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4 The Change to Change:
Modernization,
Development, and Politics
(1971) and Political Order in
Changing Societies (1968)

Samuel Huntington

The Change to Change: Modernization, Development,
and Politics

| Political Science and Political Change

Change isa problem for social science. Sociologists, for instance, have regularly bemoaned
their lack of knowledge concerning social change . . . Yet, as opposed to political scientists,
the sociologists are relatively well off. Compared with past neglect of the theory of political
change in political science, sociology is rich with works on the theory of social change.
These more generalized treatments are supplemented by the extensive literature on group
dynamics, planned change, organizational change, and the nature of innovation. Until very
recently, in contrast, political theory in general has not attempted to deal directly with the
problems of change. “Over the last seventy-five years,” David Easton wrote in 1953, “politi-
cal research has confined itself largely to the study of given conditions to the neglect of

political change.” . ..

I The Context of Modernization

General Theory of Modernization

The new developments in comparative politics in the 1950s involved extension of the geo-
graphical scope of concern from Western Europe and related areas to the non-Western
“developing” countries. It was no longer true that political scientists ignored change.
Indeed, they seemed almost overwhelmed with the immensity of the changes taking place
in the modernizing societies of Asia, Africa, and Latin America. The theory of moderniza-
tion was embraced by political scientists, and comparative politics was looked at in the
context of modernization. The concepts of modernity and tradition bid fair to replace
many of the other typologies which had been dear to the hearts of political analysts:
democracy, oligarchy, and dictatorship; liberalism and conservatism; totalitarianism and

_—
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constitutionalism; socialism, communism, and capitalism; nationalism and international-
ism. Obviously, these categories were still used. But by the late 1960s, for every discussion
among political scientists in which the categories “constitutional” and “totalitaria;l;’ W(_].
employed, there must have been ten others in which the categories “modern” and “ 'e
tional” were used. . . . 7 SR
The essential difference between modern and traditional society, most theorists of mod
ernization contend, lies in thq»gr}eater control which modern man has over his natural 'mci 'b
ng_ial environment. This control, in turn, is based on the expansion ofscientiﬁé and tefch—
nological knowledge. . . . To virtually all theorists, these differences in the extent éf man’s
control over his environment reflect differences in his fundamental attitudes toward. and
expectations from his environment. The contrast between modern man and traditional
man is the source of the contrast between modern society and traditional society. Tradi-
tional man is passive and acquiescent; he expects continuity in nature and society a1.1d does
not believe in the capacity of man to change or to control either. Modern man, in contras{
believes in both the possibility and the desirability of change, and has conﬁélence in the,
ability of man to control change so as to accomplish his purposes. |
At the intellectual level, modern society is characterized by the tremendous accumula-
tion of knowledge about man’s environment and by the diffusion of this knowledge through
society by means of literacy, mass communications, and education. In contrast to tradi.tioéjal
society, modern society also involves much better health, longer life expectancy, and higher
rates of occupational and geographical mobility. It is predominantly urban ;ather ?haﬂ
rural. Socially, the family and other primary groups having diffuse roles are supplanted or
supplemented in modern society by consciously organized secondary associations having
more specific functions. Economically, there is a diversification of activity as a few simpli
occup?tions give way to many complex ones; the level of occupational skill and the ratio
9f capital to labor are much higher than in traditional society. Agriculture declines in
importance compared to commercial, industrial, and other nonagricultural activities, and
COmr.nercial agriculture replaces subsistence agriculture. The geographical scope of:', eco-
nomic activity is far greater in modern society than in traditional so;:iety, and there is a
Cen.tralization of such activity at the national level, with the emergence of a national m.a rket
national sources of capital, and other national economic institutions . . . -
Gr;f;e;rlgiiesaocif:/iz;};fn(i};ftiz)Si;};]éf;rfly;ti)etvx_fe'en modern and trédi-tional societies is the
B . agréed . tc) ; h 1 (. roa om.lmes and charac.terl.sncs of this process are
. Charact}zr. .y cholars. Most \.ert.ers on modernization implicitly or explic-
istics to the modernization process.

Modernization is a revolutionary process. This follows directly from the contrasts
between modern and traditional society. The one differs fundamentally from the
other, and the change from tradition to modernity consequently involves a radical
and total change in patterns of human life. The shift from tradition to modernity,
as Cyril Black says, is comparable to the changes from prehuman to human exis-
tence and from primitive to civilized societies. The changes in the eighteenth
century, Reinhard Bendix echoes, were “Comparable in magnitude only to the
(taralll.sfciimation of nomadic peoples into settled agriculturalists some 10,000 ycars
arlier.”
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Modernization is a complex process. It cannot be easily reduced to a single factor
or to a single dimension. It involves changes in virtually all areas of human
thought and behavior. At a minimum, its components include: industrialization,
urbanization, social mobilization, differentiation, secularization, media expan-
sion, increasing literacy and education, expansion of political participation.
Modernization is a systemic process. Changes in one factor are related to and affect
changes in the other factors. Modernization, as Daniel Lerner has expressed it in
an oft-quoted phrase, is “a process with some distinctive quality of its own, which
would explain why modernity is felt as a consistent whole among people who live
by its rules.” The various elements of modernization have been highly associated
together “because, in some historic sense, they had to go together.”3
Modernization is a global process. Modernization originated in fifteenth- and
sixteenth-century Europe, but it has now become a worldwide phenomenon. This
is brought about primarily through the diffusion of modern ideas and techniques
from the Buropean center, but also in part through the endogenous development
of non-Western societies. In any event, all societies were at one time traditional;
all societies are now either modern or in the process of becoming modern.
Modernization is a lengthy process. The totality of the changes which moderniza-
tion involves can only be worked out through time. Consequently, while mod-
ernization is revolutionary in the extent of the changes it brings about in traditional
society, it is evolutionary in the amount of time required to bring about those
changes. Western societies required several centuries to modernize. The contem-
porary modernizing societies will do it in less time. Rates of modernization are,
in this sense, accelerating, but the time required to move from tradition to moder-
nity will still be measured in generations.
Modernization is a phased process. It is possible to distinguish different levels or
phases of modernization through which all societies will move. Societies obvi-
ously begin in the traditional stage and end in the modern stage. The intervening
transitional phase, however, can also be broken down into sub-phases. Societies
consequently can be compared and ranked in terms of the extent to which they
have moved down the road from tradition to modernity. While the leadership in
the process and the more detailed patterns of modernization will differ from one
society to another, all societies will move through essentially the same stages.
Modernization is a homogenizing process. Many different types of traditional soci-
eties exist; indeed, traditional societies, some argue, have little in common except
their lack of modernity. Modern societies, on the other hand, share basic similari-
ties. Modernization produces tendencies toward convergence among societies.
Modernization involves movement “toward an interdependence among politi-
cally organized societies and toward an ultimate integration of societies.” The
“universal imperatives of modern ideas and institutions” may lead to a stage “at
which the various societies are so homogeneous as to be capable of forming a
world state. .. .”*
Modernization is an irreversible process. While there may be temporary break-
downs and occasional reversals in elements of the modernizing process, modern-
ization as a whole is an essentially secular trend. A society which has reached
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certain Jevels of urbanization, literacy, industrialization in one decade will not
decline to substantially lower levels in the next decade. The rates of chanee will i
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vary significantly from one society to another, but the direction of change
will not.

9 Modernization is a progressive process. The traumas of modernization are many
and profound, but in the long run modernization is not only inevitable, it is also
desirable. The costs and the pains of the period of transition, parti&ularly its early
phases, are great, but the »achievement of a modern social, political, and economic
order is worth them. Modernization in the long run enhances human well-being
culturally and materially. ... 3. p Novsers ,

Political Order in Changing Societies

1.1 Political Order and Political Decay
The Political Gap

The most important political distinction among countries concerns not their form of gov-
ernment but their degree of government. The differences between democracy and dictator-
ship are less than the differences between those countries whose politics embodies
consensus, community, legitimacy, organization, effectiveness, stability, and those coun- 7~
t.ries whose politics is deficient in these qualities. Communist totalitarian states and Western o
liberal states both belong generally in the category of effective rather than debile political b
systems. The United States, Great Britain, and the Soviet Union have different forms of g
government, but in all three systems the government governs. Each country is a political
Con.lr.nunity with an overwhelming consensus among the people on the legitimacy of the
Pohtlcal system. In each country the citizens and their leaders share a vision of the public
1nterfest of the society and of the traditions and principles upon which the political com-
n;unlt.y is based. All three countries have strong, adaptable, coherent political institutions:
teioficitrllveuli)liirea?fcr.acies, we.ll—organized pollit%c.all parties, a high degree of popular participa-
ity - tie 0CV 2 airs, W.orkmg systems of civilian control over the military, extensive activ-
SucceSSiongand rcnrnen;;n the e.c.C)nomy, a.nd reasonably effective procedures for regulating
o an?inglo 11}11g pohlzlcal conﬂlct. These governments command the loyalties of
- s ;esc uta;ve Oth Ce c?fpa;t}; tlc.> 1;ax resources,‘ to conscript manpowEs and
decisic,n’ ;T iSphi h}nthatt c.a o. 11; l;1ro., the Cabinet, or the President makes a
. g it will be implemented through the government
y.
helgofilet}g;;ih;r;ze;istj-cg thelpc;h'tical systems of the Unit.ed Stavlteé, Great Britain, and
Frhe - counig:l caant y rom.the govern@ents wh1ch exist in many, if not most,
hings. e Sufffr o 11:3 of Asia, Africa, an.d Latin Amemc‘a. These countries lack many
B, i st orftaliges c;lf foo}c)i, literacy, e.ducanon, wealth, income, health,
- thz,m . ost of them e recognized and efforts made to do some-
- Beyond and behind these shortages, however, there is a greater
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shortage: a shortage of political community and of effective, authoritative, legitimate
government. . . .

With a few notable exceptions, the political evolution of these countries after World War
IT was characterized by increasing ethnic and class conflict, recurring rioting and mob vio-

lence, frequent military coups d’état, the dominance of unstable personalistic leaders who

often pursued disastrous economic and social policies, widespread and blatant corruption
among cabinet ministers and civil servants, arbitrary infringement of the rights and liber-
ties of citizens, declining standards of bureaucratic efficiency and performance, the perva-
sive alienation of urban political groups, the loss of authority by legislatures and courts,
and the fragmentation and at times complete disintegration of broadly based political
parties. . ..

During the 1950s and 1960s the numerical incidence of political violence and disorder
increased dramatically in most countries on the world. The year 1958, according to one
calculation, witnessed some 28 prolonged guerrilla insurgencies, four military uprisings,
and two conventional wars. Seven years later, in 1965, 42 prolonged insurgencies were
underway; ten military revolts occurred; and five conventional conflicts were being fought.
Political instability also increased significantly during the 1950s and 1960s. Violence and
other destabilizing events were five times more frequent between 1955 and 1962 than they
were between 1948 and 1954. Sixty-four of 84 countries were less stable in the latter period
than in the earlier one.” Throughout Asia, Africa, and Latin America there was a decline
in political order, an undermining of the authority, effectiveness, and legitimacy of govern-
ment. There was a lack of civic morale and public spirit and of political institutions capable
of giving meaning and direction to the public interest. Not political development but politi-
cal decay dominated the scene . ..

What was responsible for this violence and instability? The primary thesis of this book
is that it was in large part the product of rapid social change and the rapid mobilization of
new groups into politics coupled with the slow development of political institutions. “Among
the laws that rule human societies,” de Tocqueville observed, “there is one which seems to
be more precise and clear than all others. If men are to remain civilized or to become so,
the art of associating together must grow and improve in the same ratio in which the equal-
ity of conditions is increased.”® The political instability in Asia, Africa, and Latin America
derives precisely from the failure to meet this condition: equality of political participation
is growing much more rapidly than “the art of associating together.” Social and economic
change — urbanization, increases in literacy and education, industrialization, mass media
expansion — extend political consciousness, multiply political demands, broaden political
participation. These changes undermine traditional sources of political authority and tra-

ditional political institutions; they enormously complicate the problems of creating new
bases of political association and new political institutions combining legitimacy and effec-
tiveness. The rates of social mobilization and the expansion of political participation are
high; the rates of political organization and institutionalization are low. The result is politi-
cal instability and disorder. The primary problem of politics is the lag in the development

_ of political institutions behind social and economic change.
For two decades after World War IT American foreign policy failed to come to grips with
this problem. The economic gap, in contrast to the political gap, was the target of sustained
attention, analysis, and action. Aid programs and loan programs, the World Bank and

¢ | '.
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regional banks, the UN and the OECD, consortia and combines, planners and politici
all shared in a massive effort to do something about the problem of economic defelo B
Who, however, was concerned with the political gap? American officials reco nizlf?;n el:.lt.
the United States had a primary interest in the creation of viable political regirr%es in rr: :11:
ernizing countries. But few, if any, of all the activities of the American government affect? :
those countries were directly concerned with the promotion of political stability and t;lg
reduction of the political gap. How can this astonishing lacuna be explained? ’ ’
It would appear to be rooted in two distinct aspects of the American hist‘orical experi
ence. In confronting the modernizing countries the United States was handica ege:_
its happy history. In its development the United States was blessed with more thaEI;ts fa .
share of economic plenty, social well-being, and political stability. This pleasant conju N
ture of blessings led Americans to believe in the unity of goodness: to assume that allj ncci
things go together and that the achievement of one desirable social goal aids in the ach%:\?e
ment of others. In American policy toward modernizing countries this experience _
reflected in the belief that political stability would be the natural and inevitable resulzvai'
the achievement of, first, economic development and then of social reform. Throu ho0
the 1950s the prevailing assumption of American policy was that economic d;evelo rfentu—t
the elimination of poverty, disease, illiteracy — was necessary for political develo rr?ent d
political stability. In American thinking the causal chain was: economic assislzance arr;)-
;notes economic development, economic development promotes political stability. ”fjhis
B s o A et iy Lo o Moportant, £t wat ingrained i the ),
e gencies concerned with the foreign assistance, ;o\
Ani E((:):it;c?lg ::C;Y an}cli political instability WereT oz rar.npant in Asia, Africa, and Latin ?\
than they were fifteen years earlier, it was in part because American policy

\u\’\"
Y

reﬂected i i i v o
‘thIS erroneous dogma. For in fact, economic de elopment and poh'tical stabiIity \:(:! '
RSV

re two mdependent goals and progress toward one has no necessary connection with
e b

iongSS tovs‘za}rd the other. In some instances programs of economic development may
Ooél;rllsootesicill:cfilr stabilfity; 1i.n.other in‘sFances they may seriously undermine such stability.
k dis’courage itnllrsld? political stability may encour.age economic growth; other forms
o raté > elcalowaxs o.ne of the poorest countries in the world in the 1950s and had
gree of political stabiliz1 Of;llc grox‘;vth., e thr(?ugh . (?ongress Parpy itachieveda hugh
. an? Ver capita incomes in Argentina and Venezuela were perhaps .-
B Stabﬂit, 'enezuela hafl a phenomenal rate of economic growth. Yet for
y remained an elusive goal.

Wlth the Al[]a ess in 196 Soc]a[ refo’ — tbat t more e dlS T1-
nce fOr Progr S .
) I 18, he
qultable

d

B i OfAmer)i:I;thcl .resources N joined.e?onomic development as a conscious
PaTt, a reaction to the C bpo icy tOW?'ll’d mOde.rmzmg countries. This development was,
el ufan Revolut%on, anc? it reflected the assumption among policy-
al tensions and deacti retom}:s’ housing .Proj_eCts’ and welfare programs would reduce
the by-product of the IV;C the fuse to Fldehsmo.‘ Once again political stability was to
relationShip betweenac l.e‘iemen‘t of anothe.r.soaally‘ desirable goal. In fact, of course,

mic development e sc;'c1.a refor m and pohtlcal‘ stability resembles that between eco-
. political stabﬂlty. I.n some circumstances reforms may reduce ten-

ge peaceful rather than violent change. In other circumstances, however,
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62 Samuel Huntington

reform may well exacerbate tensions, precipitate violence, and be a catalyst of rather than
a substitute for revolution.

A second reason for American indifference to political development was the absence in
the American historical experience of the need to found a political order. Americans, de
Tocqueville said, were born equal and hence never had to worry about creating equality;
they enjoyed the fruits of a democratic revolution without having suffered one. So also,
America was born with a government, with political institutions and practices imported
from seventeenth-century England. Hence Americans never had to worry about creating a
government. This gap in historical experience made them peculiarly blind to the problems
of creating effective authority in modernizing countries. When an American thinks about
the problem of government-building, he directs himself not to the creation of authority and
the accumulation of power but rather to the limitation of authority and the division of
power. Asked to design a government, he comes up with a written constitution, bill of
rights, separation of powers, checks and balances, federalism, regular elections, competitive
parties — all excellent devices for limiting government. The Lockean American is so
fundamentally anti-government that he identifies government with restrictions on govern-
ment. Confronted with the need to design a political system which will maximize power
and authority, he has no ready answer. His general formula is that governments should be
based on free and fair elections.

In many modernizing societies this formula is irrelevant. Elections to be meaningful
presuppose a certain level of political organization. The problem is not to hold elections
but to create organizations. In many, if not most, modernizing countries elections serve
only to enhance the power of disruptive and often reactionary social forces and to tear
down the structure of public authority. “In framing a government which is to be adminis-
tered by men over men,” Madison warned in The Federalist, No. 51, “the great difficulty
lies in this: you must first enable the government to control the governed; and in the next
place oblige it to control itself” In many modernizing countries governments are still
unable to perform the first function, much less the second. The primary problem is not
liberty but the creation of a legitimate public order. Men may, of course, have order without
liberty, but they cannot have liberty without order. Authority has to exist before it can be
limited, and it is authority that is in scarce supply in those modernizing countries where
government is at the mercy of alienated intellectuals, rambunctious colonels, and rioting
students,

It is precisely this scarcity that communist and communist-type movements are often
able to overcome. History shows conclusively that communist governments are no better
than free governments in alleviating famine, improving health, expanding national product,
creating industry, and maximizing welfare. But the one thing communist governments can
do is to govern; they do provide effective authority. Their ideology furnishes a basis of
legitimacy, and their party organization provides the institutional mechanism for mobiliz-
ing support and executing policy. . . . The real challenge which the communists pose to
modernizing countries is not that they are so good at overthrowing governments (which
is easy), but that they are so good at making governments (which is a far more difficult
task). They may not provide liberty, but they do provide authority; they do create govern-

ments that can govern . . .
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Political Participation: Modernization and Political Decay

Modernization and Political Consciousness

.. Those as -
. e aspects of modernization most relevant to politics can ke broadly grouped i
. . S 5 3 e
two categories. First, social mobilization, in Deutsch’s formulation, is the proces bp }into
’ § by which

uonsb of i.ndividuals, groups, and societies; economic development involves changes i i
icziioﬁlct;?iji/{rc;cfrﬁzation requires both. . . . the most crucial aspects of politicff ;2;:::
e fah}; zgl;;ucr)l;ed uhndc?r three broad headings. First, political modernization
o n autl‘o-nty, the rePl'acement of a large number of traditional,
. Ch;n i, 1r'nc p;lo itical authorltl‘es by a single secular, national political
God, and that a well-frderfdf:)(fiei;icl)zstr Ez/zntclls tt . p'rOdu;t e e 2 o
-y 0 a determinate human source of final author-
m}; demizazz&; t;;vwlhose pOSIt'IVC law takes precedence over other obligations. Political
Olves assertion of the external sovereignty of the nation-state against

tion { i i
2 of p;)wer In recognized national lawmaking institutions
econdly, politi ization i ;
. Y, 1p itical modernization involyes the differentiation of new political functions
. —
R elopment of specialized structures to perform those functions. Areas of parti
etence — ili ini i . e
pc)hﬁcalp l ce — legal, military, administrative, scientific — become separated from th
Tea iali .
m, and autonomonus, specialized, but subordinate Organs arise to discharge

irectly iny. i
olved in
i and affected by governmental affairs. Rationalized authority, differenti-
. : mass participati isti i iti ’
. p pation thus distinguish modern polities from antecedent
Itis 1,
) » lowever, a mi i i
Betton ot rm.stake t(? c9nc1ude that in practice modernization means the rational-
B ority, differentiation of structure, and expansion of political participation. A
re « . - . .
. qlflently overlooked distinction exists between political modernization defined
ent fr raditi i
t from a traditional to a modern polity and political modernization defined as
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the political aspects and political effects of social, economic, and cultural modernization.
The former posits the direction in which political change theoretically should move. The
latter describes the political changes which actually occur in modernizing countries. The
gap between the two is often vast. Modernization in practice always involves change in and
usually the disintegration of a traditional political system, but it does not necessarily involve
significant movement toward a modern political system. Yet the tendency has been to
assume that what is true for the broader social processes of modernization is also true for
political changes. Social modernization, in some degree, is a fact in Asia, Africa, Latin
America: urbanization is rapid, literacy is slowly increasing; industrialization is being
pushed; per capita gross national product is inching upward; mass media circulation is
expanding. All these are facts. In contrast progress toward many of the other goals which
writers have identified with political modernization — democracy, stability, structural dif-
ferentiation, achievement patterns, national integration — often is dubious at best. Yet the
tendency is to think that because social modernization is taking place, political moderniza-
tion also must be taking place . . .

In actuality, only some of the tendencies frequently encompassed in the concept “politi-
cal modernization” characterized the “modernizing” areas. Instead of a trend toward
competitiveness and democracy, there was an “erosion of democracy” and a tendency to
autocratic military regimes and one-party regimes.’ Instead of stability, there were repeated
coups and revolts. Instead of a unifying nationalism and nation-building, there were
repeated ethnic conflicts and civil wars. Instead of institutional rationalization and differ-
entiation, there was frequently a decay of the administrative organizations inherited from
the colonial era and a weakening and disruption of the political organizations developed
during the struggle for independence. Only the concept of political modernization as mobi-
lization and participation appeared to be generally applicable to the “developing” world.
Rationalization, integration, and differentiation, in contrast, seemed to have only a dim
relation to reality.

More than by anything else, the modern state is distinguished from the traditional state
by the broadened extent to which people participate in politics and are affected by politics
in large-scale political units. . . .

The disruptive effects of social and economic modernization on politics and political
institutions take many forms. Social and economic changes necessarily disrupt traditional
social and political groupings and undermine loyalty to traditional authorities. . . . Modern-
ization thus tends to produce alienation and anomie, normlessness generated by the conflict
of old values and new. The new values undermine the old bases of association and of author-
ity before new skills, motivations, and resources can be brought into existence to create
new groupings.

The breakup of traditional institutions may lead to psychological disintegration and
anomie, but these very conditions also create the need for new identifications and loyalties.
The latter may take the form of reidentification with a group which existed in latent or
actual form in traditional society or they may lead to identification with a new set of
symbols or a new group which has itself evolved in the process of modernization. Indus-
trialization, Marx argued, produces class consciousness first in the bourgeoisie and then in
the proletariat. Marx focused on only one minor aspect of a much more general phenome-
non. Industrialization is only one aspect of modernization and modernization induces not

. B

| The Change to Change 65

just class consciousness but new group consciousness of all kinds: in tribe, region, clan
religion, and caste, as well as in class, occupation, and association. Modernization r’neans’
that all groups, old as well as new, traditional as well as modern, become increasingly aware
of themselves as groups and of their interests and claims in relation to other groups. One
of the most striking phenomena of modernization, indeed, is the increased consciou;ness
coherence, organization, and action which it produces in many social forces which existeci
on a much lower level of conscious identity and organization in traditional society. . .. The
same group consciousness, however, can also be a major obstacle to the creation of effe.ctive
political institutions encompassing a broader spectrum of social forces. Along with group
consciousness, group prejudice also “develops when there is intensive contact between
different groups, such as has accompanied the movement toward more centralized political
and social organizations.”” And along with group prejudice comes group conflict. Ethnic
or religious groups which had lived peacefully side by side in traditional society become
aroused to violent conflict as a result of the interaction, the tensions, the inequalities gener-
ated by social and economic modernization. Modernization thus increases conflict among
traditional groups, between traditional groups and modern ones, and among modern
groups. The new elites based on Western or modern education come into conflict with the
traditional elites whose authority rests on ascribed and inherited status. Within the mod-
erni.zed elites, antagonisms arise between politicians and bureaucrats, intellectuals and
Zzljtl;:, iarls;: i;atl:e‘tisoalx:il?smessmen. Many, if not most, of these conflicts at one time or

Modernization and Violence

-1

The gap hypothesis.  Social mobilization is much more destabilizing than economic devel-
opment. The gap between these two forms of change furnishes some measure of the impact
of modernization on political stability. Urbanization, literacy, education, mass media, all
expose th‘? traditional man to new forms of life, new standards of enjoyment, new possﬂ’)ﬂi—
:izsd ;ifosrjlzisjiclzion. T};ese experiences break the .cog%]itive and attitudinal barriers of the
. ture afnf p;'lornote new I.eve.ls of aspirations and wants. The ability of transi-
E. aspiratio}rfl S(z hsans }; these new aspirations, however, increases much more slowly than
- fOrmateimsc vzs. Conseql.lentl}.r, agap develops bf.ztween aspiration and expecta-
o T(;lr.x and want satlsfact.lon, or the' asplramo.ns function and the level-of-
. a.l 1s§ap ge‘nerates sogal frustram‘cn.l and dissatisfaction. In practice, the
E gap proYl esa .1easo.nab1e index to political instability.

. - ;:::2;&;2 thlirelat;or}]lshlp between social frustration and political instability are
large R thzn;) ;carllte tf an they rnz.ly ‘appear o‘n the s.urface. The relationship is, in
e ;1 dce Cclu twg Ipotelln.n.al n?ter\.zem.ng variables: opportunities for social
T frustratioi . 3 apta fpo itical }n.st1t1.1t10ns. - C‘onsequently, the extent to
e s Plo uces political partlc-q.)atlon dePends in Jarge part on the nature
T thsoc1£:1hstru-ct1ure (:l)f the trac_htlonal. s'oc1.ety. Conceivably this frustration
. e roug ?ocu-l_'an economic n.'l(.)blhty if the traditional society is suffi-
_ er opportunities for such mobiliry. In part, this is precisely what occurs
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in rural areas, where outside opportunities for horizontal mobility (urbanization) contrib-
ute to the relative stability of the countryside in most modernizing countries. The few
opportunities for vertical (occupational and income) mobility within the cities, in turn,
contribute to their greater instability. Apart from urbanization, however, most moderniz-
ing countries have low levels of social-economic mobility. In relatively few societies are the
traditional structures likely to encourage economic rather than political activity. Land and
any other types of economic wealth in the traditional society are tightly held by a relatively
small oligarchy or are controlled by foreign corporations and investors. The values of the
traditional society often are hostile to entrepreneurial roles, and such roles consequently
may be largely monopolized by an ethnic minority (Greeks and Armenians in the ottoman
Empire; Chinese in southeast Asia; Lebanese in Africa). In addition, the modern values and
ideas which are introduced into the system often stress the primacy of government (social-
ism, the planned economy), and consequently may also lead mobilized individuals to shy
away from entrepreneurial roles.

In these conditions, political participation becomes the road for advancement of the
socially mobilized individual. Social frustration leads to demands on the government and
the expansion of political participation to enforce those demands. The political backward-
ness of the country in terms of political institutionalization, moreover, makes it difficult if
not impossible for the demands upon the government to be expressed through legitimate
channels and to be moderated and aggregated within the political system. Hence the sharp
increase in political participation gives rise to political instability. . . .

Political instability in modernizing countries is thus in large part a function of the gap
between aspirations and expectations produced by the escalation of aspirations which par-
ticularly occurs in the early phases of modernization. . . . Modernization affects economic
inequality and thus political instability in two ways. First, wealth and income:are normally
more unevenly distributed in poor countries than in economically developed countries."
In a traditional society this inequality is accepted as part of the natural pattern of life. Social
mobilization, however, increases awareness of the inequality and presumably resentment
of it. The influx of new ideas calls into question the legitimacy of the old distribution and
suggests the feasibility and the desirability of a more equitable distribution of income. The
obvious way of achieving a rapid change in income distribution is through government.
Those who command the income, however, usually also command the government. Hence
social mobilization turns the traditional economic inequality into a stimulus to rebellion.

Secondly, in the long run, economic development produces a more equitable distribution
of income than existed in the traditional society. In the short run, however, the immediate
impact of economic growth is often to exacerbate income inequalities. The gains of rapid
economic growth are often concentrated in a few groups while the losses are diffused
among many; as a result, the number of people getting poorer in the society may actually
increase. Rapid growth often involves inflation; in inflation prices typically rise faster than
wages with consequent tendencies toward a more unequal distribution of wealth. The
impact of Western legal systems in non-Western societies often encourages the replacement
of communal forms of land ownership with private ownership and thus tends to produce
greater inequalities in land ownership than existed in the traditional society. In addition,
in less developed societies the distribution of income in the more modern, non-agricultural
sector is typically more unequal than it is in the agricultural. In rural India in 1950, for
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instance, 5 per cent of the families received 28.9 per cent of the income; but in urban India
5 per cent of the families received 61.5 per cent of the income ' Since the overall distribu-
tion of income is more equal in the less agricultural, developed nations, the distribution of
income within the nonagricultural sector of an underdeveloped country is much more
unequal than it is in the same sector in a developed country. . . .

Economic development increases economic inequality at the samé time that social
mobilization decreases the legitimacy of that inequality. Both aspects of modernization
combine to produce political instability.
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