: MZES Working Paper Nr. 33. 
 
Verba, Sidney and Norman Nie (1972), Participation in America: Political Democracy and 
Social Equality. New York: Harper & Row. 
 
Verba, Sidney, Kay Lehman Schlozman, and Henry E. Brady (1995), Voice and Equality. Civic 
Voluntarism in American Politics. Cambridge, Mass./London, England: Harvard University 
Press. 
 
Webber, Carolyn and Aaron Wildavsky (1986), A History of Taxation and Expenditure in the 
Western World. New York: Simon and Schuster. 
 
Wielhouwer, Peter W. and Brad Lockerbie (1994), “Party Contacting and Political Participation, 
1952-90”. American Journal of Political Science, Vol. 38 (1), pp. 211-229. 
 

View publication statsView publication stats



Institute of General Semantics
 

 
POLITICAL COMMUNICATION
Author(s): Robert R. Monaghan
Source: ETC: A Review of General Semantics, Vol. 41, No. 4 (Winter 1984), pp. 416-422
Published by: Institute of General Semantics
Stable URL: https://www.jstor.org/stable/42576709
Accessed: 21-03-2020 21:07 UTC

 
JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide

range of content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and

facilitate new forms of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org.

 

Your use of the JSTOR archive indicates your acceptance of the Terms & Conditions of Use, available at

https://about.jstor.org/terms

Institute of General Semantics is collaborating with JSTOR to digitize, preserve and extend
access to ETC: A Review of General Semantics

This content downloaded from 202.41.10.30 on Sat, 21 Mar 2020 21:07:04 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 Robert R. Monaghan*  POLITICAL COMMUNICATION

 Korzybski tation to communication (1) explained how error, superficial and how words use of have language intended is an mean- invi- tation to communication error, and how words have intended mean-
 ing which are interpreted through another's "sieve," or interpretative style.
 In his "Autobiography of a Theory," George A. Kelly (2) acknowledges in-
 debtedness to Korzybski and suggests further that the way we use language
 also shapes the development of our personalities. Superficial use of words
 not only leads to distortion, it can also erode the person.

 When cliches are repeatedly disseminated over the mass media, distor-
 tion and danger magnify; and subsequent social diffusion further distorts
 meanings (3) as information is legitimized by the media, (4) and is relayed
 through social interactions. (5) In a time of high speed information
 dissemination through electronic and social networks the danger of shallow
 slogans can be multiplied exponentially.

 Some of the most serious contemporary cliches involve uses of the words
 "left" and "right" and the associated designations of "liberal" and "conser-
 vative." Meanings associated with these words provide a broad superordinal
 framework for interpreting important political, economic, and social events,
 candidates, speeches, debates, campaigns, issues, laws, and the wide variety
 of social movements which are introduced on the public agenda. Sometimes
 it appears that the entire democratic process and our ability to reason and
 understand events depends upon a "left-right" interpretative framework
 which is itself grounded in cliches.

 What kinds of assumptions are being made? (6) Some speakers and
 reporters say that a conservative is a person who opposes aid for depen-
 dent children and education, resents poor people, and favors war; or they
 suggest that a liberal is a person who favors welfare fraud and incompetent
 teachers, wants to destroy the family, and enjoys pornography. What pur-

 * Robert R. Monaghan teaches in the Department of Communication at The Ohio State
 University, Columbus, Ohio.
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 pose is served by trying to identify food for the hungry or legalizing mari-
 juana as a liberal cause? Or military intervention or suppression of homosex-
 uals as a conservative cause?

 We know that the meanings of words can change as people are motivated
 to use them differently, (7) and public "witchhunts" have been conducted
 by associating people with the extreme negative implications of the words
 "right" and "left."

 The terms "right" and "left," "conservative" and "liberal" are especially
 important to understand because they can embrace so much more than
 particular parties, issues, positions when they are broadly applied to the
 wide range of circumstances characterizing political ideologies.

 Construct Theory has been previously employed as a method of inquiry
 and as a theoretical context for postulating transactional principles of com-
 munication. The broad ideological meanings of "liberal" and "conservative"
 as defined by selected academic theorists are interpreted and proposed as
 a framework for better understanding political communication. This model
 of political communication can be explored for interpretation of political
 information, as a basis for discussion and debate, and as a research model
 for testing. (8)

 Conservative Communication Principles: Historical Patterns
 The essence of conservatism is "recovering the tradition of the civiliza-

 tion," (9) and the conservative will tend to follow and maintain historical
 patterns which give rise to the present. (10) The conservative does not in
 fact oppose change, but in the conservative view new ideas and new ways
 of doing things do not belong to historical tradition, and are not yet tested
 as "tried and true" or proven as demonstrably valid. (11) The conservation
 of past patterns and historical conditions and institutions is rather the basis
 upon which the conservative is cautious and may at times seem to the liberal
 to resist change. The old ways have been proven to be valid for the past,
 and innovation must be proven in terms of historical patterns.

 Constitutional Replication
 It is also on the basis of historical patterns that the conservative places

 so much emphasis upon the Constitution. (12) These are the sources by
 which one can determine the validity of operations, procedures and law.
 New law and new procedures must be tested in light of the foundation
 principles and standards of the Constitution. This does not mean that the
 conservative is rigidly opposed to ever writing new laws or establishing
 new procedures, but rather that the newly proposed must stand the tests
 and standards of the old established principles. The conservative is ". . .
 committed to neither novelty and risk, nor to familiarity, but to the
 norm." (13) It is on this basis that the conservative does not allow devia-
 tion from the authority of law. (14) The law is valid because it has been
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 tested in terms of historical patterns and constitutional due process. The
 conservative courtroom judge who dispenses stiff penalties is not cruel or
 insensitive; a penalty imposed for violation of a specific law is grounded
 in the tried and true and tested historical pattern of the Constitution, for
 the particular law which has been violated has been previously tested in
 terms of the Constitution.

 Non-intervention (15)

 The conservative opposes any form of government or outside interven-
 tion which intrudes upon his or her individual relationships with any other
 individuals, groups, or institutions. (16) It is a "hands off" policy ground-
 ed in the assumption that the communication processes in which one is
 involved must be allowed to exist and develop in their own way, and no
 meddling is permitted. If the enterprising individual accumulates wealth,
 resources, or power through more competent competition, no outside group
 or state can intervene without violating this principle.

 Individuality

 No two people are alike, and varieties of individual persons offer resources
 which make communication possible. (17) The conservative holds the
 underlying assumption of individuality. There are variations and differences
 among individuals and cultural and cross-national communication styles.
 Liberal ideology also ". . . has usually set itself against any subordination
 of the individual to the society, since society is conceived to be a set of
 individuals rather than the representatives of some normative authority." (18)
 If one emphasizes individuality, it follows that not all persons are equal.
 The conservative individuals, born as they are with variations of talents,
 interests, propensities, competencies and motivations which are inherent-
 ly unequal, (19) will naturally form social systems in which some persons
 will rise to upper social and economic levels while others fall behind. The
 conservative may point out that the poor have always been with us, and
 that they exist in all nations. This is not to imply that the conservative
 lacks a sense of justice, or lacks compassion for those who are suffering;
 however, it may help explain how emphasis upon individuality can lead
 toward different directions of social class hierarchies as implied in the cur-
 rent "trickle down" economic theory, and how the conservative view of
 human relationships may be understood in terms of its anchor in the prin-
 ciple of individuality and variety.
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 A Political Communication Model

 Historical Patterns Permeability

 Constitutional Replication Predictive Validity

 Non-intervention Change

 Individuality Interdependence

 Liberal Communication Principles
 Liberalism also represents underlying principles, just as conservatism

 does, only, of course, they are different principles and interpretations:

 Permeability
 Liberalism refers to free persons who are favorable to progress or reform.

 The liberal seeks new facts and perspectives. Permeability is characterized
 by a flexibility, open-endedness, and tentativeness of truth. The liberal
 regards all absolutes, imperatives, and final solutions with profound skepti-
 cism. (20) As Miami University's Professor Larry Leitner describes this
 Kellian notion, we are always "out of date" in our knowledge or under-
 standings. "Understanding" is not defined as something established or
 "known," but is rather defined as being in the process of unfolding.
 Permeability is anticipatory, and the liberal is always open to new visions
 of the future. This is not to suggest that the conservative is closed to new
 information and alternative perspectives, or that the liberal is unable to
 settle on a decision, but rather that the liberal's orientation to the future
 encourages an attitude of open exploration. The direction of exploration
 may also suggest the assumption of humankind's "inherent goodness." (21)

 Predictive Validity

 While the conservative weighs ideas and proposals in terms of proven
 past record, the liberal is inclined to experiment and test in relation to an
 anticipated future. While this does not suggest that liberals are academic
 scientists, testing in terms of future outcomes does suggest a scientific
 model. (22) If a person is highly permeable, some basis for knowledge claims
 is needed. While the conservative rests validity upon proven past practices
 and traditions and the Constitution, the liberal defines validity in terms
 of "rationalistic purposes" which lie in the future. (23) Accordingly, the
 liberal is constantly seeking and questioning and investigating and discover-
 ing. Such tentativeness does not mean that the liberal ignores historical
 facts, but it does suggest that the liberal may be more willing than the
 conservative to review commitments which exist in tradition in terms of
 their future implications.
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 Change

 Emphasis upon change is the natural outcome of the first two principles,
 for such readiness to admit new information and experimental inclinations
 leads naturally to innovation. Old meanings and old ways are discarded
 or modified as new meanings are continually realized. (24) While the con-
 servative is inclined to protect outside influence and maintain the past,
 the Uberai is open to the new. The liberal assumes that policies which applied
 under past conditions may not be valid in the present, and the desired policy
 is one which is relevant and responsive to changing contemporary condi-
 tions and anticipated future needs.

 Interdependence
 The liberal sees an interdependent balance between persons, groups, and

 nations. The liberal view emphasizes "pluralism," (25) the society as a whole,
 or what Beer calls "the national idea." (26) The liberal is not concerned
 about nature and wildlife and the environmental ecology because he or
 she happens to be a jogger or a hiker. The liberal's concern about environ-
 mental conditions and the poor people of the United States and the hungry
 of the world emerges out of an appreciation of how various parts of our
 natural world and human society connect and are ultimately dependent
 upon each other.

 Conclusions

 When persons of different orientations are exposed to political informa-
 tion, or approach each other in social dialogue, their respective views may
 be grounded in more than what is easily visible on the surface. Especially
 in the midst of heated political controversies, we may neglect the fact that
 at least two great political ideologies exist and need consideration. If we
 are to find the best public policy alternatives, we must understand these
 two approaches to government and how they might work in our human
 society. Clarification can emerge only if we identify and discuss on the
 basis of the central principles that are at issue as a basis for participation
 in the democratic communication process.

 We do not have one group favoring a creative human society and the
 other group trying to blow up the world. We do not have one cruel group
 who want poor children to suffer in starvation and another compassionate
 group who want to care for the children and feed them. We do not have
 one prejudiced group and another enlightened. We have two worthy perspec-
 tives of the great ideal about how members of a total society can best com-
 municate with each other, and these two perspectives need to come together
 in the creative conflict of free and open political dialogue. For there is
 another transactional principle which integrates both the liberal and con-
 servative views. It is the choice of that alternative which is most likely to
 lead us toward what Kelly and his students call the greater possibility for
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 creative self-expression and fulfillment. Political communication effectiveness
 is increased as both true foundations are known, and as political dialogue
 is directed toward the maximum potentialities which exist, or which might
 exist.
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Power, authority and legitimacy 

H .  M. Hopfl 
Lancaster University 

Abstract: Management, human resources, organization, control, leadership, 
etc., all seem to be just so many euphemisms for power, and this suggests a 
discourse of management and organization that calls things by their proper 
name. This paper on the contrary stresses the need to resolve the concept of 
'power' itself into more differentiated notions, and proposes that clarification 
may be derived from distinctions once explicit in the vocabulary of Classical 
antiquity, but lost in modern European languages. It argues that nothing but 
confusion in thinking about organizations, management and legitimation can 
result from the failure to recognize that the phenomena this vocabulary 
identifies and distinguishes are irreducibly different. 

Keywords: moral authority, power, office, rights, resources, control, coer- 
cion, instit~tions,~ founding, tradition, legitimation, organization, leadership, 
management, monarchy, aristocracy, democracy 

Introduction 

Management is an uneasy member of a family of terms which to cynics 
may seem to be little more than euphemisms or synonyms for power: 
control, resources, hierarchy, organization ('he who says organization says 
oligarchy' in Michels' (1962) memorable bon mot), direction, leadership, 
politics, roles, status, decision, routine, bureaucracy and, last not least, 
authority, as well as authoritarianism, empowerment, Machiavellianism, 
socialization, human resources, adminstration, competition, corporation, 
culture, reward, sanction, motivation, influence, performance, assessment, 
etc., etc. (these are all related 'thesaurus entries' in Sims et al. (1993)). The 
very etymology of 'management' speaks of power: it derives ultimately from 
manus, hand, hence to handle or control, as with weapons or horses, but also 
more obscurely and later from minager, to  'manage' a household. 

In a more naive and brash epoch of management schooling, equating 
management with power or control needed no apology: the point was to teach 
managers its more effective use (Rollinson et al. 1998: 507). But those days 
are long gone, and even human resource management itself no longer exudes 
the same self-confidence that it did when 'hard' management styles were again 
fashionable in the 1980s (cf. Sparrow and Marchington 1998: ch.1); a recent 
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work on Strate~ic Human Resourcing even omits power, authority, hierarchy 
and leadership from its index altogether (Leopold et al. 1999), although 
'strategy' without a strategos (a general) is Hamlet without the prince. The 
liberal tradition has always distrusted 'power' and sought to sanitize it; it is 
only the general liberal prejudice against power that can explain Connolly's 
otherwise preposterous claim that 'those who exercise power over others 
typically seek to deny it or to hide it' (1993: 97). A recent book on organi- 
zational behaviour in the same vein speaks of power as, to many people, one of 
'the more uncomfortable aspects of organisational life' (Rollinson et al. 1998: 
375). Again, Marxists both unreconstructed and reformed (or 'critical') have 
always been hostile to power, not indeed as such, but to its location in 
'capitalist' hands; populists for their part endorse only the power of a mystical 
body called 'the people'; and critical and postmodern management thinking 
has made one of its focuses the demystification, delegitimation or deconstruc- 
tion of metanarratives, understood principally as machines for ideological 
'exclusion' and 'demonization' of Otherness, in other words, exclusion from 
power. In political theory the same combination of departure points has even 
encouraged the pursuit of the ideal of a 'democratic' co-ordination without 
authority (for example, Fay (1975), following Habermas; or Connolly (1993), 
now appropriating Foucault), and of a collective, inclusive power exercised, it 
seems, over no one at all, though the implausibihty of that notion gave even 
Fay pause (Fay 1977). And the current state of management science intimates 
the possibility of a convergence of liberals, Marxists, critical and postmodern 
theorists and populists in a common discourse of organization which centres 
on the demystification and critique of managerial power; this, with subtlety 
and circumspection, is at any rate one of the themes of the programmatic 
Understanding Management (Linstead et al. 1996). Organizations themselves 
seem to have become defensive, and in any case now regard relatively un- 
problematic conceptions of how to exercise power (hierarchy, bureaucracy, 
Taylorism, Fordism, etc.) as of inferior efficacy compared to other forms of 
co-ordination; even the new public management in the British civil service 
betokens as much (Barberis 1997). 

But, so far from constituting a coherent subject matter, power is an 
organizing idea which produces nothing but conhsion; an imaginative 
recent article has compared the logic of its employment in post-war political 
science to that of phlogston in the old chemistry (Condren 1994). An 
analogous outcome may be confidently anticipated in the context of thinking 
about organizations and management, which has from its beginnings been 
permeated by political themes, motifs and concepts and readily acknowledges 
their relevance, but not always discriminately. 

It  has long been recognized in organizational theory (for example in the 
classic article by French and Raven (1959)) that power is not a concept that 
can be left unanalysed. What follows is an attempt to unpack the idea in a way 
which seems hitherto not to have been exploited in this field, namely by calling 
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in aid the language of the Romans, a people conversant enough with power, it 
may be supposed. From them, directly or mediately, modern Enghsh derives 
much of its nexus of cognates of power ('control', however, is medieval). And 
yet, compared to classical Latin, the modern English vocabulary of power lacks 
nuance. German is if anything worse, and the situation in the romance 
languages is not much better. I t  has been said of European languages generally 
that 'common usage is not greatly concerned with distinctions between power, 
might, authority; even the greatest thinkers sometimes use them haphazardly' 
(A. Passerin d'Entrtves, my translation, cited Historisches Wiirterbuch der 
Philosophie, 1971, 5: 585, entry Macht). But a classical Latin-speaker's lan- 
guage would have imposed distinctions, because Latin had no less than three 
words, all translatable as power or authority but far from interchangeable: 
auctoritas, potestas and potentia. And this vocabulary may still have somethmg 
to teach us. 

Auctoritas: 'moral' authority 

To begin with auctoritas. It  did not start out as a political term, and indeed 
has never exclusively become one. I t  may seem that expressions like 'being an 
authority' on something, 'speaking with authority' or 'moral authority' are 
analogies drawn from political authority, but, on the contrary, they recall the 
original sense of the term. The root of auctoritas is augere (past participle 
auctum): to begin something, to set something in motion, to originate, to  
cause, to establish, to found, to make something grow, in a word: to initiate; 
but also to augment (this being the same word), embellish, cause to flourish, 
increase, enlarge, enhance, enrich, furnish abundantly (see Walde-Hoffmann 
1938: entry auctor; Andrews 1875: entries augeo, auctoritas). So augere 
may be to augment something that exists already, or to start something new. 
And in Antiquity people notoriously tended to think that anydung like 
an institudon or practice which now has a coherent shape must have been 
deliberately designed, devised or established by some individual in the past. 
Such an individual is an auctor, a founder. So cities, empires and monarchies, 
laws or bodies of law, religions, buildings, skills and disciplines were all 
thought to have an auctor. I t  seems however to have been families or clans 
which first acknowledged an auctor. By extension, the Roman Senate, 
composed of the most illustrious and (orginally) ancient families and of 
members described collectively as patres (fathers), was identified as the seat 
of auctoritas in the Roman commonwealth (Adcock 1959: 14-18, 3 6 5 3 ) .  
But founders and senators are merely the most 'august' (same root) and 
striking examples of something more familiar: namely, the capacity to inspire 
respect, the ability to gain a hearing or to establish a right to be listened to: this 
generically is the quality or attribute of auctoritas, and an auctor is 'one 
by whose influence, advice, counsel, command etc. anythmg happens or is 
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done, the cause, occasion, contriver, instigator, counselor, adviser, promoter' 
(Andrews 1875: entry auctor). In the apt Itahan phrase, it is to be 'a man of 
respect'. Thus, in classical Latin an 'author' prestigious enough to to be cited 
was already described as an 'authority' (cf. the expression 'eo auctore': on his 
advice, authority, instigation), and the Church Fathers invoked the auctoritas 
of Scripture and its authors. 

This capacity, 'moral' authority, springs from some inner quality or 
attribute, some notable ability, virtue or gft in its metaphorical sense, 
or perhaps all three; external features (such as having a famous pedigree) are 
merely its prima facie indicators. Such a capacity is perhaps divinely inspired; 
at any rate it participates in the nature of God, the 'Author of Nature'. 

Now auctoritas is recognizable enough: in fact, it depends on being recog- 
nized. And the quahties that lead us to impute it to someone or recognize it in 
someone are not as such mysterious or unanalysable: experience, knowledge, 
understanding, judgement, prudence, skill, decisiveness, gravity, a track-record 
of achievement and a lineage of eximious predecessors are all decisive for 
auctoritas. It is after all a familiar experience that people with such qualities 
inspire respect, they establish a right to be listened to, and their initiatives are 
ones that others feel almost bound to follow: morally bound, but not legally. 
And equally a person will not have authority in this sense unless they are also 
disinterested and subservient to some higher power, purpose or calling. You 
cannot retain your authority if you are recognized to be self-serving or petty. 
None of that is mysterious. What is mysterious is simply where a person gets 
such qualities from: you can teach a person to write Ciceronian Latin, but no 
one made Cicero into Cicero by teaching. 

Considered as this moral attribute, auctoritas seems to be irredeemably 
personal, highly circumstantial and contingent in character, and impossible 
either to institutionalize or to transfer. An organization, for example, cannot 
arrange to have initiators, founders, persons who come into a room and 
everyone takes notice, on tap, so to speak; nor can those who have these 
qualities delegate them to someone else. Equally a person with auctoritas 
in one matter will not necessarily have it in another, and what will be 
authoritative with one audience will fall flat with another. As Jesus said: 'a 
prophet is not without honour, except in his own country, and his own 
house' (Luke 4: 24). 

It  is, however, simply not the case that authority is personal and 
incommunicable. For in the first place, auctores can obviously envelop other 
persons and things in their own auctoritas. Again, an authority may be cited or 
invoked, the standard practice of polemics as well as scholarship throughout 
the ages. But more importantly, to have personal authority is to participate or 
share in something greater, more impersonal, and indeed more authoritative 
than any single person. If my authority reposes on intelligence, or wisdom, 
or learning, or ideology, or tradition, or religion, or birth, or profession, then 
it is the authority of the latter that is primary, and my own is derivative or 
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vicarious. And such sources of auctoritas, because they already have a separate 
identity which is neither individual nor personal, are capable of impersonal 
identification, symbolization, perhaps even routinization and 'impersonation', 
as when people worshipped a personified wisdom, fertility, fortune, time, 
virtue or law. 

What is more, the symbols and outward signs of auctoritas are eminently 
communicable and transferable: a title, a scholarly manner (where scholarship 
is held in regard), a certain bearing, a seal or symbol of office, a capacity 
to manipulate a vocabulary, even an item or style of dress (like 'power'- 
dressing in the 1980s, which might as well be described as 'authority'- 
dressing). How one is regarded is always to some extent a matter of how 
one appears. 

Given the etymology of auctoritas, it may therefore seem that the Ancients 
got things exactly the wrong way round. They thought auctoritas in the 
present derives &om the authority of ancestors, the maiorum auctoritas, 
or of antiquity, as when Quintillian wrote: 'The measure of auctoritas is 
antiquitas, vetusta? (cited Historisches Wiirterbuch der Philosophie, Vol. I, 
p.724). But logically the authority of founders of anydung can be attributed 
only posthumously or retrospectively: nothmg can be said to have been 
truly founded unless it has outlasted its founders, if indeed such founders 
were not entirely mythical in the first place. And equally, when institutions 
lose their authority, so do  the founders: the current fate of statues of Lenin 
is emblematic here. In short, it was actually contemporary institutions 
and practice that were authoritative, and it was their authority that was 
retrojected onto founders. Nevertheless the Ancients were also right: nothing 
ephemeral has authority, and the contemporary authority of any practice 
or institution is the authority of a present which is also a past, a continuous 
present whlch might equally be described as a continuous past. 

Authority, again, is unquestionably culture-dependent. What carries 
authority in one culture can be an object of contempt in another. Thus many 
(almost all?) cultures associated authority with age, as the Romans did, as 
terms like senator, seniority (from senis, old), elder, alderman, veteran (from 
vetus, old) remind us, but with us age may merely connote senility. And more 
important: custom and tradition have been for most peoples the highest moral 
imperative, so that customary or traditional authority has usually been the 
highest authority (see Arendt 1961: 95,98). But European Moderns are more 
inclined to attribute authority to what is new, 'up to date', innovative, 'state 
of the art'. The dependence of authority on culture may however easily be 
overstressed: what is suiking is the extent to which various attributes are 
authoritative trans-culturally. The Jesuit Matteo Ricci, seeking an entrte into 
the Chinese Imperial Court, first presented himself in the robes of a Buddhist 
priest, mistaking their status in China; he had much better success appearing as 
a mandarin, a role for which his astonishing scholarship hlly qualified him; 
either way he knew what sort of thing mbht qualify as authoritative (Spence 
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1984: 114-16). The idea of a culture recognizing as authoritative none of the 
things which are also authoritative with us is preposterous. 

To summarize so far: auctoritas is a capacity to initiate and to inspire 
respect. It can be an attribute either of persons or of institutions, customs 
and practices, but with the conspicuous difference that as an attribute of 
institutions and practices authority is a stabilizer and consolidator, something 
exempting them from the flux, but as an attribute of persons it may well 
be destabilizing. Obviously to have a safe pair of hands, and to be calm and 
unflustered, keeping your head when all about are losing theirs, are authori- 
tative attributes which may preserve and stabilize institutions. But equally, 
auctoritas is initiative, the capacity to set things in motion, and that may be 
indispensably valuable, but it is not as such stabilizing. 

Either way, auctoritas is precisely moral authority, and this is both its 
strength and its limitation. I t  is an imputed right to be listened to, a capacity 
to elicit respect, to  be consulted or a consultant, to guide, to steer; it is not a 
right to command, or to decide, determine, rule, order, legislate, arbitrate, 
still less a power to compel. Founders or restorers of polities, also lrnown 
as law-givers, law-bringers or law-bearers (legisl~tores), precisely could not 
make law, but only deliver it to those who could. They could not rule, but 
only advise rulers. The Roman Senate could not make law, but only deliver 
authoritative pronouncements, consulta (Watt 1982: 12-13). And obviously 
no  one at all can impose a custom. It  is therefore unfortunate that Arendt, in 
an otherwise valuable article, says in passing: 'Since authority always demands 
obedience' (Arendt 1961: 92; contrast the accurate account in Watt 1982: 
ch.l), for this is precisely the kind of conhsion that the classical Latin word 
auctoritas made impossible. 

Understood in this way, auctoritas is indeed indispensable in any association 
of human beings, especially in times of crisis and disorientation. In an entirely 
routinized, unchangeable and predictable world, there would be no auctoves, 
and no auctoritas except that of custom and the eternal present. But there 
is no such world, and therefore there is no association which can dispense 
with auctoritas. Equally, however, there is no association which can survive on 
auctoritas alone. Ail organizations, associations, enterprises at all times depend 
on the performance of a set of tasks, more or less clearly specified, routine and 
specialized, and more or less vital to the continuance and well-being of the 
association. It would be possible to dispense with the performance of such 
tasks only if innovation, conflict, cross-purposes, unintended consequences, 
negligence and disregard of others were impossible, in other words if co- 
ordination and harmonization of individual purposes were to take place 
automatically, so to speak. But that cannot be if even a single associate is 
capable of formulating an individual purpose; and consciousness and language 
guarantee that possibility. 
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Potestas: rights of office 

In all collectivities that aim at permanence there must therefore be a faculty 
for making rules, commanding and exacting performances, in order to harness 
at least some of the purposes and activities of the associates to those of 
the association. And this is not auctoritas, although the familiar OB terms 
'control', 'leadership' and 'management' elide the dstinctions between the 
different sorts of 'power' involved here, and the term 'formal authority' is 
unhelpful (cf. Rollinson e t  al. 1998: 385). Where these tasks and performances 
are incumbent on all the associates, they are called morals or obligations; 
originally the Romans identified these with custom (mores, hence morals, what 
'is done'). When these tasks and performances are somewhat dignified or 
specialized in character, and assigned to specific individuals, the Romans called 
them oficium: a duty, a composite of duties, an office. 

Of course an office or a duty to do certain thlngs necessarily also connotes 
a right to do them. Indeed, there was not even a distinct term in antiquity for 
a right. A person with an officium in some association is therefore able to do  
certain things, he may do  them, he is dowed,  entitled or empowered to 
do them: in Latin: potest, he is able to, from which derives the word potestas, 
but also potentia, the third member of our conceptual trinity. And from the 
same root, via the late Latin potere (to be able) and the French derivate 
pouvoir, we get our word 'power'. 

Taking potestasfirst: it is the property of an office, not a person. I t  means the 
right to act derived from an office (Andrews 1875: entry potestax 'abdity, 
power of doing anything, especially legal power or right, magisterial power, 
authority, office, magistracy'). And, unlike moral auctoritas, it can be assigned, 
distributed, redistributed, shared around and/or withdrawn, for all of this may 
in principle be done to or with offices. 

Now the need for offices and therefore potestas has normally been 
completely uncontentious in all human associations. And in terms of our 
analysis so far, it should be obvious that the optimum condition is when offices 
are exercised by persons endowed with personal, moral authority. The only 
question has ever been what sort of arrangements would most efficiently select 
such persons for office. The prospect of a fool-proof arrangement guaranteed 
to elicit the right person for the job has flitted around modern consciousness, 
but it was never actually believed possible even in the context of the Papacy, 
where the Holy Spirit compensates for some human failings, but not for 
imprudence; it is unclear whether human resource management continues to 
be sanguine about such prospects (see Leopold et al. 1999: ch.5). The urgent 
consideration here is that a succession of incapable occupants can not only 
produce mismanagement and bad policies, but undermine the authority even 
of the best-established offices and institutions. With lesser offices there is some 
superior who can remove unworthy occupants, or 'organizational engineering' 
can hope to compensate for the failings of individual role performers. But with 
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the highest offices, those dstinguished as headship or leadership, removal of 
occupants becomes difficult, and the discrediting of the office is a much more 
serious matter for the whole collectivity. 

How to bring together potestas and auctoritas is therefore an issue which no 
durable association can afford to ignore. And in principle there are four ways 
conceivable: aristocracy, monarchy and democracy, or some mixture of these. 
The most obvious method is selection of office-holders by and from those 
who already have nuctoritas. Thus in Greek, Roman and Germanic antiquity, 
leaders and chiefs, especially in war, were ordinarily chosen from persons of 
distinguished families (in Latin nobiles, from the same root as notables, that is 
to say persons 'known' in virtue of their ancient lineage; in Greek aristoi, the 
best people). All persons fiom such families derived some auctoritas fiom their 
family-tree, but the choice of specific individuals among them to fill offices was 
made by others who enjoyed authority themselves, and might thus be expected 
to recognize it in others. The aristocratic principle seems to win hands down 
in terms of inherent reasonablenessness. 

In fact however, what has historically always won out, at any rate in the 
West and, I imagine, elsewhere, is the monarchzcal principle: the rule (arkhe') 
of one (monos). Part of the reason for that is the precariousness and potentially 
murderous effects of divided potestas. Personal auctoritas, again, depends upon 
acknowledgement, and therefore cannot be unambiguously 'owned': consider 
for example the number of possible claimants for any desirable office, public 
or private. Although the Greeks could not abide monarchy, and the Romans 
had constituted their polity by expelling their lungs, they both settled for 
monarchy all the same after the experience of democratic faction fighting and 
endless civil wars. And some sort of monarchy is still the automatic option in 
times of crisis. The greatest problem with monarchy however is the succession. 
Heredity gives a relatively clear title, and the possibility of training a successor 
for office. But it is unsatisfactory and so is the alternative favoured by the 
greatest monarchist of them all, Thomas Hobbes, namely the designatibn of 
the successor by the incumbent. 

The third way of trying to match occupants to offices is democracy, rule by 
the demos, sometimes fantasized as a way of dispensing with offices altogether 
(literally rule by all the associates together), but in every concrete instance 
meaning merely the selecting of office holders by all the associates. Such an 
arrangement has been commended and justified as prudent, expedient, 
effective, efficient and rational since Greek times, and the cogency of the case 
for it was allowed by no less an authority than Aristotle himself, from whom it 
is unwise to dissent. H e  acknowledged that at any rate the citizens of the s m d  
Greek republics could be entrusted with that task safely: his reason was that it 
is not the cobbler but the wearer that is the judge of whether a shoe fits, and 
that one does not need to be a cook in order to judge a dish (Aristotle 1932: 
III.xi, ss 14, 10-14). Auctoritas always depends on recognition, and there 
can be many good jud~es  of it who do not have much of it themselves; even 
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academics admit that students, by and large a lower life-form, may on occasion 
judge soundly about higher forms of life, such as lecturers. And democratic 
arrangements have had more takers than ever since the last century. There is 
even an idiocy (apparently not confined to political theorists) according to 
which no other arrangement is tolerable in any association whatever. This is 
an inane extension of the far more persuasive claim that there is an intrinsic 
affinity between this elective way of filling offices, and the moral imperatives of 
freedom, justice, equality and consent. In short, what privileges democratic 
arrangements is not their efficacy, but their moral worth. All the same, election 
to an office by itself manifestly confers only potestas and not auctoritas. the 
contempt in which elected politicians are held in Western democracies is all too 
familiar; in Britain auctoritas is to be found principally in the unelected House 
of Lords and on the (equally unelected) Bench; and even Americans leave 
many of the most contentious political decisions to their (unelected) Supreme 
Courts. 

However, monarchy cannot dispense with an aristocratic component. Even 
the Roman emperors were always careful to maintain their association with the 
Senate, the traditional seat of auctoritas in Rome, even though by the second 
century AD they were routinely addressed by the utterly un-Roman 'Lord' 
(dominus, sometimes even dominus et deus, cf. Cochrane 1957: 130); in 
German this is Herr, whence Herrschaft, rule, often etymologically correctly 
but misleadingly translated as 'domination'). And as Montesquieu said, 'no 
nobles, no king'. Similarly, aristocracies and democracies each invariably have 
some admixture of the other two forms; hence the popularity of the mixed 
form in political theory, and there is no reason why the same should not apply 
to associations or organizations less inclusive than the state. 

An association equipped with institutions and practices which enjoy an 
impersonal auctoritas, and which concentrate potestas in office holders who 
ideally bring to their office some personal auctoritas of their own, may seem 
the summit of aspirations and the sum of all that is needful for the association's 
flourishing and durability, to  the extent this transitory world allows. This is 
however by no means the case in any association aiming at any sort of 
permanence, however piddling its objectives may be in the cosmic scheme 
of things. 

Potentia: resources for objectives 

Thus we follow the advice of those we regard as having auctoritas, and we obey 
those who hold potestas. But we acknowledge auctoritas only if we are wise, 
and obey potestas only if we are duti l l .  And if these were all there was, each of 
us might please ourselves when and whether to accommodate our own 
purposes and actions in any way to the associations to which we belong. We 
could equally choose to be disobedient, insubmissive, uncivil, anti-social; 
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we might, what is more, refuse to acknowledge either auctoritas or potestas or 
both, either generally or on some occasion of our own choosing, on grounds 
of the overriding auctoritas of (say) religion, conscience, natural, human or 
'civil' rights, or ehe claims of some ideology; we might, for example, say with 
St Peter that we must obey God rather than men, or (with Antigone) justice 
rather than legality, or custom rather than edicts, or we might insist on our 
'civil liberty' or 'autonomy'. In short, both potestas and auctoritas may be 
disregarded, or trumped. 

Now no association can tolerate such insubmission beyond a certain 
threshold level, and what the threshold of tolerable insubmission is, is 
something likely to become clear only when it is too late. The potential for 
such insubmission is again inherent in the human capacity for initiating things 
and forming purposes independently. And to cope with it, all but entirely 
ephemeral associations must be equipped with resources which, if they cannot 
guarantee compliance, can at least prevent some non-compliance and tilt 
the calculations of subjects about where their interests lie in the direction 
of submission. These resources are incentives and sanctions, rewards and 
punishments. As the Roman platitude had it, rewards and punishments are the 
sinews of the republic; another word for punishments is sanctions, the root of 
which may be san~uis, blood. (Connolly 1993: 88-92) inexplicably ignores 
incentives and rewards as possible 'powers' altogether, focusing entirely on 
sanctions.) Command over such resources was called by the Romans potentia, 
fiom the same root as potestas (hence 'potent', 'potentate', 'potential' and 
'impotence'), but without any necessary connotation of right or legitimacy. 

T o  summarize: auctoritas is not a right to command or to coerce. Potestas is 
such a right, but a mere right obviously cannot by itself ensure compliance 
of the 'subjects', even though there could be no conceivable point in having 
potestas unless there were such compliance. Potems and auctoritas must 
therefore be (so to speak) power-assisted, assisted by potentia, power; and in 
Hobbes's definition: 'the Power of a Man (to take it Universally) is his present 
means to obtain some future apparent Good' (Hobbes 1651: ch.X, 61; 
cf. Connolly 1993: 87). 

Connections and confusions 

This nuanced vocabulary did not survive the rough usage Latin got when 
it became the European lingua fianca, especially at the hands of those 
whose vernaculars contained no such distinctions. The distinction between 
auctoritas and potestas was particularly vulnerable, for it had already been 
eroded in classical Latin. The position of emperor was not originally an 
oficiunz or potestas; on the contrary it was a usurped power, depending not 
least on military might - 'emperor' was a formal title fiom the first century AD 

onwards, but previously meant commander-in-chief, general. It  was therefore 
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unsurprising that the emperor should wrap himself in the mantle of auctoritas, 
indeed alluding to it in his title of honour Aujustus and surrounding himself 
with the auctoritas of the Senate. The term princeps (whence prince, 
principate, principality) which emperors adopted was originally just as much 
a euphemism: it meant 'first citizen', or principal member of the Senate. 
Eventually the position of emperor as the supreme office, potestas or imperium 
was legitimated by an appeal to a supposed transfer ofpotestas from the Roman 
people to the Emperor, the fictitious lex regia (Moyle 1912: bk I, tit.2.6, 
102-3). In the course of time the Emperor's auctoritas and his potestas 
thus became indistinguishable. For example, although instructions from the 
Emperor to judges concerning how to interpret his law were ostensibly 
principis auctoritate, they were in fact legally binding. The successor kingdoms 
of the Western Empire therefore inherited a vocabulary in which auctoritas 
and potestas were already interchangeable, and they in turn compounded the 
conflation. So, for example, to empower someone or to authorize someone or 
something in medieval Latin was auctorari or auctorizare (Niermeyer 1976: 
69); auctor was even conflated with actor. 

Besides this, auctoritas and potentia are also conceptually connected. For 
clearly auctoritas is also itself a 'resource' for securing compliance and there- 
fore itself a 'power' (in the terminology of French and Raven, it is 'referent 
power' and 'expert power'). Persuasion may be 'not a form of power', if it 
is considered in total abstraction from who is persuading and the manner 
of presentation of what is to persuade, as it is by Connolly (1993: 93), but 
persuasiveness (an aspect of auctoritas) certainly is a form of 'power'. In fact, 
auctoritas is far and away the most valuable power, for to comply with 
auctoritas is always willing compliance. Libertarians may find it humiliating to 
have to take orders. Anarchists by definition deny that there is any potestas, 
legitimate authority. And it is oppressive and damaging to our self-respect or 
moral standing to allow ourselves to be enticed into complicity with potentia 
by some unworthy incentive, or by fear of sanctions. But no one could possibly 
think worse of themselves for submitting to auctoritas, it simply cannot be 
demeaning to acknowledge wisdom and virtue when we lind it. The greatest 
wisdom is no doubt to be able to offer wise counsel; but it is also wisdom to 
recognize and listen to good advice, to accept the guidance of competent and 
disinterested persons, or to acknowledge the worth of arrangements on which 
our own identity as moral beings depends: no city, no civility; no mores, no 
morality; no church, no salvation; no association, no sociality. 

Finally, to  complete the list of contributors to the elision of the various 
concepts, it should be noted that, although (leaving liberal eccentricities 
aside) power and its equivalent in other languages may seem to be neutral 
terms, implying no valuation one way or the other of what they refer to, this 
is not at all unambiguously the case. Not only is power notoriously the 
supreme aphrodisiac (to quote Henry Kissinger), but one does not have to 
be a Nietzschean to recognize its possession as ceteris paribus valuable, and 
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objectionable only in competitors and enemies; conversely impotence and 
powerlessness are not per se admirable or honourable. Thus not even the 
apparent neutrality of the term 'power' and its equivalents is enough to 
insulate it fiom conflation with auctoritas and potestas, the referent of both 
of which is unequivocally something esteemed. Even in classical Latin, 
although the term potestas was ordinarily specialized, it was always capable of 
extending its meaning to potentia, for potestas inevitably recalled potest, with 
or without right. 

The irreplaceability of auctoritas 

And so in all  the Germanic and romance languages there is now some word 
(Macht, potere, poteaza, poder, potencia, puissance, pozavoir, etc.) which serves 
systematically to obscure the Latin distinctions. Nevertheless no Germanic or 
romance language has entirely abandoned the terminological distinction 
between power and authority even in common usage. What has happened 
rather is that no word has replaced potestas, and so 'authority' and its 
equivalents have to do all the work previously done by auctoritas and potestas. 
The effect is that 'authority' has come to designate rightful power, whereas 
'power' by itself says nothing about whether the referent is legitimate or 
not. But even casual references to, say, the Rwandan 'authorities', which 
connote no more than holders of de facto powers, are possible only precisely 
because they refer to claimants to right, however preposterous the claim. 
And 'legitimate authority' escapes being a tautology or pleonasm only because, 
although the claim to right is inherent in the idea of authority, 'legitimate' 
adds that someone acknowledges the claim as justified. The King James Bible, 
with its usual felicitous instinct for the mot juste, translates Romans 13.1 as 'the 
powers that be' precisely in order to leave the question of their legitimacy in 
abeyance (see Hopfl 1991: glossary) for Luther's and Calvin's difficulty with 
these concepts). 

The English language, then, preserves a lively sense that 'power' simply 
cannot do all the work of the term 'authority'. (German too found it necessary 
to introduce Autoritat to supplement Hewschaft, Oberheit, Macht.) And 
anglophone governments all lay claim to 'authority' in all the senses of that 
word, although they elsewhere talk indiscriminately enough of the 'powers' 
of the President, Prime Minister, etc. For authority in this compound sense 
is an overriding claim to obedience, and a prima facie reason for obedience 
even where no other justification for subscription or compliance is offered 
(Friedman 1990: 64), but power is not. A government can reward its servants, 
and use them to extract more resources fiom its subjects; it can operate 
according to the maxim of all who seek hegemony: divide and rule, or the 
maxim of tyrants: let them hate us, so long as they fear us (oderint dutn 
nzetuant); or, more subtly, it can follow the advice that Machiavelli gave to 
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new rulers who had not the authority of traditions to support them: it is better 
to be loved than feared, but if you must rely on fear, at least avoid being hated 
or despised (Machiavelli 15131: ch.19). Potentates can even create corpse 
factories in the hope that if all innately treacherous or inadequate subjects are 
eliminated, a new era will dawn, perhaps a red one, or one lasting a thousand 
years. But none of this is any substitute for authority. To quote Hume, even 
the absolute Turkish sultan must govern his chief officials like men, by their 
opinions. And, as Napoleon is said to have remarked, you can do anythmg with 
bayonets except sit on them. Any association which wants not just sullen 
submission, but active cooperation or even merely willing compliance, can rely 
only on the auctoritas of institutions, customs and persons, especially when 
all else fails, in an extremity or emergency. It is not potentia that makes 
associations, but auctoritas. 

The neglect of this distinction, a neglect which our common speech and 
a fortiori talk of 'power' constantly invite, is far from innocuous. The (briefly?) 
fashionable idea of 'empowerment', for example, is deeply confused, for it at 
least intimates that 'power' is something that can be redistributed, confiscated, 
shared around, reallocated or given. This is transparently nonsensical in the case 
of auctoritas, and since that too is a power ('a present means to some future 
apparent Good'), and a very substantial one at that, 'empowerment' by fiat 
or legislation is impossible without getting rid of auctoritas first, which is also 
impossible. The same confusion lurks in the currently less fashionable idea 
that substantive equality is possible with respect to anythmg at all to do with 
'power'. Equally c o h s e d  are the phlogistical ideas that power is in principle 
measurable, or that it unambiguously resides (like phlogiston) in some sites 
(e.g. managements or organizations) but not in others (e.g. unions or 
individuals), that it grows out of the barrel of a gun, that money is power, that 
power can be 'taken', seized or conferred, etc. 

Legitimation and illegitimation 

The trinity of auctoritas, potestas and potentia makes up the indispensable 
components of durable association. Given the pre-eminence of auctoritas, 
which can sometimes do the work of potentia and is a prerequisite of potestas, 
whereas the converse does not hold, it is hardly surprising that servicing it 
(so to say) in order to keep it in good repair, or even generating it where it 
does not exist, has been a constant preoccupation with respect to the modern 
European state. But there is a similar need in any organization, and the 
vocabulary of legitimation for all of them has usually been identical. No doubt 
where a handfid of collaborators are joined in a self-chosen enterprise or 
venture, one of them may be the auctor and all of them will ex hypothesi 
acknowledge the value of the common enterprise, and there will then be no 
need for a conscious concern with auctoritas or even for institutions, though 
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an association of human beings which dispenses altogether with rituals and 
symbols (the rudiments of institutionalization) seems inconceivable. But such 
a concern will emerge the moment the objectives of an association cease to 
be transparent; or when its allocation of tasks becomes specialized; or when 
the associates no longer automatically identify their personal ends, concerns, 
goods and interests with those of the common enterprise or its governors. The 
members of a bridge club or an allotment-garden association are not liable to 
disorientation concerning the point of their association; but such disorien- 
tation is entirely possible if our association is a university, Hanson Trust or the 
Church of England, and a heterogeneity of purposes and interests is possible 
wherever there are 'employees', 'servants' or individuals with multiple roles 
or personae. And such heteronomy and disorientation requires addressing the 
authority of institutions. 

The activity of attending to the authority of the association as a whole or 
its component offices and institutions is legitimation or justif;cation, the root 
of the former being lex, of the latter ius, both of them meaning the law and 
what is right, interchangeably. And what is at the bottom of this vocabulary 
is the equation of the legal order, that is to say the institutional order, with 
the order of r@p4fi law and order. For it is order that is authoritative, law is its 
indispensable instrument, and custom (what 'is done') is indispensable to 
morals and the authority of laws and institutions alike (Arendt 1961: 95). 

T o  legitimate or justify, then, is to engage in utterance or performance 
designed to persuade some audience that some institution, practice, custom, 
conduct or office is right, is in accordance with how things should be, and 
should therefore be acknowledged as authoritative. And the irony here is that 
legitimation itself calls for auctoritas on the part of the legitimator. Thus 
authoritative political theorists have never been state-officials, because auth- 
ority (as we saw) presupposes disinterestedness. But as we also saw, personal 
authority is not necessarily a stabilizer: it is initiative and the capacity to elicit 
respect. The possibility of legitimation therefore also implies the possibility of 
de- or illegitimation: the authority of the prophet, the critic, the revolutionary 
thinker, the satirist. It is for this reason that some of those most solicitous for 
the preservation and enhancement of authority have preferred ritual, custom 
and symbol to theory, and teachmg, inculturation, cultivation of mores and 
initiation into a practice to abstract reflection; indeed, to them the whole 
activity of the theorist is suspect, and the need for explicit legitimation suggests 
that it is already too late; an example would be Edrnund Burke (Hampsher- 
Monk 1987: pp.233ff.). 

The topic of legitimation and its instruments is obviously too broad to 
be dealt with here, encompassing as it does the whole of forensic, deliberative 
and epideictic rhetoric (see Clarke 1996); there is presumably no need to pause 
to dismiss the idea, itself a rhetorical device, that rhetoric is a dispensable 
or deplorable alternative to dealing with 'realities'. It is however clear that at 
some point either religion or a religion Ersatz will feature in any legitimation. 
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Even Stalin could not dispense with the authority of the Russian Orthodox 
Church when the Germans were at the gates. The authority of an association 
depends upon the degree to which it can vindicate the claim to embody or 
advance the highest good of its associates, and to speak of highest goods is to 
speak in religious terms, like it or not. But the possible contents, vocabularies 
and strategies of legitimation are as various as the possible audiences to which 
it might be addressed. Something may however be offered in conclusion 
concerning the logic of legitimation (and by implication illegitimation). 

Legitimation must establish some plausible connection between what 
people value already and what is to be legitimated. The strength of the link 
established between these constitutes the force of the legitimation. Plausibility 
demands at a minimum that what is being legitimated should not be out of 
proportion to the goods in terms of which it is legitimated: an association that 
can promise its associates immortality can demand more of them than an 
association that can merely offer them an attractive package of benefits. 

In addition, those who are to be brought to acknowledge the authority of 
the association or its personnel, practices and institutions must recognize 
themselves to be encompassed in the good that is adduced as legitimating 
the institutions: the good of the institution must be the ~ o o d f o r  them: hence 
of course the recent prominence of the theme of 'organizational commitment' 
which, it has been said, 'lies at the heart of any analysis of HRM' (Sparrow 
and Marchington 1998: 42), even if its association with authority is not always 
noticed. And this brings us back to an earlier point concerning democracy. 
Democracy appeals not to contingent, circumstantial goods like efficiency and 
success, which no arrangement whatever can guarantee, but to the inherent 
freedom, justice, equity and consensuality of its procedures themselves 
irrespective of outcomes. And by definition it encompasses all the associates. 
I t  is therefore little wonder that a democratic legitimation (currently in 
terms of 'partnership') proves increasingly irresistible, the more complex the 
organization, the more vulnerable it is to subversion or incompetence on 
the part of even the humblest associate, and the more opaque its character 
and purposes. But success is not an optional extra in associations, and success 
is precisely the one good that democracy cannot guarantee. In any case 
democratic arrangement cannot confer auctoritas. A democratic legitimation 
of any association is therefore bound to remain inconclusive, irrespective 
of what kind of association it is. And while this may be either deplored or 
welcomed according to one's convictions, a feature of illegitimation may serve 
as our conclusion. 

Authority depends upon belief, and so therefore does power; as Hobbes 
put it: opinion of power is power (Hobbes 1651: ch.X, 61). To illegitimate an 
authority therefore demands undermining beliefs. But this can only, it seems, 
be done in two ways: either by invoking some higher authority or by scoffing. 
T o  illegitimate one authoritative thing by another is patently in no way to have 
eliminated or equalized power. The 'critical' theorist is mistaken in thinking 
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that his or her enterprise tends in that direction. At best it amounts to making 
a particular audience amenable to the claims of an alternative authority. But, 
since a substantial part of the world is not receptive to the authority of, say, a 
Man,  Habermas, Foucault, Derrida, Baudrillard or Pagha, the result is merely 
the fragmentation of the world of authority into mutually incommunicant 
sovereignties, a war of all against all. And war is conspicuously not a context 
where potentia has ceased to count. The stance of the scoffer, on the other 
hand, if it is to  be more than a way of preparing an audience for receptivity to 
a counter-authority, must be that of the nihilist. But as Albert Camus long 
since urged in LJHomme rholtt!, not even the most consummate nihilist 
is immune to power or the lust for it; on the contrary, it is the one thing the 
nihilist is not nihilistic about; even if s/he chooses suicide, the power to 
implement that choice is stiU necessary. The attempt to demystify power 
therefore ends not in its abolition but in its worship. Finally, if the nonsensical 
attempt to eliminate power, or to equalize it (which amounts to the same 
thing precisely), is abandoned, as it was by the later Foucault (1987: 129; see 
Moss 1998: 43, 46 [where W. Brown reverts to 'unmasking' in the most 
obvious Marxist sense], 54, and esp. Patton's 'Foucault's subject of power', 
64-76), the result is a conception of power which makes it a universal feature 
of all human relationships. And what is true about human relationships always 
and everywhere does not constitute a substantive subject-matter for anythmg 
in particular. 
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