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ABSTRACT

A CRITIQUE OF MODERNIZATION THEORY FROM DEPENDENCY
PERSPECTIVE

By
Ali-Akbar Mahdi

Modernization theorists have claimed that moderniza-
tion is an historical phenomenon which is revolutionary,
complex, systemic, global, lengthy, phased, homogenizing,
irreversible and progressive. Economic development of the
Third World countries is assumed to require certain socio-
political institutions and values. These institutions and
values are assumed to resemble those of Western society.
Modernization, thus, is a change from a static and uniform
traditional society to a dynamic and plural modern society
of the Western type. This thesis contends that neither of
these assumptions is historically true, nor are any of their
claims scientifically valid. It is argued that the current
"underdevelopment'" of much of the world is the outcome of a
larger historical process of global development.

This thesis attempts to outline some of the origins
and characteristic features of modernization theory and the
context in which the concept of modernization arose. This
is followed by a schematic outline of the central concepts

and conceptual procedures of modernization theory which are



Ali-Akbar Mahdi
then criticized from a dependency perspective on a number
of accounts. Finally, a general discussion about the
dependency model, as an alternative, and a short review of
some of its central issues presented by four Latin American

exponents are presented.



THE DEVELOPMENT SET

Excuse me, friends, I must catch my jet

I'm off to join the Development Set;

My bags are packed, and I've had all my shots

I have traveller's cheques and pills for the trots!
The Development Set is bright and noble;

Our thoughts are deep and our vision global;
Although we move with the better classes,

Our thoughts are always with the masses.

In Sheraton hotels in scattered nations

We damn multi-national corporations;

Injustice seems easy to protest

In such seething hotbeds of social rest.

We discuss malnutrition over steaks

And plan hunger talks during coffee breaks.
Whether Asian floods or African drought,

We face each issue with an open mouth.

We bring in consultants whose circumlocation
Raises difficulties for every solution -

Thus guaranteeing continued good eating

By showing the need for another meeting.

The language of the Development Set

Stretches the English alvhabet;

We use swell words like 'epigenetic',

'Micro', 'Macro', and 'logarithmetic'.

It pleasures us to be esoteric -

It's so intellectually atmospheric!

And though establishments may be unmoved,

Our vocabularies are much improved.

When the talk gets deep and you're feeling dumb
You can keep your shame to a minimum:

To show that you, too, are intelligent

Smugly ask, '""Is it really development?"

Or say, ''That's fine in practice, but don't you see:
It doesn't work out in theory!

A few may find this incomprehensible,

But most will admire you as deep and sensible.
Development Set homes are extremely chick,

Full of carvings, curious, and draped with batik.
Eye-level photographs subtly assure

That your host is at home with the great and the poor.
Enough of these verses - on with the mission!
Our task is as broad as the human condition!
Just pray God the biblical promise is true:
The poor ye shall always have with you.

Ross Coggins AFRICA, No.77, Jan.1978.
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INTRODUCTION

Historical concepts always tell us as much about
the persons who use them as about the events they are
supposed to describe. American social scientists use the
concept '"'modernization'" for reasons of convenience: it
groups together all the complex transformations now going
on in Africa, Asia, and Latin America and suggests compari-
sons with similar transformations presumed to have occurred
at one time or another in Europe and North America. Modern-
ization is thought to be a single, long-term historical
process in which all humankind is destined to participate,
but in which some people already have participated. It is
claimed that traditional societies are moving toward a
modern society with new values borrowed from the West. Such
a process has been called the '"modernization process."
While the main concern of earlier modernization theorists
was with transformations of Western European societies,
since the 18th century, recent preoccupation has focused on
what has been called '"modernity and tradition' in the Third
World countries. The dichotomy '"'tradition - modernity' has
become identified with that of '"underdevelopment - development"
and has been employed to differentiate not only Western

European societies in time, but also industrialized versus

1
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nonindustrialized societies in space.

Around these polarities there has grown up a kind
of conventional wisdom on what development in the larger
social and cultural sense is all about. According to this
perspective, underdeveloped societies are such because they
have failed to accomplish three things:

1) to differentiate from the broader societal framework a
formal economy around which to mobilize the motivations,
discipline, and energies of the population in the service
of universal market-rational production;

2) to overcome the communal norms that link the past, pre-
sent, and future population to these societies social
organizations and visions of the cosmos. Such ties abort
the emergence of a complex, secular, pluralistic society
integrated by the voluntary contracts between atomized
individuals and groups characteristic of utilitarian
societies;

3) to overcome attitudes accepting of traditional authority
and of parochial motives in favor of the revolutionary,
cosmopolitan, and future-oriented drive to be "modern."
(Stanley, 1972).

In contrast, it can be argued that the Western concept of

development is a product of certain ethnocentric assump-

tions about the nature of the individual and society that

are culture-bound and time-bound, specifically that it is a

product of market assumptions about economic and political
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rationality: The individual is seen essentially as a con-
sumer and society as a series of marketable relations
between individuals. Economic rationality then becomes
the rationality of the market, and political rationality
the maximization of the output-input ratio in a market-like

model of a political society.

The objective of this thesis is to extricate some of
the issues which arise in the sociology of development and
modernization, and to question the underlying assumptions
and implications of this particular mode of conceptualiza-
tion based on the notions of modernity and modernization
which have provided the characteristic theoretical framework
of the sociology of development and modernization. It is an
axiom of the sociology of knowledge that any intellectual
enterprise is significantly influenced by the social context
in which it occurs. On this basis, an attempt has been
made to examine the motivations, cognitions, and purposes
of modernization theory which historically gave it birth.
Therefore a major task has been to outline some of the
origins and characteristic features of this theory.

Such a task finds its legacy in the past that modernization
theory has been an ideology of development; and as we know,
false knowledge and ideologies are, it is believed, import-
ant system maintaining forces. Any student of sociology
coming from a periphery country should concern himself/

herself with this fact and try to transcend these cognitive
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barriers and develop ideas of his/her own to gain the con-
sciousness for the transformations of her/his societal
structure in the future. It is in this connection that we
find formal ideology of growth and development in the pre-
sent Third World countries, for example Iran, as '"a smoke-
screen for failure, a diversion to stave off despair, a
mask to conceal reality rather than a portrait of it."
(Geertz, 1964:70).

Modernization theory has been often used as one of
the backbones for the argument with which the ''dependency
theory" is rejected, while in this study, the dependency
paradigm will be used as a backbone of the argument, an
argument in which modernization theory could be criticized;
since the modernization theorists have not studied the
political economy of the Third World countries. This thesis
contends that understanding the Third World economy is
dependent on the analysis of the political economies of
those countries. As Frank puts it:

We cannot hope to formulate adequate development
theory and policy for the majority of the world's
population who suffer from underdevelopment without
first learning how their past economic and social
history gave rise to their present underdevelopment.
(Frank, 1970b:4)

In this study, it will be argued that the moderniza-
tion process is linked with the Euro-American economic and
political controls around the world in the form of neo-

colonialism. The years since World War II have seen a

worldwide expansion of industrialization and commercialization.
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In one sense, it could be argued that the modernization
process began with the termination of overt political colonial-
ism, but various forms of economic control and indirect
political control replaced the formerly ubiquitous Euro-
American colonial administrations. Therefore, modernization
should be viewed as a continuation of the industrial expan-
sion of advanced capitalist societies. Modernity as a con-
sequence of Western structural transformations, it is
argued, may have little to do with, or be in fact detrimental

to, the causes of development in the Third World nations.

The concern with social classes, social collectivi-
ties, and social actors is one of the important factors in
any study of development and underdevelopment. No adequate
explanation of development or underdevelopment is believed
to be possible without bringing into the analysis concrete
actors. This work is concerned with the human dimension of
development, with the costs and benefits to different
social groups entailed in divergent developmental and allo-
cative strategies, i.e. who gets what at the expense of
which social groups. This approach, if seriously followed,
is extremely exacting. Indeed, unlike functionalism, it
demands a profound knowledge of historical developments in
the societies to be studied, For instance, it is easy to
point out and even to prove empirically without any serious
acquaintance with Iranian history, that since the Constitu-

tional Revolution Iran has become a more complex society,
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that there has been increasing differentiation between
kinship and economic roles, that universalistic norms have
become increasingly dominant, etc.; it is equally easy to
measure sociopsychological attitudes and to state that
peasants tend to become more literate, less fatalistic,
etc. But to study class relationships during the same
period, to identify and trace the development of strategic
groups in society and their policies vis a vis specific
issues is a completely different exercise. It demands
serious scholarship and years of hard work. Perhaps one of
the reasons which explains why most works in the sociology
of development and modernization are so ahistorical is that
it is the easy way out. If one had to adopt an historical
perspective, it would be impossible to write wvoluminous
books based on short 'tours'" in underdeveloped countries
where academics '"explore' the country by conducting a few
interviews and rushing back to their university to ''process
the data." The very example of such an approach is the
study done by Daniel Lerner. Lerner's study (1966), which
has come to be the dictionary of modernization theory, deals
with the most critical period of history of Iran, 1951-1954.
And the result is obviously an ahistorical understanding of
the most important period of Iranian history.

The main problem with the political sociology of
underdeveloped countries today is that it is all too common-

ly, as Worsley (1972:XII) puts it, "airport sociology" in



7

which distinguished academics fly from country to country,
interviewing leaders in offices and hotels, and never come
into contact with the life led in the villages. All they
know about the Third World is an impression of that life,
not life itself. Furthermore, as Keith Griffin has noted
in this connection:

Most of the theorizing on economic development

has been done by economists who live and were

trained in the industrial west. Some economists,

in fact, have written about the underdeveloped

countries before they have seen them. . .

Almost all. . . are ignorant of much of the

economic history of the countries about which

they are theorizing. (Griffin, 1968:19)
Such a sociology, in terms of its own classical social
science standards, when it encounters reality, becomes use-

less, i.e., underdeveloped sociology, as Frank put it.

The main rational for the presentation of materials
present in this thesis is that of identifying and critic-
ally evaluating dominant theoretical features of moderniza-
tion theory. It has not been possible within the space of
this short work to cover all relevant issues; nor has it
been possible to review more than a small sample of litera-
ture on the topic. Although much of this work remains at a
relatively macro-level of analysis, it does connect up at
certain junctures with some of the more specific issues
raised by modernization theory and the dependency model.

The thesis is divided into three parts. Part I deals

with the problems of conceptualization in defining
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modernization. The competing theoretical orientations
are also offered and the leading thinkers in modernization
theory are reviewed. The need for reconceptualization
in terms of generalized types of social change is dis-
cussed. The next part, Part II, offers critique of
different modernization approaches, and examines the merits
and demerits of some of the arguments presented by modern-
ization theorists. Some attempt is made to determine how
useful modernization theory is for both the exploration of
particular analytical problems and explanation of processes
of change in the Third World countries. The final part of
this work, Part III, presents an alternative perspective
for the study of change in the Third World countries. A
general discussion about the dependency model, as an alter-
native, and a short review of some of central issues pre-
sented by four Latin American exponents of dependency
approach are the subject matter of the last chapter. Lastly,
in addition to the list of the sources used in this work, a
bibliography of the relevant references which were consulted,

but not specifically cited in the text, is offered.



PART I
CONCEPTUALIZATION

CHAPTER I
PROBLEMS OF DEFINITION

A. What Is Modernization?

The term '"modernization'" has come into widespread
usage after World War II. In spite of its relatively
rapid rise to currency, there is a lack of consensus about
its precise meaning. The proliferation of studies of
modernization made by economists, sociologists, political
scientists and social anthropologists, impressive as it is,
has in fact added little to fundamental clarification of
the notion of modernization in its fundamental sense.

The terms ''modern', '"modernizing' and "moderniza-
tion" are being used in a bewildering number of ways. Two
usages can be specified in ordinary speech: First, there
is the equation of modern with recent or most recent. In
this sense, "modernizing' means simply exchanging old ways
with recent ones; and this contrast appears to underlie
the oldest sense derived from the Latin 'modernus' (Lewis &
Short, 1879). At the other end of the scale we find the

association of modern and modernizing with progress and

9
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progressive. If the first usage of contemporaneity is purely
relative, the second is dependent on the observer's value
preferences. Neither use has much descriptive content or
heuristic potential. These everyday usages do however,
foreshadow the many meanings given to these terms in the

sociological literature (Smith, 1973).

Conceptual confusion:

To find an accurate sociological definition for the
term and to identify its characteristics are not easy.
Heterogeneous meanings have been attached to the concept of.
modernization. The term has been defined in terms which
are so open-ended that it is almost impossible to identify
precisely the range of phenomena to which the concept is

1

intended to apply. It seems that Reishauer is right that

the virtue of the word "modernization'" is that it is '"'vague"
and "unspecific" (Hall, 1965). In reading the enormous
wealth of material by what the modernization theorists them-
selves are pleased to call 'the worship company of
modernization writers,' (Weintraub, 1971-72) one is struck

by the fact that scholars have not identified precisely the

1One aspect of modernization theory which has not been
seriously studied is the existence of a variety of theories
which may appear to have general ideas in common, but which
differ in content with regard to the authors' interpretation
of modernization and the nature of research problems. Thus,
the whole controversy over modernization may, in part, be
confusing because of basic differences concerning the
definition of terms.
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basic dimensions or components of modernization, and have
not placed them within one coherent conceptual framework.

Studies seldom give the same meaning or employ the
same terms in dealing with their subject matter. On the
one hand, similar social processes are variously denoted:
One would thus be hard put to distinguish, for example,
between Lerner's modernization (1966) and Srinivas'
westernization (Srinivas, 1966), to tell apart precisely
Coleman's political development (Coleman, 1965) and
Eisenstadt's political modernization; or to see clearly the
difference between what some economists call growth and what
others call development. On the other hand, the same term
often covers a multitude of meanings: For example, it might
be difficult to identify development as used, let us say,
by Coleman (Ibid) in a political context, with that employed
by Braibanti and Spengler in an economic sense (Braibanti &
Spengler, 1961) - who mean by it an increase in national
income - with the ''same' economic development of Sayigh
(1965), who attributes to it also a social content, as for
instance ''some patterns of distribution of income."
Relatedly, Ponsioen (1968) maintains that modernization by
itself does not mean anything as long as one does not
specify exactly what modern standards are. He shuns the
use of the term "modernization' and instead persistently
speaks about ''development."

Furthermore, this lack of precision and uniformity

manifests itself not only among writers, but also within
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the writings of individual scholars who often use the con-
cepts mentioned vaguely, interchangeably and inconsistently.
Thus, for example, McClelland (1961) applies both the term
growth and the term development to the same economic pro-
cess. Holt and Turner (1966) alternate political moderniza-
tion with political development, while Eisenstadt (1963a,
1963b, and 1964) sometimes equates development and moderni-
zation; on another occasion subsumes the one in the other,
and elsewhere appears to identify modernization with
nation-building in general.

For Lerner modernization is '"'the social process of
which development is the economic component' (Lerner, 1967:
21); while Apter sees development, modernization and indus-
trialization as terms of decreasing conceptual generality
(Apter, 1965:67-8). Deutsch thinks of modernization more
generally in terms of ''social mobilization" or ''the process
in which major clusters of old social, economic and psycho-
logical commitments are eroded and broken and people be-
come available for new patterns of socialization and
behavior." (1961:494-5) Riggs defines modernization not
as a process of development of a certain social, political,
or economic type, but as a process of '"catching up" with
other countries (Riggs, 1966:388-89). Moore, to round off
the list, juxtaposes economic development and modernization,
but also equates both with industrialization, namely with

a specific pattern.
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All in all, such conceptual variations and ambigu-
ities - and further examples could be quoted at length -
occur generally; and their very ubiquity shows that they
result largely from the fact that in the enormous and
sometimes rushed flowering of new ideas very often little
time is taken to consolidate the apparatus or the tools of

thought.

Variety of assumptions:

Closely linked to problems of conceptualization is
the presence of various assumptions which impose their own
inner logic and imagery upon the reality studied, and which
are often implicit rather than spelled out. Consequently
the variety of current modernization theories, contrary
claims notwithstanding, fail to describe the realities of
the pattern of social change in the twentieth century. The
primary reason for this situation is that the classic con-
cern with the nature of modern society and with its his-
torical dimensions has not been confronted seriously by con-
temporary modernization theorists, most of whom, consciously
or unconsciously, have been motivated by the ethnocentric
self-confidence of the Western achievement. Furthermore, a
predominant tendency among contemporary theorists is that
they try to elaborate even more complex conceptual distinc-
tions without seriously confronting the problem of historical
reality. This penchant for conceptual sophistication dis-

sociated from history has led theorists to mistake concept
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for fact. Philip Abrams concludes a similar plea with
this admonition:
The academic and intellectual dissociation of
history and sociology seems, then, to have had
the effect of deterring both disciplines from
attending seriously to the most important
issues involved in the understanding of social
transition (Abrams, 1972:32)

In order for these theories to be adequate they must
be balanced by considerations of specific historical con-
ditions. A social theory which neglects the latter severely
limits its usefulness and applicability. What is needed
is a dialectical relationship between the two, i.e. dia-
lectics of history and science. The reason why current
modernization theories are ahistorical and divorced from

reality can be attributed largely to the breakdown of
these dialectics.

Multidimensionality of the phenomenon:

Another reason for this definitional confusion is
the multidimensionality of the modernization process,
especially when these dimensions are not exhaustively iden-
tified, correlated along themselves or shown to be always
present in a definite profile in a given case. This is best
exemplified via the attempt by scholars to observe so-called
disciplinary boundaries. Political scientists have been
concerned with its disruptive features concerning the prob-
lems of nation-building and political change. They have

focused on the ways to increase the capacity of the government
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to innovate and to assimilate newly mobilized groups with-
out suffering institutional breakdown. Economists look at
this process in terms of man/woman's application of tech-
nologies to utilize the natural resources in order to
bring about economic growth.

Psychologists try to find the effects of it, such
as: rising tension, mental illnesses, violence, divorce,
juvenile delinquency, and so forth. Sociologists pay
attention to the differentiations occurring within social
structure, types of societies which appear as the result of
this process, race, ethnic and class conflict. Social
anthropologists are concerned with the process of differ-
entiation that distinguishes the modern societies from
traditional ones. They are beginning to do a study of ad-
justments and interrelated priorities that modern groups and
individuals establish in daily life. For them, the con-
tents of modernization are hypothetically as susceptible to
adjustments and selective pressures as are the contents of

the traditional social-cultural order.

Conceptual levels:

Much confusion on the meaning of modernization
stems from failure to specify the conceptual level at which
discussion takes place and the lack of distinction between
types of definitions. Broadly speaking, there can be dis-
tinction between three main approaches and, consequently
three types of definitions: analytical, historical, policy-

oriented.
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As an analytic definition, modernization refers to
fairly abstract qualities of social structure and process.
Societies are termed '"modern" to the extent that they
exhibit these qualities. The neo-evolutionary functional-
ists are particularly prone to this approach. Moderniza-
tion for them is a process of social change, or a set of
such processes, which are theoretically universal in time
and space.

As an historical definition, modernization refers
to particular periods of time, marked off from their pre-
decessors by new characteristics. The period in question
may be distinguished by secularization and the rise of
capitalism, dating in Europe as far back as the Renaissance
and Reformation. This is not to say that the seeds of the
novel attributes are not to be found in the past; that
would be an ahistorical approach. But their flowering is
bounded in time. The attributes of modernization demarcate
a specific period, between two others.

In contrast to these approaches there is the view
of modernization as a name for a set of policies pursued by
the leaders or elites of developing countries. Moderniza-
tion then is a conscious set of plans and policies for
changing a particular society in the direction of contemp-
orary societies which the leaders think are more '"advanced"
in certain respects (Smith, 1973).

In the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries,

modernization referred primarily to the growth of rationality,
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to secular ways of thinking and behaving, and to associ-
ated patterns of action that released people from the
chains of superstition and the tyrannical bonds of despots.
The really modern individual was a cool philosopher, a
natural or physical scientist, or perhaps even a successful
entrepreneur. His/her world was one of secular books, test
tubes, experiments, and real-world observations; not one of
superstitions, magic, and doctrinal explanations of the
world and all it contained (Tullis, 1973).

In the '"'classical'" or earliest modernizing coun-
tries -- Great Britain and other North Atlantic Nations --
the process of modernization was gradual, involving, among
other things, a considerable degree of innovative behavior.
The ideas and technologies relevant to modernization were
diffused by degrees. But modernization and modernity today
do not carry the same meanings as they did even as late as
1850. Modernization today is generally seen as a multi-
faceted process which involves changes in all areas of
human thought and activity. Modernity is both a state of
mind and a state of being. It deals as much with people's
attitudes and values as with their physical and social world

in which they live.

Major units of analysis: individual versus societal:

Modernization can be viewed as operating either on
the societal or the individual level. Generally, moderniza-
tion on the societal level has been the normal concern pre-

dominantly of economists, political scientists and
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sociologists with a bent towards the ''structural' approach.
The conceptual interests of such an approach are the differ-
ent institutional frameworks which serve as blockages or
provide the opportunities or incentives to development
(Weiner, 1966:10). This approach is also associated with
macroprocesses that constitute the different dimensions of
modernization: industrialization, urbanization, bureau-
cratization, democratization, and secularization. Some of
the other commonly identified features of modernity on the
societal level are the following: rationalized and ex-
panded institutions pertaining to formal education, mass
media, the development of a highly differentiated political
structure and the extension of politics to all walks of
life and political participation, market mechanisms and
economic specialization, commercialized agriculture, rapid
economic growth, science and technology, abundance of
entrepreneurship, and opportunities for social mobility.

Modernization on the individual level has been the
object of study of many social psychologists and anthro-
pologists. The general assumption in this approach is that
modernization of individuals is the ultimate key to the
modernization of society. The specific objects of study in
this approach are the motivations, attitudes, values, and
beliefs of "modern man' as contrasted with those of non-

modern man.2 Among the more famous concepts described as a

2From a feminist point of view, it can be said that
modernization theorists' language is a sexist language.
They repeatedly use the word "man'" denoting "human beings'.
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key motive in economic development is the one McClelland
(1961) suggests to be the ''meed to achieve', which is a
desire for excellence in order to attain a sense of per-
sonal accomplishment. Lerner put forward the other well-
known, concept of '"empathy as the inner mechanism which

enables newly mobile persons to operate efficiently in a

changing world" (1966:49) (emphasis original). Empathy as
"the capacity to see oneself in the other fellow's
situation'" (Ibid:50) is a crucial variable, which, along
with literacy and mass media, is chiefly instrumental in
altering a traditional individual's lifestyle.

Some of the other individual characteristics
generally associated with the modernization process are the
following: functional literacy, cosmopoliteness, mass
media exposure, innovativeness, political activism, secular
orientation, self-reliance, a disposition to accept new
ideas and try new methods, a readiness to express opinionmns,
an interest in the present and future than in the past, a
sense of punctuality, concern for planning, organization
and efficiency, a tendency to see the world as calculable,
a faith in science, and a belief in distributive justices
(Weiner, 1966:4). This approach has been very close to
cultural and normative definition of modernization among
sociologists.

Culturally, modernity is portrayed as a consistent

set of values and general orientations permeating a society
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(Inkeles, 1969; Kahl, 1968). Its content is perhaps best
described in terms of the Parsonsian pattern variables: a
culture that is universalistic rather than particularis-
tic, defines roles in specific rather than diffuse terms,
and allocates rewards on the basis of achievement and not
ascription (Parsons 1951; Hoselitz 1960). At the indivi-
dual level, this set of values is reflected in a coherent
syndrome of psychological orientations characterized in-
trinsically, by a certain mental flexibility in dealing
with new situations and, extrinsically, by similarity to
an ideal type of behavior proper to urban-industrial soci-

eties.

B. Conceptual Differentiation

Terms like development, modernization, industrial-
ization, and economic growth are often used interchangeably,
either because they are assumed to vary together, or are
meant to refer to the same thing. It is beyond this work's
scope to analyze the problem of such distinctions except as

pertinent for our argument.

Modernization and development:

First, we need to make a distinction between modern-
ization and development. Modernization consists of indices
of growth in and by themselves, as for example urbanization,
increase in literacy, health and nutrition, communications,

participation, acculturation and so on. Modernization can
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be satisfactorily expressed quantitatively, as in economic
terms where it is termed as growth. But development, al-
though it too can be explained quantitatively, should be
expressed qualitatively, because it is essentially concerned
with the acceptance of novel interrelationships of human
beings among themselves and in interaction with their
environment.3 While substantial rises in the indices of
national products, per capita income, productivity, burgeon-
ing urban construction, literacy, media consumption, com-
munication and transportation, and technological progress,
etc., are all necessary for development and modernization,
they are neither sufficient for nor identical to development
itself. Much of this type of change may occur without the
introduction of any basic changes whatsoever in the social
structure of the country. This does not mean that moderni-
zation does not involve structural change. In fact, it is
also a process of structural change, but this change is not
sufficient for self-sustained development. Indeed, the
increase in these indices of modernization do not necessar-

ily indicate that an integrated social, political and

3Schneider et al. (1972 and 1975) have distinguished
modernization as a process whereby social change is imposed
on regions and nations from without by already fully
developed industrial centers, and development as the capacity
of any national or regional elite to generate an economy in
its own domain and mainly on its own terms. Their study
shows that modernization may preclude development, and
development may well inhibit or delay modernization.
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economic development in the society has taken place because
development requires a qualitative change in all the
crucial focuses of the social order, i.e. a transformation
in the socio-political system.

The concept of '"development' should go beyond the
economists' mechanical measures of growth (gross national
product, per capita product and per capita income being the
three major ones) to include such items as income distribu-
tion, employment, political and social participation, human
freedom, and so forth. Development is a dialectical process
which is not identical to technical achievements and ensuing
growth rates. Development is deeply concerned with con-
certed efforts of developing man/woman towards an integrated
and qualitative transformation of the social, economic, and
political structures, as well as man/woman him/herself. It
is a revolutionary leap from one epoch to another - from one
type of relationship between men/women and their social,
economic, political, and ideological products to another
form of relationship.

The term '"'development' cannot be used for a situ-
ation in which the benefits of growth are limited to a
small stratum, while an increasing proportion of the rest of
the population is unemployed and hungry, and a police state
keeps the resultant turmoil under terroristic control. To
look at the case of Third World countries in this connection,
it appears that the concept of "development', especially as

used by North American social scientists, can be analyzed as
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4 designed to mask the realities of imperialism,

an "ideology"
exploitation, and dependency. The real problem is not that

of "development'" and underdevelopment, but rather, in the
words of Frank, of the '"development of underdevelopment"
(Frank 1970b) - that is, of the relationship between exploiter
and exploited.

One should not leave this question of development
without saying that, as mentioned earlier, ''developmentalism'
is based upon an implicit ideology and is not a necessary and
value-free scientific position (Bodenheimer, 1971). This
ideology is though originally American, by no means limited
to the U.S. With considerable differences in detail, the
official Soviet notions of development could also be quite
aptly subsumed under the same general ideological category
(Wilber, 1969), although they emphasize the importance of a
revolutionary restructuring of traditional societies before
the redemptive benefits of modernity can be fully savored
(Berger et al., 1974).

Finally, it is worth remembering that one should not
restrict analytically, the question of development purely

to the contemporary world situation, as has been the tendency

4An ideology, as defined here, is a set of statements
that are not open to disproof by empirical evidence and that
are designed to shape social reality: change a given state of
society, consolidate it, protect it against alternatives or
deny its historical relativity.
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in recent years under economic influence among moderniza-
tion theorists. As Huntington has forcefully argued, the
temporal restrictions recently placed upon the term
"development'" constitute a retrograde step in special-
scientific analysis (Huntington, 1965). A clear example
of such restriction can be seen in the development, as used
by modernization theorists, which implies an unfolding to-
ward some terminal state. The way the word development is
used represents justifiable belief in the existence of
social and cultural stages through which societies must
move in order to arrive at some '"'modern" terminus whose
nature is just as much problematic as are the stages them-

selves.

Modernization and growth:

Growth implies that an activity system is increasing
the scale of its social structures and the quantitative
level of its activities. -Population, employment, income,
etc., are dimensions commonly used to reflect these
changes in level or scale. To be more specific, one can
define "economic growth' as increase in aggregate product,
either total or per capita, without referring to changes in
the structure of the economy or in the social and cultural
value systems. The problem in theories of development and
modernization is that they equate economic growth generally
with "development', and economic development particularly

(Lerner, 1967). For numbers of reasons, it is important to
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sort out and delineate the differences between these
terms.

Development is broad-based realization of the poten-
tiality of human personality and social conditions.
Development involves changes in structure, while growth
involves changes in scale. To achieve growth, one takes
the structure of production as given and increases outputs
basically by increasing inputs, while to achieve develop-
ment one has to change the structure. Though growth pro-
vides the material for subsequent structural change, it is
the structural change that permits viable growth to occur.
Thus, growth is a quantitative phenomenon, while develop-
ment is seen as a qualitative phenomenon. For instance,
we take the per capita, which is one of the indices of
economic growth: this useful and flexible device, however -
is limited in its applicability for measuring modernization
or development. Countries may improve their general level
of living by the redistribution of income rather than by
increasing it, or by the use of new antibiotic measures in
the field of health while maintaining the same level of
public expenditure as in the past. Conversely, per capita
income may go up without this being accompanied by any sub-
stantial rise in the general level of living if, for
example, there is an important expansion of production in a
sector of the economy that absorbs little labor. Here one

can consider and identify "growth without development' --
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increases in the scale of production without changes in the
structure of production (Clower et gl.,1966).5 For
instance such writers as Baran (1957), Frank (1970), and
Furtado (1964) have shown quite convincingly that under-
development, measured in terms of severe and growing sectoral
imbalances in the economy, is quite compatible with a
relatively high rate of growth and the extensive "westerniza-
tion" of attitudes and culture. The crucial point is not
the change of attitudes, not even the rate of economic

growth but rather the type of growth: Is it a growth which

allows for the full and balanced utilization of all human
and nonhuman resources in the country and which can gradually
solve the problem of poverty and unemployment; or is the
pattern of growth such that a small "modern'" sector is
developing in a spectacular way whereas the rest of the
economy remains backward and stagnating -- leaving the vast
majority of the population underemployed and impoverished?
In general, quantities have the merit of seeming to
introduce both certainty and generality into the study,
thus making facts more tangible and technical - less of a
fantasy. But this is at the cost of leaving out of the
analysis everything that is not readily quantifiable, and

what is allowed to enter the analysis as a structuring device

5Clower characterizes Liberia as a dual-sector
economy in which there is growth in a modern sector, but no
development generally.
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soon comes to be treated as if it were an end in itself.
Quantities, initially defined by a random process, come to

be treated as if they were ends in themselves.

Modernization and industrialization:

The relationship between modernization and indus-
trialization also bears more scrutiny. Historically modern-
ization and industrialization have been closely associated,
but they are not equivalent terms. Industrialization is
commonly determined, for example, by a nation's steel pro-
duction, railroad cars per mile of tract and kilowatt hours
of electricity generated. Modernization is a more inclusive
term, because although it involves economic growth, it may
or may not be based upon industrialization. As Apter (1965)
has noted, we can have modernization without industrializa-
tion, but not vice versa.

In the West modernization proceeded by commercializa-
tion and industrialization, while in some non-Western areas
modernization has proceeded by commercialization and bureau-
cracy. While industrialization in Europe gave birth to
modernization, in Africa and Asia the present modernization
processes may, though not in all cases, create favorable con-
ditions for industrialization in the future. Third World
countries may modernize without industrialization. If they
are partially in pace with industrialization, it is a
different kind than the one in eighteenth and nineteenth

century Europe and America. African and Asian nations
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usually begin the process of modernization with nation-
building and the elevation of modern political systems.
They aim at a transformation of their social structure, a
spread of new norms and values. They disseminate education,
while the local industry is developed only very slightly,
and grows only later.
Modernization, according to Apter, should not be

viewed in the tight technological sense that Levy (1966)
and Rostow (1960) do. Rather, modernization is a more
general phenomenon, and one way to get there, but not the
only way, is through industrialization. Other means, in
which new role structures, patterns of thinking, and inte-
grating institutions which bind them all together, might
also work. One practical problem here, of course, is that
"alternative'" routes to modernization other than industrial-
ization, are not at all in vogue today. Moreover, if a
country finds it impossible to modernize through industrial-
ization, it is not certain that any alternative schemes will
work any better for it. Therefore, we can conclude that

modernization can. . . be seen as something apart

from industrialization - caused by it in the West

but causing it in other areas. (Apter, 1965:43-44)

Finally, it is necessary to be aware of methodologi-

cal consequences of equating these terms. According to
Tipps, ''to equate modernization with industrialization, for
example, or with indicators typically associated with indus-
trialization, adds nothing to the utility of the latter

concept and renders the former redundant." (1973:205)
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Summary of chapter:

In its conceptual content and scope, the term
"modernization', as it is often used, smacks of substan-
tial imprecision, ambiguity, and elasticity. 1In part the
confusion derives from three factors:

a) the historical change in the meaning;

b) its cultural and political implications when it has been
made synonymous with ''westernization";

c) the fact of its multidimensionality, especially when
these dimensions are not exhaustively identified, correlated
among themselves as shown to be always present in a definite
profile in a given case.

The term modernization has been used as an equiva-
lent for industrialization, development, and economic growth,
either because they are assumed to vary together, or are
meant to refer to the same phenomenon. It was argued that
each one of these terms refers to a different phenomenon.
While both modernization and growth are quantitative
phenomena, development is a qualitative phenomenon. Modern-
ization can be satisfactorily expressed quantitatively, but
development cannot be explained only in terms of economic
indices. Development is a structural process which is not
identical to technical achievements and ensuing growth rates.
Growth involves changes in scale, while development is con-
cerned with realization of the potentiality of human person-

ality and social conditions.
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Historically, modernization and industrialization
have been closely related, but they are not identical
terms. Modernization is a more inclusive term, because it
may or may not be based upon industrialization. Moderniza-
tion in Europe was caused by industrialization, while in
the Third World countries the cause-effect relationship is
different.



CHAPTER II

COMPETING DEFINITIONS OF MODERNIZATION:
A REVIEW OF LEADING THINKERS

A major task in understanding modernization process
is the definition and clarification of the fundamental con-
ceptual tool. This necessitates an examination of the
voluminous and varied literature that already exists con-
cerning modernization. Rather than attempting to present a
comprehensive review of all modernization theorists which
would entail at least one volume in itself, this study will
present a brief review and examination of the conceptualiza-
tions of some of the leading thinkers of the wvarious schools
of modernization. The aim in this selection is to be
reasonably inclusive in reviewing the literature, but to
focus above all on those modernization theorists who have
enjoyed a wide professional influence, and have made import-

ant original statements.

Classification of studies of modernization:

To grasp the modernization process, it would be
fruitful to look at different theories through the classifi-
cation of ‘their approaches. In so doing, it would be
necessary first to classify different schools of thought

and, then, review their approaches and definitions. The
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classification used in present study is mainly based on
Weiner's formulation of these different modes of thought
and analyses (Weiner, 1966). This classification, of
course, is different from Horowitz's or Nash's. Horowitz
(1972) refers to two different trends of studies: the
entrepreneurial and structural which correspond roughly to
Weiner's categories of psychological and structural
studies (Weiner, 1966). Manning Nash (1963) classifies
modernization studies into three modes: (a) the index mode
which contrasts poor economics ideal typically to the rich
ones, (b) the acculturation view which considers the diffu-
sion of knowledge, skills, values, and institutions from
the rich to poor countries, and (c) the analytic mode
which studies the process as it now occurs in less developed
countries.

There is another classification which is used in the
communication literature. In this school theories of
development and modernization in relation to communication
are subsumed under these categories: mechanical, organic,
and cybernetic metaphors and models. The mechanical meta-
phors depict a close almost unvarying, connection between
development in different parts of society; the similarity
of '"stages" of development in various societies; the ex-
planation of differences between modernizing societies in
terms of their passing through such respective stages as

well as their '"convergence'" as the ultimate '"end-result" of

modernization. Probably, the most mechanical of all such
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metaphors is Rostow's with his image of the economy as a
jet taking off into self-sustaining growth. The second
set of metaphors are termed organic. On a macro-level,
this explains the development of societies as a process
of increasing differentiation of structures and functions;
an evolutionary process first described by Durkheim, and
later by Parsons and Merton. Lastly, cybernetic metaphors
conceive society as a complex, adaptive, information-
bound multiple-feedback system.

Viewing the matter differently, the tentative
classification utilized in present study can be explained
in the following way: In general modernization studies use
two approaches; these are indicative of two different
levels of analysis: normative and structural. Normative
approach considers values as object of study while struc-
tural approach deals with the institutional and organiza-
tional networks of society. Among those theorists who use
normative approach two kinds of analyses can be distin-
guished: a) those who see individual as the unit of analysis
such as McClelland, Hagen, Lerner, Rogers, Inkeles; b) those
who consider social system as the unit of analysis, such as
Weber, Bellah. Whereas the former stresses on the personal
characteristic of individual such as social openness or
achievement orientation, the later emphasizes the normative
institutional areas of society such as religion or ideology.

Structuralists also could be divided into two groups:
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a) Those who use descriptive ideal types such as Parsons,
Hoselitz, Nash, Eisenstadt. Among this group, there are
few theorists who see modernization in a processual manner,
such as Rostow, and Clark.
b) Those who use analytic explanations in a systematic
manner, such as Moore, Smelser, Apter, Shils, Galbraith,
Geertz, Keyfitz.
Most of structuralist's definitions of modernization is
based on technological criteria. Therefore, they can be
easily subsumed under structural/technological definition of
modernization. The following is an attempt to review some
of the main exponents of each one of these schools of
thought. In addition to this, a review of Bendix's liberal
theory of modernization and Rostow's stage theory of
development will be offered.
.A. Structural/Technological
Definition of Modernization

Generally, societal modernization is taken to be
associated with evolutionary social change, toward increasing
differentiation of structure and increasing specialization of
function (Smelser, 1964; Levy, 1966). These theories, while
some claim to explain the processes whereby preindustrial
societies become industrial, are content to paint a before
and after picture, contrasting a set of characteristics
associated with preindustrial societies with the correspond-

ing set that evolves in those that are highly industrialized.
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The theories are said to be diachronic, therefore, in that
they attempt to infer process from a methodology of com-
parative statics. They are held to be unilinear in that
all societies are held to undergo a parallel series of
transformations during the process of industrialization
that results in a highly homogeneous final product.
Modernization is thus held to be universal in impact and
highly predictable with regard to end product:

We are confronted - whether for good or for

bad - with a universal social solvent. The

patterns of the relatively modernized

societies, once developed, have shown a

universal tendency to penetrate any social

context whose participants have come in

contact with them. . . . The patterns al-

ways penetrate; once the penetration has be-

gun, the previous indigenous patterns always

change; and they always change in the direc-

tion of some of the patterns of the relativ-

ely modernized societies (Levy, 1967:190).
Levy, and many other modernization theorists, define modern-
ization in terms of use of inanimate sources of power. An
illustration of this idea is the conceptualization of
modernization in terms of energy use. That such use is an
important feature of the modern society, and has implica-
tions for cultural development and patterns of social
organization, is evidenced in the works of White, Ginsburg,
Hall, McClelland, Johnston and Nielsen, and Weller and Sly
(White, 1949; Ginsburg 1961; Hall 1965; McClelland 1966;
Johnston and Nielsen, 1966; Weller and Sly, 1969).

Meadows, and others, similarly define ''the process

of economic development'" as 'in effect the process of
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utilizing more energy to increase the productivity and
efficiency of human labor." (Meadows et al., 1972:71)
These definitions are largely shared by Sahlins in defining
general cultural evolution. He identifies various criteria
for progress among the following: '"As in life, thermo-
dynamic achievement (or proficiency in converting inanimate
energy into work) has its organization counterpart, higher
levels of integration. [That is/ cultures that transform
more energy have more parts and subsystems, more special-

ization of parts, and more effective means of integration
\\

of the whole." (Sahlins and Service, 1960:35-36) The
relation between energy consumption and social development
has also been noted by Earl Cook, a geoscientist:

The success of an industrial society, the growth
of its economy, the quality of the life of its
people and its impact on other societies and on
the total environment are determined in large
part by the quantities and the kinds of energy
resources it exploits and by the efficiency of
its systems for converting potential energy into
work and heat. . . . The more power we use, the
more we shape our cities and mold our economic
and social institutions to be dependent on the
application of power and the consumption of
energy. We could not now make any major move
toward a lower per capita energy consumption
without severe economic dislocation, and cer-
tainly the struggle of people in less developed
regions toward somewhat similar energy consump-
tion levels cannot be thwarted without prolong-
ing mass human suffering. (Cook, 1971:134-44)

Energy consumption per capita is not the only measure
of modernization, but is at the heart of most modernization
indexes used by these researchers. Caplow and Finsterbusch

(1964), have developed a modernization index consisting of
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three elements: energy consumption per capita, telephones
per thousand population and inhabitants per physician.

A definition of modernization which includes con-
sumption of energy to multiply the efforts of the members
of a society, that is, effective consumption of inanimate
sources of power, is the most prominent among social
scientists. To deal with that more than this seems to be

beyond the scope of this work (see Sofranko, et al., 1971).

Marion Levy:

One of the early theorists, working in the Parsonsian
tradition, is Marion Levy, Jr. Levy defines modernization
directly in terms of technology::- "I would consider any
society the more modernized the greater the ratio of in-
animate to animate power sources and the greater the extent
to which human efforts are multiplied by the use of tools."
(Levy, 1966:11-12) Inanimate sources of power he defines
residually, as "any sources of power that are not produced
from human or other animal energy." (Ibid)

Levy in his major work, Modernization and the

Structure of Societies: A Study for International Affairs,

provides us with a checklist of the correlates of moderniza-
tion, though he declares himself unable to suggest exact
criteria by which to measure the continuum of modernization.
He does so on the basis of a binary distinction between
"relatively" modernized societies (the United States, the
Soviet Union, England, and France) and '"'relatively" non-

modernized societies (Burma, India, Ceylon, and some Latin
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American countries). ''Modernized" is qualified to indicate
that characteristics of each type are present in the other
type; what is crucial is the degree to which a given set of
characteristics is widely shared by the people in a given
society. Levy holds that all relatively nonmodern societies
are more alike than they are like relatively modern
societies: the United States of the 18th century more
closely resembles the Togo of today than it does the United
States of today. Furthermore, the variation in societal
types is reduced in modernization, as all societies in-
creasingly come to resemble one another. This theme is also
treated in W. Moore and A. Feldman:

Thus industrialization is viewed as a process

that creates cultural homogeneity, in that

certain patterns of belief and behavior are

necessarily common to all industrial societies.

Moreover, commonality is not limited to the
sin%Ie act or norm but applies as well to the
configurations into which they are formed, for

example, the interrelations among machine tech-

nology, division of labor, and authoritative

coordination. (Moore et al., 1960:364)
Levy considers the implications of his distinctions in terms
of problems of strains and control. He also delineates some
of the advantages and disadvantages that accrue to being a
latecomer to the modernization process. The advantages
include the possibility of borrowing technologies, of skip-
ping stages, of obtaining assistance, etc., while the dis-
advantages include problems of scale (competing with

modernized societies), conversion (of resources from one use

to another), and disappointment. Levy feels that
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nonmodernized nations must, by and large, progress through
the stages experienced by a relatively modern society
during its period of industrialization. Although he does
not discuss actual processes, he makes it clear that the
patterns associated with modernized societies are always
destructive of those associated with nonmodern systems. We
can, from this perspective, conclude that modernization
refers to the institutional and cultural concomitants of
economic growth under the conditions of sophisticated

technology.

Neil J. Smelser:

Smelser's work '"Toward a Theory of Modernization,'
has its source in his study of the industrial revolution in

England.6

This revolution is very thoroughly studied and
an account of it is presented within the framework of
Parsons' AGIL scheme.7 This theory is abstracted from its
historical setting for a more general statement and for
application to the developing countries.

Smelser begins with fact of economic development.
He, applying the term modernization somewhat more generic-

ally than Levy, offers a definition in terms of the charac-

teristics of social structure associated with the process

6Smelser, N.J., Social Change in the Industrial
Revolution, London: Routledge, 1959.

7In the Parsonsian framework of social systems, each
system is confronted with four basic problems which must be
solved for continuation of the system. These functional
requisites are adaptive (to the enviromment), goal-attaining,
integration and pattern maintenance.
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(Smelser, 1963). Modernization is said to be conceptually
related to (but more comprehensive than) economic develop-
ment. For him, 'the term modernization - a conceptual
cousin of the term 'economic development', but more compre-
hensive in scope - refers to the fact that technical,
economic, and ecological changes have ramifications through
the whole social and cultural fabric'" (Smelser, 1966:111).

As a consequence, he expects these changes to
occur in the spheres of politics, education, religion,
family and stratification. He attempts to set out the
main social structural concomitants of economic development.
Under the latter he subsumes four distinct but interrelated
processes: an increase in scientific technology, a pro-
gressive commercialization of agriculture, the changeover
to mechanical factory production, and ecological arrange-
ments. These four observations Smelser stresses are not
empirical or historical generalizations, but ideal types -
effective constructs that are useful in concrete analysis.
Whether or not these four processes occur simultaneously in
a given society, they nevertheless tend to affect the
social structure in similar ways.

All four accompanying processes, Smelser believes,
tend to generate similar types of structural changes.
Again, in terms of ideal typical constructs, these are:

(1) structural differentiation; (2) integration, and (3)
social disturbances. These three major categories and the

relationships between them constitute the core of Smelser's
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theories of modernization. Hence, a more detailed elabora-
tion, would be quite in order.

Smelser focuses more on process than does Levy,
noting the interplay between structural differentiation and
integration and the social disturbances caused by the lag
between the two. The most important of these processes is
differentiation. Differentiation, according to him, refers
to several more specialized structures (1968:129). He
defines it as a process whereby

one social role or organization. . . differenti-

ate into two or more roles or organizations

which function more effectively in the new his-

torical circumstances. The new social units are

structurally distinct from each other, but taken

together are functionally equivalent to the

original unit (Smelser, 1968:129)
Therefore, differentiation can be seen as ''the establishment
of more specialized and more autonomous units.'" This in-
creasing specialization affects all areas of social life:
the economy, the family, the polity, the value system, etc.
Economic differentiation, for example, refers to realloca-
tion of the production function from the family to special-
ized institutions. With regard to stratification differ-
entiation means that other (achieved) evaluative standards
intrude on ascribed membership and individual mobility in-
creases. In this treatment, Smelser and Levy strongly
resemble one another: When differentiation occurs in the

economy of an underdeveloped country, for instance, the

activities of production, consumption and exchange, which
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were formerly lodged in the family or village units, now
requires separate specialist organizations. A typical
example is an analysis of how differentiation affects the
family.

In underdeveloped countries, production is located
in the kinship unit. Farming is usually of a subsistence
nature and any other industries are of a supplementary
nature, and are also attached to kin and village. As the
economy develops several kinds of economic activities are
removed from within the confines of the family complex.
Agricultural wages, labor, and the factory system are
factors contributing to this tendency. As these activities
move out of the family, the family "loses some of its pre-
vious functions and thereby itself becomes a more special-
ized agency." (Ibid:139) It thus ceases to function as an
economic unit. Here, Smelser goes beyond Levy in tracing
the impact of such differentiation on the family which,
stripped of its economic functions, becomes increasingly
specialized in social-emotional gratification.

For Smelser, differentiation in all areas of social
life alone is not enough for development. Following
Durkheim he insists that one of the concomitants of differ-
entiation "is an increase in the mechanism to coordinate
and solidify the interaction among individuals with in-
creasingly diversified interests.'" (Ibid:137) These mech-
anisms are the mechanisms of integration. Development is
seen as a contrapuntal interplay between differentiation and

integration. All of the structural differentiation that
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occurs during the process of modernization raises the prob-
lem of reintegration. What needs integrating are the
"increasingly diversified interests' brought about by
differentiation. Thus the removal of economic activities
from within the family creates many problems of an inte-
grative nature: How is information about jobs to be con-
veyed to workers? How are family interests to be integrated
with those of the firm? etc. It is in answer to integrative
problems such as these, that organizations and institutions
such as labor unions, labor recruitment agencies, welfare,
cooperative societies, etc., have sprung up.

Finally, in Smelser's set of interrelated ideal
types are the social disturbances. Social disturbances
appear as the results of discontinuities in the processes
of differentiation and integration because these two do not
always keep apace with each other. This disturbance can be
best defined as anomie and dissatisfaction bred by discon-
tinuities and often crystallized in social movements of
protest and rebellion. Smelser observes three responses to
these discontinuities: anxiety, hostility, and fantasy. If
these responses become collective, they usually give rise to
a variety of social movements ranging from millenarianism
through peaceful agitation to nationalism, revolution, and
underground subversion (Ibid:127).

Smelser enumerates several sources of disturbance:
(1) Structural change is uneven during modernization, pro-

ducing anomie. For example, ''in colonial societies. . . the
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European powers frequently revolutionize the economic and
political framework. . . but at the same time encouraged
or imposed a conservatism in traditional religions, class,
and family systems.'" (1966:199) The imbalance between
industrial and agricultural development also falls into
this category of disturbances. (2) New activities and
norms often conflict with the old; new kinds of social and
economic activities conflict with traditional activities.
(3) The attempts of the central government to deal with
modernization in general and unrest in particular may it-
self be a source of unrest, as traditional (often local)
power sources resist encroachment from the center.

Comparisons can be made between Smelser and Levy
in their perception of tension created by differentiation
and integration, the latter having this tension in mind
when he considered problems of modernization. Levy, there-
fore, discusses such problems as ''change in fit" (e.g. ''the
teaching of new techniques undermining general family con-
trol," akin to Smelser's first source of disturbance),
"fundamentalist reactions'" (Smelser's second source of dis-
turbance), and '"the problem of adequate knowledge'" (refering
to the knowledge necessary for necessary centralized
planning, which relates to Smelser's third source of dis-
turbances - the inability of the government to exercise
adequate central control.) Both Levy and Smelser are agreed
on the need for increased central control during moderniza-

tion.
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Although their terminology is somewhat different,
it is clear that Levy and Smelser both regard society as
a mechanistic system. In this system, new structures are
developed to perform the functions of those that are no
longer performing adequately, and when this process of
structural differentiation proceeds unevenly, tensions and
imbalances are created for the system as a whole.

Having outlined this set of interrelated ideal
types, Smelser continues to further fortify it with two
methodological qualifications. First is that, despite the
constant appearance of the forces of differentiation, in-
tegration, and social disturbances, the process of modern-
ization is not everywhere the same. Factors making for
variation are: (1) variations in pre-modern conditions,
(2) variations in impetus to change, (3) variations in the
path to modernization, (4) variations in the advanced stages
of modernization, and (5) variations in the content and
timing of dramatic events during modernization. Second and
very important is the qualification that the set of ideal
types though empirically linked, do not form a closed sys-
tem. By insisting on this, he is giving recognition to
the fact that differentiation, integration, and social dis-
turbances may arise from sources other than economic develop-

ment or from the effects of one on the other.

Bert F. Hoselitz:

Important among the earlier sociological explanations

of modernization is the work of Bert Hoselitz. His work,
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Sociological Aspects of Economic Growth, is based on

Parsons' early formulation of European development.

Hoselitz separates out certain elements of Parsons' theory
and relocates them in a theoretical content that permits
them to address the future-oriented demands of development
in the new nations. The conclusion then seems vastly simi-
lar in content and implication to that of the social psycho-
logists. The underdeveloped countries are counselled to
eliminate the values and pattern variables of underdevelop-
ment and adopt those of development if they aspire to
modernity.

Hoselitz's theory of contemporary modernization is
almost identical with that of Levy's, however, unlike Levy
he does not focus on certain institution, but on total
societies.8 Hoselitz's primary concern is with the genera-
tion of '"theoretical models for different types of societies
and different types of transitions or movements from
'traditional' to more 'modern' forms of economic organiza-
tion." (Hoselitz, 1960:25) To do this required certain non-
economic terms or criteria of which the various societies
could be described or indexed, and variables for the explana-

tion of the transition. It was in meeting the first

8Levy chose the institution of family in China for
application of his theory. See Levy, M., The Family
" Revolution in Modern China, New York, 1963.
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requirement that Hoselitz turned to Parsons' work, ex-
tracting from it his well-known pattern variables. By the
use of these variables, Hoselitz hoped to characterize
underdeveloped societies as they currently were, in con-
trast to the developed state to which they were aspiring.

In developing this contrast, Hoselitz found it
necessary to employ only four of the five pattern variables:
achievement vs. ascription, universalism vs. particularism,
specificity vs. diffuseness, and self-orientation vs.
collectivity orientation. From the application of these
variables to the problem at hand, the conclusion was drawn
that modern or 'advanced" societies '"'exhibit'" predominantly
universalistic norms in determining the selection process
for the attainment of economically relevant roles; that the
roles themselves are functionally highly specific; that
this predominant norms by which the selection process for
those roles is regulated, are based on the principle of
achievement or "performance"; and that the holders of posi-
tions in the power elite and even in other elites are
expected to maintain collectivity oriented relations to social
objects of economic significagce. In an underdeveloped
society, on the contrary, particularism, functional diffuse-
ness and the principle of ascription predominate as regula-
tors of social-structural relations especially in its
economic dimension, and the orientation of actors in

economically or politically influential roles is determined
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predominantly by consideration of their ego.' (Hoselitz,
1960:40)

These social-structural characteristics that make
up either of the sides of this contrast must not be
thought of as mere descriptive cafegories which are in-
dependent of each other. Rather they must be viewed as
structural categories that are functionally interrelated.
To illustrate, Hoselitz suggests that we make the assump-
tion that economic development is associated with an in-
creasing degree of division of labor. But this implies an
increase in the number of highly specific tasks in society
- tasks which can only be adequately performed by persons
having the requisite skills. Consequently, competition
open to all having these skills becomes the basis for fill-
ing these positions and not one's status in the society.
Similarly, starting with the assumption of a low degree of
division of labor in traditional societies, the case could
be made for the functional relationship between diffuseness
and particularism. A necessary implication of these argu-
ments is that some combinations, e.g. specificity and
particularism are disfunctional and are therefore, unlikely
to occur in practice. Thus we may conclude that the two
sets of specilal-structural variables given constitute func-
tionally integrated and mutually exclusive wholes.

Having developed these two systems of variables for

analyzing traditional and modern societies; Hoselitz's next
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major problem is to explain the transition or movement from
traditional to modern. Here, development is seen in no way
related to indigenous sources of societal growth but is
viewed exclusively in terms of externally induced change.
In Hoselitz's words,

The fundamental differences in developing a

theory for past and for present economic

growth is that the former process is an

overall social process in which a priori

no causal primacy can be assigned to anyone

or anyone set of variables. As concerns

present instances of development, it is

quite proper to regard such factors as

accumulation of capital. . . as the primary

variables and to regard adjustments in the

social structure as positive, negative or

neutral responses to these ''stimuli".

(Hoselitz, 1960:43)
Thus, the major impetus for the transition to modernity '"is
likely to come from the plans for economic advancement
already drawn up and partially in the course of implementa-
tion" (Ibid:45). Planned development then itself becomes
the change agent rather than internal societal processes of
growth. However, for those plans to have effect, Hoselitz
requires one other important social change: the coming to
power of the equivalent of the European bourgeoisie in the
country under consideration - a class,he believes, which
would have formerly occupied a marginal position in the old
society. Consequently, the implicit policy implications
here are for govermment with the help of the local
bourgeoisie to strive for the institutionalization of modern
values (universalism, etc.) to support development plans in

action or to be put in action.



50
Wilbert E. Moore:

To finish up with the structural/technological
definition of modernization, which seems to be the most
common kind, Moore's reflections on modernization is
reviewed. What follows, then, is a general review and
commentary on Moore's theory of modernization. Moore's
major works in which his reflections on modernization can

be found are: Social Change, The Conduct of Corporation,

and The Impact of Industry. He has expressed his views in

a number of articles in different anthologies on social
change.

Moore defines modernization in terms of the trans-
formation of a 'traditional or pre-modern society'" - as a
correlate of (though not conterminous with) industrializa-
tion, which means ''the extensive use of inanimate sources
of power for economic production, and all that entails by
way of organization, transportation, communication and so
on." (Moore, 1963:92) Moore's definition is close to
Levy's. He, somewhat more directly, defines modernization
as involving the

. total transformation of a traditional or

pre-modern society into the types of technology

and associated social organization that charac-

terize the "advanced'", economically prosperous,

and relatively politically stable nations of the

Western World. . . . In fact, we may. . . speak

of the process as industrialization. (1963: 89 91)
Such a view is predicated on the assumption that one can
describe the general features of both 'traditional' and
"advanced" or "modern'" societies or thus treat development

as the transformation of the one type into the other.
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Like Smelser, Moore is critical of certain assump-
tions made of earlier theorists about the modernization
process. Among these is the common defect of 'treating
industrialization as a given change and recording or order-
ing of the consequential changes that must then follow, by
pursuing the functional model of an integrated social sys-
tem, which has to achieve a new basis of integration owing
to the introduction of a critically important alteration
in a strategic sector of the society, the economy.' (Moore,
1963:92) Moore is concerned about the assumption that the
new structures that come with industrialization can be pre-
dicted on the basis of the functional requisites of already
modernized societies. The problem is that even though
theoretical knowledge of such sequences is desirable, he
finds that '"varying sequences of change are evident, and
not all are equally effective in achieving professed goals"
(Ibid:92)

Not only is Moore concerned about assumptions like
these, but also about the problems of social engineering
and of the applicability of social scientific principles to
practical problems. These endeavors, Moore sees as being
seriously limited by three factors: (1) The problem of
values; (2) a serious lack of scientific principles; and
(3) the fact that valuable information is '"lost in the pro-
cess of abstracting to achieve generalizations." (Hoselitz
and Moore, 1963:366) This information, Moore suggests, has

to be "added in" in the event of application.
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Surrounded on all sides by doubts such as these,
what Moore offers us is even less of a theory of modern-
ization than Smelser's presentation. It amounts to no
more than an organized guide and can be summarized as
follows: Moore works out a synthesis of the structural
similarities and persistent differences between social sys-
tems under the impact of industry. The emphasis on the
similarity, according to him, implies that newly developing
areas will move toward a common social model as they indus-
trialize. He cites the supporting arguments, both empirical
and theoretical, from a wide range of scholars including
himself and Kerr and his colleagues. The underlying theory
is phrased by Moore as the '"theory of structural constraints."
The essential idea is, according to him, that a commercial-
industrial system imposes certain organizational and insti-
tutional requirements not only on the economy but also on
many other aspects of society.

Moore then draws attention to an opposite view
expressed particularly by Herbert Blumer, who asserts the
independence from industrialization of "coincident" situ-
ations of intense social change. Moore evaluates this ''dis-
quieting" situation of differences of view as largely attri-
buted to the problem of difference in levels of generaliza-
tion:

Those who emphasize the commonalities of indus-
trial societies will, for example, note the
uniform use of administrative authority as a

major way of coordinating highly specialized
productive tasks. Thus, the situation of the
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Russian factory manager is said to be very
similar to that of his American counterpart.
Others, dissatisfied with such generalization,
dwell on details, not all of which can be
readily dismissed as trivial. The ultimate
political accountability of Soviet and American
managers differs, as does the conduct of
relations with labor unions having highly un-
equal legal positions (Moore, 1965:12-13).

Secondly, the problem is related to unequal scholar-
ly attitudes toward probabilities:

The dedicated %eneralizer will identify a cer-
tain structural feature of industrial societies
as ''typical" and perhaps mistakenly imply that
it is invariant, whereas his 'relativistic' critic
will point to contrary cases, and perhaps mis-
takenly imply that they are common rather than
exceptional. A closely parallel difference of
view distinguishes the theorist, who seeks out
the uniformities in time and space, and the
technical adviser, who must take account of
variable particulars in the operation situation,
down to the level of personality characteristics
of public bureaucrats or private managers. Each
position tends to lead its tenants to impatience
with the other (Ibid:13).

Thirdly, differences in the conceptions of social
order and its future account for the difficulty of this
problem:

The proponents of convergence generally subscribe
to a high degree of structural interdependence
and functional integration in societies. .
Internal disharmonies and external variation are
then viewed. . . as inconsistencies that will dis-
appear. The proponents of divergence emphasize
preindustrial differences among societies,
differing rates and routes of change, and often,
they hold a less deterministic view of the social
order. . . . In short, they doubt that '"eventual
stability" will ever arrive (Ibid).

Moore suggests that the weight of evidence favors
the divergence model. He searches for the implications of

the crude and stubborn facts of variability for the
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theoretical conception of social systems. He proposes to
make a substantial modification of the very conception of
society--a kind of equilibrium. He advocates that ''dis-
equilibrating variables' must be written in the analytical
scheme to match with empirical reality.

Moore proposes the following three propositions
for this purpose:

1. All societies are subject to and marked by
internal sources of change. Although social
phenomena are appropriately viewed in terms
of systems, those systems are not to be con-
ceived as precisely in equilibrium or their
change processes as exclusively self-
equilibrating. . . . Industrialization may
provide partial solutions to existing tensions
as well as setting up its own set of tension-
producing demands on preindustrial social
systems.

2. The antecedent structures, the character of
the industrial impact and its processes of
imposing change, and the precise characteris-
tics of industrialized societies are all vari-
able. This variability is not so great as to
make any generalization impossible, but does
limit the number and leverage of high-level
generalization.

3. Industrializing and industrial societies ex-
hibit, besides minimum structural congruences,
a similarity in two characteristics of change:
a high emphasis on deliberate change, and the
consequences of continuous differentiation.
Both of these require, for system viability,
modes of tension management, but those modes
are not likely to be alike, nor to become so.
(Feldman and Moore, 1962:169).

The essence of these propositions is the view of
society as a tension-management system: that is, ''a society
persists not only through orderly continuity but also

through tension-management and change.'' Moore explains:
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This conception of society has certain advantages
in terms of the "fit'" of the model to observed
characteristics, even those of a persistent or
recurrent quality, such as social deviation. It
has overwhelming advantages in dealing with the
phenomena of leads and lags in situations of
rapid transformation. An outstanding way in
which both industrializing and industrial
societies differ in social structure is in the
allocation of power and the political structure of
the state. If societies differ in their charac-
teristic tensions, because of varying historic
legacies and the ways these intersect with current
problems of achieving social goals, then it is
readily understandable for tension-management as

a whole, the state, will differ in its structure
and forms of action. (Moore, 1965:17-18)

Essentially, Moore deals with the question of conver-
gence, not merely among industrial societies but '"among all
societies'" in the contest of 'the growing interdependence of
the modern world, which implies the extensive violation of
the boundaries of formerly more or less independent systems,
results from processes variously identified as industrial-
ization, Westernization, or, the broader term, modernization.

. In order to extend convergence theory to all contemp-
orary societies and cultures, one needs a theory of modern-
ization as such.'" (Moore, 1973:119) Why is there this need?
He explains:

Despite the extensive literature, to which I

have contributed my share, on this subject, I

think it proper to say that a succinct and

comprehensive causal theory does not exist.

Attention has been given to conditions, con-

comitants, and consequences, and they are

clearly relevant to convergence. Indeed,

convergence theory is the principal source of

their derivation. But these alleged general-

izations are commonly, if implicitly, in the

classical If (modernization takes place)

then. . . (certain other social changes must
be met or later follow")/ form. The
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likelihood that the if-clause will occur is
not thereby directly examined (Ibid., emphasis
original)

Admitting that it is impossible not to "formulate
the necessary and sufficient conditions for modernization,"
which is to him the core of a comprehensive causal theory,
"the theory of convergence among modernized societies
serves as an informative basis for cross-societal (or cross-
national) comparisons and generalizations" (Ibid:119-120).
Moore seems to think that only in the above sense does con-
vergence theory represent a major theoretical development
with regard to modernization.

However, a major limitation on convergence theory is
due to the fact that political stability as a requisite for
economic modernization may be achieved in radically diverse
forms. Moore's notion of society as a ''tension-management
system' was used precisely to explore 'this persistent
structural dissimilarity among industrial and also indus-
trializing societies." (Ibid:126)

Moore's attempt to overcome the limitation of conver-
gence theory by paying due attention to the divergent
aspect of modernization seems, however, largely self-defeat-
ing because his consistent search for a general theory of
modernization is a poor strategy by which to look into the
historical reality of diverse material and ideal interests
in this turbulent world.

His rather vague theoretical stance is expressed in

the following concluding remarks:
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One does not want to engage in arguments

that are likely to be more ideological than

objective over what is fundamental and what

is superficial. Surely the ways of making

a living, the size and type of place in

which one lives, the relations between

parents and children, and the degree of

education can scarcely be dismissed as

superficial and they are clearly headed for

greater crossnational homogeneity. Beliefs,

customs, language, and the way order is

kept can also scarcely be dismissed as

superficial, and they will certainly remain

different for the foreseeable future (1973:130).

Moore is particularly vague on the question of

ideology and objectivity. As one of the most sophisticated
structural-functionalist theorists, Moore seems to be in-
capacitated by his consistent penchant to system building
to come any closer to an adequate explanation of the real-
ity of modernization. As in the case of Smelser, it is
not at all clear that Moore has gotten around the problem
of substituting a guide for a theory. The ever present
possibility of the guide becoming a theory in the process

of application, would suggest the contrary.

B. Social Psychological Definition of Modernization

The term "psychological" has a number of meanings
today, and theories that deal with psychological aspects of
development, therefore can take any one of several posi-
tions on these issues. Among the major varieties are those
which emphasize particular internal characteristics or
mental states (McClelland, 1961) or total personality
(Hagen, 1962; Lauterbach, 1974) or the learning of behavior
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(Kunkel, 1970) or particular values and attitudes (Inkeles
and Smith, 1974; Kahl, 1968). Any psychological approach
to development follows a general paradigm whose specific
components vary with the psychological theory or school
that is the source of the model of man/woman.

Those theorists who emphasize psychological factors
in development, pay particular attention to the variables
and linkages among them which in one way or another are the
properties of individuals; to the specification of the con-
ditions for and ways in which individuals change, and to
the relationships between individuals and social processes.
It is assumed that social action and change are hardly any-
thing more than the totality of behavior of the individual
who constitute society. Therefore, it is not the structural
features of group domination, historical blockages, resource
hoardings, control mechanisms and the like, which are con-
sidered to be crucial to the understanding of social change.
Rather, it is individuals who figure most prominently as
the unit of analysis.

Modernization from this perspective, is concept-
ualized as an array of specific processes in the minds of
individuals, rather than as impersonal advances in social
institutions (Lauterbach, 1974; Kunkel, 1976). It is seen
to be essentially a process of physical and psychic mobility
involving the dissociation of self from traditional systems
and the association of self with social systems of a more

modern orientation. These theories view the obstacles to
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development in value and normative terms. The political,
social, and economic problems engendered by development
are the results of normative, and psychological charac-
teristics and processes which today are common in all
three worlds: ''subculture of peasantry'" (Rogers, 1969);
"psychological barriers to change'" (Foster, 1962); 'Culture
of poverty'" (Oscar Lewis, 1961).

At the risk of oversimplification, it can be said
that they, influenced by some aspect of Weber's work and
by Parsonsian sociology, stress the incompatibility between
the requirements of rapid economic growth and the dominant
system of beliefs and values in most underdeveloped coun-
tries. Such values through their institutionalization
into specific norms penetrate all social spheres and even
shape the personality structure of the individuals involved.
, The problem of development then becomes predominantly a
problem of communication, training, resocialization, a prob-
lem of cultural diffusion, i.e. of how to transfer the right
attitudes and skills from the developed to the underdeveloped
world. Within this perspective a certain optimism prevails.
Although the process of '"catching up' might be long, with
the development of communications and the continuous spread-
ing of Western science, technology and values, the economic
agents in poor countries (entrepreneurs, workers or
peasants), will acquire the right attitudes for growth. 1In

the long term then, if present trends continue, all countries
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will sooner or later make it (Hagen, 1969; Rostow 1960;
McClelland, 1961).

Social psychologism, as this approach has been
called (Inkeles, 1959), can be understood as a reaction
against the theories of social determination. As such it
reinforces the virtues of capitalistic ethiv; free enter-
prise, and achievement motivation, and reposes slight faith
in regulating mechanisms, planned development, and con-
trolled growth. McClelland's case is a typical illustration
of this approach (1961). Inkeles (1959), Lerner (1966),
and Rogers (1969), among others, have contributed to this N
trend through their studies which focus on values, atti-

tudes, communication, and diffusion of innovations.

Daniel Lerner:

Like Levy, Lerner's work grew out of the experience
of witnessing the disintegrative effects of western society
on a traditional society. In this case, however, it was not
Confucian China, as was the case with Levy, but the Islamic
Middle East. As in China (Levy, 1963), the Western invasion
resulted in the disruption of many time-honored ways of do-
ing things. 'The area', Lerner tells us, ''today are uni-
fied not by their common solutions but by their common
problems: how to modernize traditional life ways that no
longer 'work' to their own satisfaction." (1966:44) These
processes of decay and the attempts at reconstruction that
followed in their wake, no doubt had much in common with

the experience of China. However, despite this, Lerner's
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attempt to conceptually reproduce these processes, provides
us with a theory of modernization quite different from that
of Levy's.

The fact that apparently impressed Lerner most,
as he observed the break-up of villages and the movement to
towns, etc., was that this was another instance of a univer-
sal process that had first occurred in Western Europe. '"The
Western model of modernization,' Lerner asserts, '"exhibits
certain components and sequences whose relevance is global."
(1966:46) He even goes further and makes the claim that
"the sequence of current events in the Middle East can be
understood, in some measure as a deliberate deformation of
the western model." (Ibid)

If indeed modernization everywhere exhibits ''certain
behavioral or institutional compulsions,' (Ibid:47) then it
follows that the experience of the West should be instruc-
tive for the Middle East. Working on this assumption,
Lerner turns his attention next to a close scrutiny of the
Western experience with the hope of isolating the factor
or factors that were crucial in bringing it successfully
to the state of modernity. Out of this search comes
Lerner's well-known factor of empathy, which is a faculty
of what he calls the "mobile personality'", a factor to be
discussed at a later point.

In discussing the social aspects of modernization,
Lerner defines it as 'the process of social change whereby

less developed societies acquire characteristics common to
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more developed societies." (1968a, 10:386) It is a
"secular trend unilateral in direction - from tradition to
participant lifeways" (1966:89). This definition bears
the notion of homogenization: that there is a process of
changing toward some recognizable set of characteristics,
of becoming more alike. Lerner goes on: ''Modernization
produces the societal enviromment in which rising output
per head is effectively incorporated. For effective in-
corporation, the heads that produce (and consume) rising
output must understand and accept the new rules of the game
deeply enough to improve their society' (1968a,10:387).
While Lerner does not specify the operations under which
this requisite change in attitude and productive behaviors
can be observed, he does delimit the subject with mentioning
that modernization is not just increased output per head.
In another place, he refers only to the similarity of the
role modernization plays in development to that of earlier
"Europeanization', '"Americanization', and ''"Westernization",
and notes that whatever its source, ''modernization poses
the same basic challenge - infusion of a rationalist and
positivist spirit." (Lerner, 1966:45)

In the Passing of Traditional Society, Lerner

offered what was to become a classic model of the modern-

ization process. The 'secular evolution of a participant

society,'" according to Lerner, unfolds according to a regular
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sequence of phases, beginning with urbanization,9 proceed-
ing through literacy and mass communication, and extending
to political participation. The growth of modern cities,
he argues, is imperative for the evolution of modern in-
dustrial societies because only in cities have there
developed the complex skills and resources that character-
ize the modern industrial economy as we know it today.
Then, "within this urban matrix develop both of the attri-
butes which distinguish the next two phases - literacy and
media growth." (Lerner, 1966:60)10

9Lately, Lerner has made several changes in his model
which are not taken into account in this review because they
have not been available. In an interview (1977) he revealed
a shift of his concern with "empathy" and 'psychic mobility",
as the key psychological requirements of modernization, to
the notion of "ambivalence'" - reflecting a worldwide ''growth
weariness" as well as signs of discontent in developing
countries with some aspects of development policies. He no
longer considers urbanization as the number one step. In
fact he would start with literacy and media exposure and
then move towards political participation. Furthermore, he
no longer calls the whole process ''modernization', but rather
"change" or 'prospensity to change'. (Lerner, 1977)

lolt is interesting to know that one of the conditions
for modernization, according to Marx, is the existence of an
individually oriented urban '"burgher'" culture. It is not
urbanization as such, but the creation of autonomous, self-
governing corporations with their individualistic ethics
which seems to Marx the necessary prerequisite for the
emergence of '"civil society'" and thus of modernization. The
absence of such urban 'burgher' culture would thus vitiate
modernization even under otherwise extremely favorable con-
ditions. Marx uses Portugal as an example. He discusses
that despite the fact that Portugal was the recipient of
vast economic resources in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries, modernization and industrialization did not occur
there because there was no urban-based ''civil society"
(Avineri, 1969b).
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Literacy, according to Lerner, provides reading
skills and a consequent exposure to print mass media and
the new ideas which the media carries. The literate
peasant is able to store and retrieve technical and inno-
vative information for delayed use. Literacy promotes
growth of mental abilities helpful for modernization; mani-
pulation of symbols, abstraction, empathizing with strange
roles, and restructuring reality. In other words, literacy
creates ''psychic mobility'". It contributes to mass media
which in turn accelerates literacy. And out of the inter-
action of literacy and mass media develop institutions of
participation which underlie the modern society. Such
participation welds individual to the larger notion in
terms of interest and psychological commitment.

" Lerner uses a variety of variables both as indices
and agents of modernization. Among these variables are:
literacy, mass media exposure, urban contact, empathy, and
political participation. He regards empathy as the crucial
variable intervening between mass media exposure and
modernization. Lerner considered it to be one of the most
important hallmarks of human being's capacity to modernize.
Empathy is a shorthand term for "introjection', the ability
to attribute to self the desirable attributes of others, and
"projection", the ability to assign to other objects the
preferred attributes of self. Empathy "is the capacity to

see oneself in the other fellow's situation'. (Lerner, 1966:50)
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- For Lerner, high empathy characterizes modern
society with its urbanization, industrialization, literacy,
and participation. 'In modern society, more individuals
exhibit higher empathic capacity than in any previous
society" (Ibid:51). Lerner's concept of empathy is an
example of a social psychological approach to role prolifera-
tion (Friedland, 1969), which refers to the abilities of
individuals to see themselves in the roles of others. It
is, in a word, the capacity to '"take the role of the other"
or even conceive of the role of the other. From this pers-
pective, traditional persons are unable to handle questions
such as what they would do if they were the ruler of Turkey.
Such questions are rejected out of hand by the traditional-
ists since they find such a role inconceivable. They are
unable to project the possibility of occupying a role, let
alone conceive of the behaviors implicit as the role.

Having reached this point, the question we must now ¢
ask ourselves is, why is empathy so important for Lerner?
What crucial function does it fulfill? This important .
function becomes apparent when consideration is given to
the fact that the primary defining characteristic of modern
society for Lerner is that it is a participatory society:
members participate in a consumer economy, in public forums
and in a representative polity. These all require that
the participants are able to understand and assess the
various positions, i.e. have opinions about them and are

able to make choices - abilities that all rest upon empathy.



66
Consequently, empathy becomes a crucial factor in the
functioning of a modern participatory society.

The primary contributions of sociology towards a
theory of modernization of Europe, for Lerner, turns on
the increasing empathy brought about of mobility and ex-
posure to mass media. However, it is when Lerner withdraws
his theory from this historical context, in order to apply
it to the new nations, that it takes on the narrower forms
that have come to characterize theories of contemporary
development and modernization. To see this in a purer form,
one must go to Lerner's later work.

In his essay, "Towards a Communication Theory of
Modernization'" (1968b), Lerner's outlook is somehow less
optimistic, reflecting the impact of some of the failures
of the 50's and early 60's. Despite the many theoretical
casualities of these years, Lerner thinks that he has
weathered the storm. Thus the modernization process every-
where is still presented as starting with mobility and the
production of the mobile personality. It continues with
the emergence of the mass media, the stage that the develop-
ing countries have just reached. However, in these coun-
tries, the exposure to other ways of life which this stage
has brought, very quickly raises the aspirations of the
people to the point where it greatly outdistances their
achievements. This in turn results in '"the new revolution
of rising frustrations." This imbalance (brought about by

the mass media), Lerner sees as the major problem facing
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the developing countries, and presents his theory as a
solution.
< Lerner asks, ''"What, in short, are the social in-
stitutions that affect the level of aspiration, the level
of achievement and the ratio between them?" (1968a:139)
He suggests that there are six: the economy, the police,
the family, the community, the school, and the media.
"About the first five,'" he suggests,''we can be very brief."
(Ibid) The mass media, however, 'are a major instrument of
social change." (Ibid:140) Lerner insists that "moderniza-
tion - conceived as the maximization of satisfaction - can
succeed . . . if and only if, a clarifying communication
theory and practice are activated.'" (Ibid)

As said earlier, the central problem is one reducing
the imbalance between aspiration and achievement. For this,
Lerner tells us, we are going to need more than disequilibria
and balanced growth theories. Higher incomes, he observes,
do not necessarily lead to commensurate increases in saving
and investment. This coupling of higher income with both
higher consumption and investment '"is likely to occur only
in a society where effort is associated with reward. N
(Ibid:151) This association of effort with reward, he
believes, is a communication process. ''People',he says,
"must learn to make this association in their daily lives -
linking what they see with what they hear, what they want
with what they do, what they do with what they get.'" (Ibid)
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The mass media then through their ability to restructure
associations, are the crucial instruments for reducing
this imbalance and opening once again the road to modern-
ity.

To get the modernization process going, Lerner
suggests that govermments, or those in control, begin with
"new public communications - the diffusion of new ideas
and new information which will stimulate people to want to
behave in new ways.'" (Ibid:152) This new socialization
would bring with it new interests and new needs. These
must be articulated and presented to government through
recruitment from among the newly socialized. These artic-
ulated interests must then become concerns for public action
which hopefully will address the expressed needs. Thus, it
is their ability to initiate this process that gives the
media their importance in Lerner's view of contemporary
modernization. This has led one of Lerner's followers to
the extreme suggestion, that "one of the cheapest ways to
compel a country to strive for modernization would be to
blanket it with subsidized cheap television sets and then to

permit commercial telecasting." (Pool, 1963:288)

David C. McClelland:

The most vigorous and empirically founded viewpoint
in effecting modernization theory is that of McClelland
* (1961). His study, The Achieving Society, traces its

theoretical origins to Weber's theory of the Protestant
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ethic, and its empirical base to the author's efforts to
devise quantitative measures of human motives. McClelland's
central thesis is that the relationship between the
Calvanistic ethic and the spirit of capitalism is mediated
by the achievement motive. His basic position is so well
known that it only needs a brief summarization. Its essence
is as follows: A psychological characteristic, technically
called 'need for achievement' (abbreviated nAch), is the pre-
disposing factor which culminates in economic development
whether modern or historical. Need for achievement is
regarded by McClelland and by those in the tradition he has
established by experimentation and dissemination, as 'compe-
tition with a standard of excellence" (McClelland et al.,
1953:78-9, 110-11), where the individual is personally in-
volved with or emotionally oriented to excelling. He de-
fines achievement motivation as 'the desire to do well, not
so much for the sake of social recognition or prestige, but
to attain an inner feeling of accomplishment.'" (1966b:76)

McClelland's motivational theory is, indeed, a
theory of entrepreneurship. He believes that the most
important single causative factor in the rise of entre-
preneurships which in turn leads to modernization of a
country, is the prevalence among a people of a psychological
drive which he called need for achievement. In his own
words: ''Civilization, at least in its economic aspects, is
neither adaptation nor sublimation; it is a positive cre-

ation by a people made dynamic by a high level of
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n-achievement." (1966c:100) Therefore, for him achievement
motivation is the basic personality characteristic which
sheds light on the rise and fall of nations. Economic
development begins when people become achievement-oriented,
as such people show their creative talents in business
entrepreneurship. As he puts it: '"a society with a
generally high level of Achievement will produce more ener-
getic entrepreneurs who, in turn, produce more rapid
economic development.' (196:205) It has been shown that
these countries that had higher levels of achievement moti-
vation, as measured in the current children's stories both
in 1925 and 1950, showed a faster rate of economic develop-
ment (this included both a capitalist country, U.S., and a
socialist country, Poland) than the countries which had
lower levels of achievement motivation. It has also been
shown that in earlier societies, economic activities in
nation increased level of achievement motivation, as re-
flected in literature, architecture, etc. (Ibid:Chap. 4)

McClelland has devised a method of measuring n-
achievement quantitatively by assigning scores to imagina-
tive productions, along the same principles followed in the
analysis of psychological needs through the thematic
apperception technique. He has shown from his various
investigations that quantitatively variations in this
psychological drive are invariably associated with similar
variations in the rates of economic growth of ancient civil-

ization and modern or present-day societies.
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From this perspective, individual modernity has
been defined as a complex personality syndrome embracing
a wide gamut of psychological orientations and ways of
acting which are related to the functioning of the modern
industrial society. "High-achieving mystics'" are to be
found among the business-oriented types, while '"low-
achieving traditionalists' are to be found in peasant sec-
tors (McClelland, 1961). The traditional individual is
supposed to rank low on the scale of achievement, she/he is
short of ambition to rise and succeed. This contributes
to his/her poverty as well as the backwardness of his/her
society. Modernizing such an individual needs a "mental

virus" of some sort existing in his/her mind.

Everett Hagen:

Along the same line, Hagen, as an economist, is an-
other major advocate of the central role played by psycho-

logical factors. In his work, On the Theory of Social

Change,Hagen begins by pointing out the inadequacies of
classic economic explanations for lack of growth, such as
low income and inadequate saving, inadequate markets, the
need for big "lumps' of capital because steel mills do not
come in all sizes, etc. Basically, he asks why such
barriers did not prevent economic growth in the countries
where it first occurred. For him, the problem is to explain
what accounts for technological and entrepreneurial innova-

tion in those cases. Why did some people surmount the
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economic barriers which have always everywhere to some ex-
tent existed? The answer appears to lie in psychology--in
the personality structure of the innovators.

He believes that modernization takes place as a
result of the emergence of innovative personalities. He
emphasizes a social event, '"withdrawal of status respect,'
as the initial impetus for the eventual development of
innovative persons who, when they appear, may channel
their energies into either economic or non-economic arenas,
such as religion or political ones, depending on the avail-
ability of models and permissive or facilitative social
structural factors. However, it is a very complex inter-
generational succession of psychological events that
assertedly leads individuals whose forebears endured the
loss of status respect to emerge as innovational, striving,
achievement-oriented personalities.

The major causes of change are the social and psycho-
logical ones of perception of loss of status, weakening of
the father's position and authority, expansive effects on
the child of a warm, loving mother, and the influence of a
role model. When womenfolk of a social strata which has
fallen from its earlier high social status begin to rear
their male children with love, understanding and ambitions,
they help to nurture a new breed of innovative individuals
who put their backward societies on the path of progress

and prosperity. The absence of such individuals in an
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underdeveloped country Hagen attributes to its child-rearing
practices, which produce authoritarian personalities who
then perpetuate a rigid social stratification system.
Hagen describes the "authoritarian' personality type to be
more prevalent in peasant economies and the ''creative out-
sider" found in advanced industrial economies.

For the '"explanation' underlying these changes in
personality and social structure, Hagen relies on a general-
ly psychodynamic orientation, mainly derivative from Freud,
turning on the production, repression, transformation and
reduction of unconscious rage. Therefore, economic develop-
ment is brought about by individuals who, belonging to the
socially disadvantaged groups for generations, rebel
against this lack or loss of social status and become the
society's innovators. Hagen supports his thesis with many
examples. In Colombia a high proportion of the indigenous
businesses have been founded by individuals from one province
- Antiagmia. This province has few economic advantages
though, as a coffee-producing area, the accumulation of
capital was facilitated. Antioguians were, however, rated
higher in need-achievement than other Colombians. Hagen
suggests possible causes: the Basque origin of the people,
the early importance of mining which resulted in the cre-
ation of non-family enterprises, and most significantly for
him, the feeling of social rejection and status deprivation

relative to the rest of the country.
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Everett M. Rogers:

Rogers has offered his middle range theory of
modernization, as he himself calls it, in his book called

Modernization Among Peasants: The Impact of Communication.

He conceptualizes the term modernization as ''the process by
which individuals change from a traditional way of life to

a more complex, technologically advanced, rapidly changing
style of life." (Rogers, 1969:14) Modernization here

refers to a continuous process of change from one state of
affairs to another, from a traditional way of life to a
non-traditional and rapidly changing style of life which
conforms to group patterns and expectations. Rogers further
points out what he considers to be several of the misconcep-
tions about modernization: (1) Modernization is not neces-
sarily synonymous with "Europeanization' or "Westernization".
Modernization is a synthesis of old and new ways and varies
in different environments. (2) Modernization is not neces-
sarily '"good". It brings a mix of constructive and des-
tructive effects depending on the situation and on the pers-
pective of the observer. (3) "The process is not unidimen-
sional and therefore, cannot be measured by a single cri-

terion or index." Such variables as level of living,
aspirations, literacy, education, political participation,
cosmopoliteness, and more, are involved in the modernization
process (Rogers, 1969:14-15).

+ Rogers views modernization basically in terms of

communication. It is seen in terms of a transfer of modern
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ideas and values from outside sources to the peasant commun-
ity. He mentions that "modernization at the individual
level corresponds to development at societal level." (Ibid)
But as the approach is explicitly soc¢ial psychological, the
main focus of analysis is not the social rather the person-
ality system; the main emphasis is not on society's in-
stitutionalized norms but on their internalization or simply
their reflection in the attitudes of individual peasants.

Peasant communities are characterized by mutual
distrust, suspicion, and evasiveness in interpersonal rela-
tions. Peasants tend to believe in the notion of limited
good, i.e., that all desirables in life are in fixed supply.
They think that one person's gain is another person's loss.
Peasants are familistic and fatalistic. They subordinate
their individual goals to those of the family. They are
fatalistic in the sense that they perceive a lack of ability
to control their future. They generally lack innovative-
ness and have unfavorable attitude towards change. They
lack deferred gratification, the postponement of immediate
satisfaction in anticipation of the future rewards. They
are localistic in geographic mobility and in their exposure
to mass media and have a limited time perspective. They
relatively have low level of empathy (Rogers, 1969:40).
' Rogers' work is really a variant of the functional-
ist perspective. Rogers employs nine independent variables

in the study of modernization process among the Columbian
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* peasants that describe a ''subculture of peasantry'" (1969:
24-38): literacy, mass media exposure, cosmopoliteness

(the degree to which the individual is oriented outside
his/her local community), empathy, achievement motivation,
fatalism, innovativeness, political knowledge and educa-
tional aspirations (Ibid:49-56). Once these basic dimen-
sions of the modernization process are identified, the main
problem is to find out how they interrelate in the process
of social change. This is mainly done through correlation
analysis. For example, by processing the interview data,
it was found out that in Columbia and India literacy was
positively correlated with cosmopoliteness, political know-
ledge, innovativeness, empathy, etc. (1969:80-92). He sum-
marizes the relation education bears to modernization (1969:
70££). Literacy, he argues, provides reading skills and a
consequent exposure to print mass media and the new ideas

which the media carry.

Alex Inkeles and Dick Horton Smith:

Another approach with a strongly psychological
emphasis is that of Inkeles and Smith. Smith and Inkeles
suggest that modernization refers to two different objects:

As used to describe a society, '"modern'" generally
means a nation state characterized by a complex
of traits including urbanization, high level of
education, industrialization, excessive mechaniza-
tion, high rates of social mobility and the like.
When applied to individuals, it refers to a set of
attitudes, values, and ways of feeling and acting,
presumably of the sort either generated by or
required for effective participation in a modern
society. (1966:353)
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They have surveyed the literature on development,
and composed a finite set of some 120 attitude items that
they regard as representative of the analysts' view (Smith
and Inkeles, 1966; Inkeles, 1966). They find that these
items can be divided roughly into thirty-three content
areas or themes, such as aspirations concerning occupation
and education, perception and valuation of change, valu-
ation of mass media, valuation of technical skills, effic-
acy of hard work, obligations to extended kin, and the like.
These items taken all together provide an empirical defini-
tion of what they call '"socio-psychological individual
modernity."

11 conceives of

Inkeles, writing with Holsinger,
individual modernity as '"'a complex set of interrelated
activities, values, and behaviors fitting a theoretically
derived model of the modern man, at least as he may appear
among the common men in developing countries'" (In Inkeles,
1973:163). Individual modernity, as is explained by Inkeles,
is a configuration of values, attitudes, and behaviors
characterized by individual autonomy and rational decision-

making. Autonomy is the individual's perception of his/her

ability to participate successfully in a variety of social

lllt should be noted that although Smith and
Inkeles have collaborated frequently, each has some works
written independently.
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systems. Rational decision-making is typified by a purpo-
sive consideration of alternative solutions.

In a recent work, Becoming Modern: Individual

Change in Six Developing Countries, Inkeles and Smith (1974)

have presented the results of their study in six under-
developed countries, which have appeared piecemeal in a
series of papers over the last ten years or so. This study
contains a full-length report of results from a very large
study undertaken in Chile, Argentina, India, Bangladesh,
Nigeria and Israel. They present an account of the construc-
tion of the various variants of the OM (Overall Modernity)
scale, the central "instrument'" of Inkeles and Smith's
research project.

They deal with the influence of a related set of
institutions on individual modernity. These institutions
are: schools, mass media, factories, agricultural coopera-
tive organizations, settings of nonindustrial employment in
urban settings, and traditional rural institutions. They
demonstrate a substantial association between OM Scale
scores and such modernizing experiences as higher parental
educational levels, more formal education, more mass media
exposure, higher living standards, and more urban and indus-
trial experience. Their measure of individual modernity,
the OM 8cale, yields strong or robust correlations with
education in all those countries. Schools in each of six

developing countries, flawed as they were, had a substantial



79
effect on the pupils exposed to their influence. Their
students not only learned reading, writing and figuring,
but also learned values, attitudes and ways of behaving
highly relevant to their personal development and to the
future of their countries. Those who had been in school
longer were not only better informed and verbally more
fluent, but also had a different sense of time, and a
stronger sense of personal and social efficacy; partici-
pated more actively in communal affairs; were more open to
new ideas, new experiences, and new people; interacted
differently with others, and showed more concern for sub-
ordinates and minorities (Inkeles, 1973).

Inkeles believes that as industrialization occurs
on a worldwide scale a kind of global melting-pot effect
occurs and a common industrial man/woman emerges (Inkeles,
1960). Thus, individuals who live in industrial societies,
having basically similar characteristics, are much the same
wherever they live. The argument is much like Doob's (1960),
i.e. similar environmental conditions produce ''reasonably
similar" people. Inkeles and Smith observe: '"Attitudinal
modernity may be defined as a set of attitudes, beliefs,
behaviors, etc., especially characterizing persons in high-
ly urbanized-highly industrialized, and highly educated
social settings." (Smith & Inkeles, 1966:353) After further
analysis of the relationships of the scales to criterion
variables, Smith and Inkeles suggest the further conclusion

that "men everywhere have the same structural mechanisms
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underlying their psychic functioning, despite the enormous
variability of the culture content which they embody (Ibid:
377). (Emphasis is mine)

Robert Bellah:

Operating somewhat on the systemic level other
authors have arrived at conclusions congruent with the in-
dividualistic premise and emphasizing normative systems.
Taking off on the Weberian thesis, Bellah (1957) has analyzed
the long term effect of different value systems on the
developmental process.

Bellah's writings furnish perhaps the most explicit
example of the '"maturation'" approach. His major works on

modernization include Religion and Progress in Modern Asia,

and Tobugawa Religion. Bellah regards modernization as an

increasing ability to '"learn to learn'" (1965). He accepts
the provisional definition of modernization from Cyril Black
as the "increase in capacity of a soeial system to process
information from within and without it and respond appro-
priately." (Bellah, 1965:170) Bellah is insistant in the
ethical neutrality of his concept of modernization. True,
he equates it with '"progress'" but he is at pains to separate
the analysis of specific conditions of continuous self-
development from the purely ideological notion of a 'better"
future. On the contrary, he concedes that preservation of
traditional values and structures is more adapted in many
cases for the Asian countries whose ''progress'' he is con-

sidering. In other words, a modernizing leader or society
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should aim to strike a balance between structural change
and continuity, between maintenance of social identity
and the capacity for growth (Bellah, 1957 and 1965).

Bellah contrasts the value systems of traditional
and modern societies. Traditional values are predominantly
other-worldly. Innovation for its own sake is viewed with
horror and fear. The notion of continuous development is
absent. There is no attempt to bring the goals of indivi-
duals under rational scrutiny, or arrange them in some sort
of overall framework of calculation. In contrast, modern
systems extol exploration and the Promethean outlook. Ends
are subject to increasing rationalization, and the idea of
ceaseless change and improvement becomes the keystone of
every viable modern society. Modernizing a system means
endowing it with a more comprehensive and efficient network
of communications; and this in turn increases a system's
capacity for '"rational goal-setting'". Communities can now
choose their goals according to rational criteria, and not
merely as before their means. In a modern society, men/
women act and choose wmmsdiomsly from a vastly increased
range of alternatives; in traditional-bound societies, not
only were the choices severely limited, but glorification
of the past and other worldliness deflected people from
attempting to apply the lessons of their social experience
to their communal arrangements (Smith, 1965). Moderniza-
tion is principally a matter of change in accepted values.

A traditional value system knows no such separation of
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values and norms. But in modern systems specific norms are
determined by the short term exigencies of the situation,
to allow the requisite flexibility in social, political and
economic life, without affecting the vital role of funda-
mental principles of social action which are determined by
religious values. Finally, as far as the sources of change
are concerned, Bellah's analysis relegates these to the
periphery of sociological concern. Bellah holds true to a
central tenet of equilibrium theory in locating the origins
of change in a system's response to changes in its environ-
ment. In this case, the changes are due to contact with an
already transformed west. Such a change can be carried out
by reformers. Reformers are the heralds of modernization;
they embody an adaptive flexibility to external stimuli
which assures their evolutionary superiority, whatever their

particular chances in a given setting (Bellah, 1958).

C. Stage Theories of Development: Rostowian Model

One of the ways that the concept of development has
become enlarged in the literature of economic development is
through the presentation of the process of new capital form-
ation as a series of stages. The simple initial-terminal
state image yields to the image of a series of successive
states.

The tendency here has been to turn to economic his-

tory to identify the stages characteristic of developing
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nations. A number of scholars have wrestled with the prob-
lem of defining stages of industrial and economic develop-

ment. Perhaps one of the best known efforts is The Stages

of Economic Growth: A Non-Communist Manifesto, that of Walt

W. Rostow, who has identified five stages of economic
growth (Rostow, 1960).12 Clark is another example of stage
theorists. Clark represents the historical progression to
higher levels of productivity as an emergence through 'pri-
mary, secondary, and tertiary' stages representing a movement
from agriculture and other natural resource-oriented activ-
ities, through processing activities like manufacturing, to
an emphasis upon human services (Clark, 1940).

Over against Marx's scheme of social development -
feudalism, bourgeois capitalism, socialism and communism -
Rostow sets his stages of economic growth: the traditional
setting, preconditions for ''take-off', the take-off itself,
the thrust towards maturity, and the stage of high mass
consumption. Basically, the Rostowian scheme is an exten-
sion of the traditional concepts of capital formation. He
is concerned with the displacement of a traditional society

to a level of modern mass consumption. However, he realizes

120rganski (1965), drawing from the work of Rostow,
seeks to find the political prerequisites for the solution of
the problems that occur at each of the economic stages of
growth. He concludes essentially four stages: political
unification, industrialization, national welfare, and abund-
ance. Black (1966) also has a stage approach to moderniza-
tion which mainly differs from the Rostowian framework.
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that the transition from one to the other is the result of
a set of sequences that must be specified for the capital
formation model to prove useful to the planning process,
hence his concern with outlining stages. In addition to
the basic concepts of capital formation, he incorporates
a number of other concepts including the Clarkian indus-
trial stage sequences, the economic base multiplier, and a
broader concept of psychological motivation. He introduces
the notion that there are critical thresholds in the rate
of capital accumulation.

Moreover, Rostow, undertaking to correct the '"one-
sided" Marxist approach to the theory of economic develop-
ment, enumerates six basic factors of development operating
independently of the social structure. These factors, in
his view, consist of six fundamental propensities of the
human being: the propensity (1) for developing the sciences;
(2) for applying the sciences for economic purposes; (3) for
the spread of technical innovations; (4) for material pro-
gress; (5) for consumption; (6) for procreation (Rostow,
1953:11).

Rostow's antithesis to Marx's dialectical material-
ism is that the behavior of societies is not uniquely
determined by economic considerations but that the policy
of nations and the total performance of societies represent
acts of balance between cultural, social, and political
forces which have their own authentic, independent impact

on the performance of societies, including their economic
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performance. He further elaborates on this:

On this view it matters greatly how societies

go about making their choices and balances.

Specifically, it follows that the central

phenomenon of the world of post-traditional

societies is not the economy - and whether it

is capitalist or not - it is the total proce-

dure by which choices are made. The stages-

of-growth would reject as inaccurate Marx's

powerful but over-simplified assumption that

a society's decisions are simply a function

of who owns property. (Rostow, 1960:150)
Rostow's stage theory is not only an attempt to introduce
noneconomic factors into the analysis of economic develop-
ment but it is also coneidered by Rostow himself to con-
stitute "a more general, if still highly partial, theory
about modern history as a whole.'" (Ibid:1l)

The traditional setting is characterized by limited
potential for productivity; science, technology, and atti-
tudes that prevail in the society all function to put a
ceiling on development. Furthermore, agriculture is pre-
dominant but not highly productive, little capital is avail-
able, few people have any savings, and illiteracy is common.
In other words, the traditional stage is characterized by
complete stagnation of productive forces.

In the second stage, conditions necessary for
industrialization begin to take shape. The people become
convinced that economic progress is possible and that it
will bring them numerous desirable benefits. Certain

changes in the economic structure begin, such as the form-

ation of banks. The content of education shifts so as to
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prepare people for the coming economic change and to equip
them to participate in it. And most importantly, the
polity takes the form of a centralized authority for the
nation; it is difficult if not impossible, for the next
stage to be attained without a strong government. In a
nutshell, in this stage there appears in the society a
realization of the need for economic progress and there
arises a class of entrepreneurs in the purely capitalist
sense of the word. In Rostow's opinion, Ethiopia, Kenya,
Thailand, Cambodia, Afghanistan and Indonesia are at this
stage now.13

In the third, or take-off stage, rapid growth is
achieved through the application of modern industrial tech-
niques in a limited number of sectors of the economy. More-
over, this growth becomes self-sustaining. One necessary
condition for take-off to occur is the rise of the propor-
tion of net investment to national income to something over
10 percent, "definitely outstripping the likely population
pressure. . . and yielding a distinct rise in real output
per capita'" (Rostow, 1960:37). The noneconomic facets of
take-off include the social and political triumph of those
committed to modernization over those who tend either to

cleave to traditionalism or to pursue other goals. Mexico,

13It should be noted that these examples are based on
Rostow's views in 1960, a period when many of these countries
were gaining their political independence.
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Chile, India and the Philippines are at this stage.

The fourth stage, the drive to maturity, involves
the application of modern technology over the whole range
of the economy. In this way, new sectors may supplant
older ones as the driving mechanism that sustains growth.
In the United States, for example, railways, coal, irom,
and heavy engineering dominated the economy and sustained
its growth after the middle of the nineteenth century; then
steel, ships, chemicals, electricity, and varied manufac-
tured products served the same purpose. During this stage
about 10 to 20 percent of national income is invested. As
a rule of thumb, maturity is achieved somewhere around
sixty years after take-off in the developed nations. 'This
is the stage', writes Rostow, "in which an economy demon-
strates that it has the technological and entrepreneurial
skills to produce, not everything but anything, that is
chooses to produce." (1960:10) The Soviet Union, Japan,
and certain other countries are at present at this stage.

And finally, there is the fifth stage, the age of
high mass consumption, especially of durable goods, some-
thing resembling the celebrated '"welfare state." Actually,
once the stage of maturity has been reached and the commit-
ment made to extend technology into all spheres of life, or
number of directions are available. A society might focus
on welfare for its people, or expand consumption, or strive

for enhanced power in the international arena. The United
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States, according to Rostow, opted for the second of the
three in the 1920's. It was then that the movement to
suburbia began, the automobile was made available to the
masses of people, a proliferation of household gadgets
appeared on the market, and a number of other consumptions
- encouraging trends were started. At this stage are the
countries of Western Europe, Australia, and New Zealand,
Canada and the United States.

To finish the review of Rostow's work, it would
be interesting to mention his remarks on imperialism. He
explains the American imperialism of the turn of the
century as the consequence of 'a widespread mood"; he ex-
plains the imperialist trend to war as follows: '"it has
been a quite consistent feature of modern history for some
groups to look beyond their borders for new worlds to con-
quer, as their societies approached technical maturity'; he
explains the transition to the "age of high mass consump-
tion" by saying: ''the society as a whole becomes a little
bored with the miracle of industrialization.' (Rostow,1960:
72-75)

D. A Liberal View: Reinhard Bendix

As a liberal social scientist and a critic of the
neo-evolutionist-functionalist view, Bendix has offered an
alternative approach in studying modernization. The follow-

ing review is an attempt to depict his major postulate which
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starts out with a somewhat different set of assumptions from
neo-evolutionist approach.

Bendix points to the need for examining the develop-
mental processes, and the processes of modernization and
industrialization as well, from the viewpoint of factors of
timing and sequence. Because of these factors, he says,
these processes are unique in every case; modernization can-
not occur twice in the same way. We cannot expect the pre-
sent processes of modernization to be analogous to the past
ones, nor .can we expect that the industrialization which
usually accompanies modernization will have the same
effects in the countries now being modernized as it had in
the countries that were already industrialized some time ago.
(Bendix, 1970)

The history and diversity of social structures,
according to Bendix, lead to different paths of development,
even where technological change is identical. He cites
Thorstein Veblen as an illustration of a convergence theorist.
According to him, "Veblen modifies the Marxian contention
that the industrially more-developed country shows the less
developed country the image of its own future" (Bendix,
1964:6). Bendix further explains that in contrast to Marx,
who used England as the classic ground of the capitalist mode
of production, Veblen drew attention to the differences be-
tween England, Germany, and Japan. However, Veblen antici-

pates, in the long run, ''the transformation in habits of
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thought as an inevitable consequence of a people's adapta-
tion to modern technology' (Ibid:7). Implicit in this
approach, stresses Bendix, ''is the belief that societies
will resemble each other increasingly as they become fully
industrialized." (Ibid:8)

Bendix states that these views have little merit and
argues:

All countries other than England have been or

are developing in the sense that they adopt

from abroad an already developed technology

and various political institutions while retain-
in§ their indigenous social structure. .

Unless we assume that development once initiated
must run its course, we must accept the possibil-
ity that the tensions of the social structure in-
duced by a rapid adoption of foreign technology
and institutions can be enduring rather than
transitory features of a society. (Ibid:9)

In Bendix's opinion, a basic element in the definition
of modernization is that it pertains to the kind of social
changes which have occurred since the eighteenth century -
changes which have led to political or economic ''breakthroughs"
in some pioneering societies and which have subsequently
caused changes in follower societies. Thus Bendix tells us
that in the process of modernization there are always
"advanced model countries'" and "follower countries'. In his
opinion, when we speak of modernization, we usually mean the
processes of social change similar to those which originated
during the industrial revolution in England (1760-1830), and
the political revolution in France (1789-1794). These pro-

cesses transformed England and France into ''model" or 'pace



91
setter'" countries; they were the most highly developed
economically, socially, and politically. Other countries
strove to catch up with these two; using every ''shortcut"
they could think of, they were thus able to achieve the
level of the model country in a much shorter time. Because
of its industrial achievements, England served as a model
country for France. Previously, Holland and Sweden, due to
their highly developed cannon-making techniques, had served
as models for England (Bendix, 1970). In all these cases,
the follower country not only followed the experience of
the model country, but also used ''shortcuts' to catch up
with it. Modernization has always consisted of internal
changes in a country's economy and structure, but the internal
changes have always been consequences of striving to attain
the level of the model country.

s Bendix illustrates the interplay between modernity
and tradition by his comparative case study of Japan and
Germany. He initially discards the typical model of indus-
trialization of the eighteenth century England and France.
He postulates that this model is not useful for the under-
standing of other countries. According to him, this model
is one of indigenous development which is incompatible with
the experience of Germany, Russia, and Japan, where many
ideas, technological innovations, and political institutions
are either taken over from abroad or developed in conscious

reference to changes that have taken place abroad. Bendix
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characterizes this as '"symbiosis of tradition and modernity."
(1964:177) 1In his case study he identifies both similarities
and differences of the two countries and then sets forth the
peculiarities of Japanese and German development.

Japan and Germany are similar in the timing of rapid
political changes, in sharing a preference for monarchial
institutions, and in a tradition of bureaucratic government
controlled by a ruling oligarchy. However, Bendix emphasizes,
the dissimilarities are massive. Whereas Japanese medieval
history had no adverse effect upon cultural homogeneity,
Germany's exposure to outside forces throughout her history
facilitated cultural heterogeneity. The two countries also
differed in their initial political and economic posture.
Japan started industrialization from the isolated political
unity and agricultural economy, whereas Germany did from
political division with industrial entrepreneurship and
cultural exposure. Against this background, Bendix compares
three aspects of Japanese and German modernization: social
structure, political process, and the issue of consensus.

First, there was resistance to internal reforms in
Germany as contrasted with the initiation of such reforms
by the ruling groups in Japan. Secondly, Japan had greater
ability of managing the country's political transition in the
post-Meiji period than was the case in Germany after her
unification under Prussian leadership. Thirdly, in Japan

there was nationalist consensus uniting the people and their
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leaders whereas in Germany consensus of a comparable degree
was lacking.

The major focus in this comparison is on the poli-
tical management of development as decision-making in
social change. In all modernization processes, says Bendix,
the government plays a particularly important role, since it
initiates and stimulates modernization, obviously using
different methods in different situations. Moreover, the
greater the gap between the model and the follower country,
the stronger, the role played by government in the process.
The question is not of inevitability of change but of politi-
cal ideas and solutions. Bendix suggests that functionalist
thinking would interpret this differently. "It would con-
sider the rather sudden introduction of modern technology as
creating 'strains' or 'malintegration' in the established in-
stitutions of a society." (Ibid:208). Thus Bendix points
out: '"This assertion implies an earlier time when tensions
were absent, which is false, or when society functioned
'more smoothly'; which is vague, as long as scholars cannot
agree on a rank order of tensions or integration. The whole
approach overlooks the precarious balance of decision-making
and substitutes for it some concept of 'equilibrium'

attributed to society as a 'system'" (Ib:i.d:209).14

14Bendix is specifically criticizing the structural-
functionalist formulation of industrialism. He does not deny
the historical fact that modern technology created ''strains'
and 'tensions' in the established institutions' both in Germany
and Japan. However, his contention that this assertion implies
a previous absence of tensions is hardly correct.
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Bendix asserts that "once we recognize that a given
admixture of tradition and modernity may be both enduring
and affected by 'political management', we will give less
weight to the 'malintegration' which impedes that strain of
consistency and that we will also 'rely less exclusively on
structural explanations of development'" (Ibid:210). For
"the most drastic social and political change of both coun-
tries (i.e., Germany and Japan) has not occurred as a result
of that slow adaptation to the matter-of-fact outlook of
modern technology which Veblen extrapolated from the English
experience. In both countries, the mainstays of social and
political tradition in the midst of modernity have been
destroyed by conquest, military occupation, and partition."
(Ibid)

It seems obvious that Bendix rejects the view that
tends to see social change as a directed or linear movement
from one form to another. The merit of his analysis largely
lies in the fact that he demonstrated in depth the empirical
inadequacy of the deterministic and evolutionary linear
thinking characteristic of the social sciences in the 19th

century tradition.

Summary and conclusion of chapter:

Modernization and development are terms that became
rather popular after the second world war. This familiarity
had a lot to do with the fact that they were being used to

refer to processes that had become the major concerns of the
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so-called new nations, nations which were then in the pro-
cess of freeing themselves from colonialism or other forms
of foreign domination. However, despite this current associ-
ation with these new nations, the original referents of these
terms were the profound changes in social organization and
social praxis that accompanied the industrial revolution in
Western Europe. The experience of these transformations
came to be represented in modernization theory by a contrast,
indexed in various ways, between tradition and modernity.

The modernization approach subsumes a wide range of
types of analysis based on such ideas as structural differ-
entiation, technological change, the traditional/modern
dichotomy, the rural-urban continuum, the sequences of develop-
ment, and the concepts of structural and cultural obstacles
or prerequisites to development. The principal assumptions
of modernization theory are (1) that modernization is a
total social process associated with (or subsuming) economic
development in terms of the preconditions, concomitants, and
consequences of the later; (2) that this process constitutes
a "universal pattern''. Obviously among various writers there
are differences of emphasis with respect to the meaning of
modernization, partly due to its relationship with - or
derivation from - that most contentious concept,''development."

Without doing undue violence to the differences be-
tween different modernization theorists, three common import-

ant factors for the sociology of modernization can be
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observed in their works: The first is that, from each, con-
cepts can be isolated that refer to what are generally
called traditional and modern societies. The second is a
tendency to assume an evolutionary movement from traditional
to modern societies. The third is the search for, or the
isolation of, an independent variable or variables that could
be considered as crucial for the emergence of modern society.

The experience of Europe is considered by moderniza-
tion theorists to be of universal significance. Therefore,
most of the theories of European modernization are retained.
First and most important is the retention of the dichotomy
between tradition and modernity. In this setting, however,
tradition and modernity exist side by side, giving rise to
notions of dual or plural societies in which the primary
goals are the transformation of traditional sectors into
modern ones. Thus, what in the European case was conceptual-
ized as two different phases in an evolutionary process, are
here conceptualized as two simultaneous moments.

Second, with these two polar points, social scien-
tists have continued their earlier search for independent
variables which, when manipulated, may be crucial in getting
a particular country moving from tradition to modernity.

Here again many of the variables suggested have been the ones
suggested by the classical sociologists or variables derived
from the specification of more complex concepts in their

works.
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Third and finally, as mentioned above, there is the
assumption of movement from tradition to modernity. In the
case of the new nations, however, this movement is not some-
thing that has already occurred and has to be explained, but
something that has to be brought about. Consequently, the
new theories are oriented towards the future and not the past
as in the European case.

For structural/technological theories of moderniza-
tion the dynamics of modernization process consist of mech-
anisms such as the introduction of a market economy, moneti-
zation, urbanization, industrialization, the spread of mass
communications and of literacy, and so on. These are sub-
sumed and related at the theoretical level in the differenti-
ation-integration model of social change.

Central among the characteristics of the social
psychological approach of modernization have been its concern
with the study of individuals rather than larger societal
units, and an emphasis on understanding the psychological
characteristics of individuals: attitudes, beliefs, predis-
positions, personality factors. These theorists argue that
the Third World countries have certain character traits or
social norms which prevent the pursuit of rapid development.

Another approach to the question of modernization and
development is the theory of the stages of economic growth,
suggested and applied by Walt W. Rostow. He distinguishes

five basic stages of economic growth: the traditional
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society, the situation establishing preconditions for the
take-off, the take-off, the drive to maturity, and the age
of high mass consumption. He discusses the conditions and
characteristics of each of these stages and various cases
of them.

As a liberal critic of the neo-evolutionist-function-
alist view, Bendix argues that traditional societies differ
in many ways from the older, western modern societies and
they do not necessarily develop in the direction of these
"older" societies. He looks at the question of moderniza-
tion from the viewpoint of factors of timing and sequence.
Modernization cannot occur twice in the same way. The his-
tory and diversity of social structures lead to different
paths of development, even where technological change is
identical. Bendix asserts that there is an ideological con-
tent to the concept of modernity. In this sense, 'leader"
nations set the stage for policies which '"follower'" nations
attempt to replicate.

All of these approaches have depicted traditional
society as a static one with little differentiation or speci-
alization, with a low level of urbanization and of literacy.
Modern society, on the other hand, is seen as a society with
a very high level of differentiation, urbanization, literacy
and exposure to mass media. In the political realm, tradi-
tional society has been depicted as based on a 'traditional"

elite ruling by virtue of some Mandate of Heaven, while
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modern society is based on wide participation of the masses
who do not accept any traditional legitimation of the
rulers and who hold these rulers accountable in terms of
secular values and efficiency. Above all, traditional
society has been conceived as bound by the cultural horizons
set by its tradition while modern society is culturally
dynamic, oriented to change and modernization. The differ-
ences between modern and traditional societies are analyzed
in terms of the '"pattern variables'", in which traditional
societies are conceived as characterized by the predominance
of particularistic, ascriptive, and diffuse orientations as
against the universalism, specificity, and achievement

orientations of modern society.



PART 1I
CRITIQUE AND ANALYSIS

CHAPTER III
CRITIQUE OF MODERNIZATION THEORIES

A. Critique of Structural/Technological Approach

The neo-evolutionist approach to modernization or
structural functionalism is the application of Parsons'
pattern variables and a diluted notion of Weberian rational-
ization to contemporary change. The functional neo-
evolutionist approach remains committed to a graduated
philosophy of change. It views social change from the
standpoint of the consensus and equilibrium model. The
sources of change are considered in terms of spontaneity
and creativity rather than in terms of social conflicts,
class divisions, and government planning and initiative.
These latter would pose a threat to an equilibrated society
and portend chaos, hence they are considered dysfunctional.
The functional integration and mutual dependence of roles,
institutions, and structures of the social whole are the
outcome of a functional balance of social forces. Any
massive planning for a rapid change may be an unwitting
step towards chaos, hence towards retrogression (Moore,

1963).
100
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Bellah, Parsons and others like Hoselitz, believe
that one can analyze the evolution of societies from a
"traditional" stage characterized by particularism, ascrip-
tion and functional diffuseness to a "modern" one dominated
by values of universalism, achievement and functional
specificity. They also tacitly impose the Western sequence
of value change into their analysis of non-Western evolution.
In particular, they argue that all societies are subject to
the pressures of maturation. Traditional societies, being
unable to adapt flexibly to the enviromment, are sooner or
later compelled to slough off their traditional aspects and
exchange these for '"rational' modes of relationship which
permit the required adaptation. Modernization then becomes
the process by which a transition from tradition to modern-
ity takes place (Hoselitz, 1960; Hoselitz and Moore, 1963).

Unfortunately, it is here, at the central point of
definition, that the maturation approach is flawed. When
Weber distinguished ''rational" from 'traditional" modes of
relationship and particularly authority, he was making a

typological, not a chronological, distinction. True, he

thought that recent changes tended to bring ''rational"
modes to the fore at the expense of traditional ones, but
his feeling for the uniqueness of cultural traditions like
the Western, prevented him from confusing classificatory
with evolutionary devices. The two modes of relationship
did not incorporate a causal explanation about how tradi-

tionalism was transformed into rationality and vice versa.
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Such an explanation had to be derived from historical cir-
cumstances external to the assumptions behind the classi-
fication itself (Weber, 1947:115-118). Modernization does
not constitute a "unilinear" demographic social, economic
or political process which leads up, even if haltingly or
intermittently, to some plateau whose basic contours -
whatever the differences in detail - are everywhere the
same.

Another problem is the vagueness surrounding the
concepts of flexibility and rationality. In many cases, the
"rational" is simply equated with the flexible or adaptable.
But in other instances the West sets the pattern and deter-
mines the meaning of rationality. This will be discussed in
more detail in Chapter V.

The functionalistic theories of modernization appear
especially from the point of view of critical theory, as
naturalistic and deterministic. They tend to see historical
sequences and trends as necessary patterns and project them
into the future. There is an alleged '"logic of industrial-
ization or modernization' that is seen as inevitable and as
the result of natural forces seen as a result of choices,
policies, strategies of concrete interest groups. In so far
as values and norms are considered, they are seen in rela-
tion to specific actors. One does not talk in a Durkheimian
manner about society's norms and values, but about the

values or ideologies of the bourgeoisie, the peasantry, etc.
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The concept of action and actor is not used in the restric-
tive and often reductionist way in which some symbolic
interactionists use it. It refers not simply to '"typical"
actors (the intellectual, the worker, etc.) but to collec-
tivities or groups (workers, intellectuals, peasants, etc.)
in so far as they actually or potentially are capable of
taking action, e.g. having goals, elaborating politics, etc.
In other words, to talk about an organization, a group or
any other collectivity as a whole in decision-making terms,
is not considered to be a reification.

In contrast,in the functionalist-neo-evolutionist
point of view actors disappear from the analysis, or at
least they are peripherally mentioned.15 The central stage

is here occupied by sets of institutionalized processes

15M’odernization school smacks of elitist tendencies.
It assumes that the process of modernization is, like so
many other processes of development of new institutional
structures, born or ''pushed" not only by the development
within a society of certain general structural characteris-
tics, but also by the activities of special 'charismatic
elites". This is evident in the work of Shils (1962), Kerr
(1960), Nettle and Robertson (1968), and others, although
the full implications of this assumption have not always
been made explicit by its upholders.

The term '"modernizing elite'" is a catchcall term
generally used to describe those who have come to view them-
selves as the heirs of the colonial government. The modern-
izing elites are not a distinct, cohesive social class; they
are criss-crossed by ethnic and regional affiliations, kin-
ship, age groups, and patron-client relationships. Yet, in
a sense, these elites do comprise a ruling class. The
developmental mentality is said to obtain primarily among
the elite high achievers (Kerr et al., 1968; Hagen 1962).
Eisenstadt sees these elites as mediating the Western impact,
and more generally as controlling the processes of differ-
entiation and the resultant crises (1964c).
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grouped together, not according to their relationship to

specific actors, but with reference to society's systematic

problems or functional requirements. (Parsons, 1951 and
1971; Eisenstadt, 1966; Bellah, 1957). Society in this
view, is not made up of concrete interrelated groups, e.g.
classes, but of roles and institutions. The process of
development is seen in terms of roles or institutional
differentiation. The question of who is behind such differ-
entiation, who profits or loses from such developments is
hardly posed. The problem is easily avoided by talking in
an anthropomorphic manner about the '"'system'" or '"society"
doing things, creating new ideas, solving rather than out-
comes of human efforts and social movements. Indigenous
processes of social change that had earlier brought about
new developments in the society, are lost in the conceptual-
ization process, while modernization itself becomes the
primary change agent. Some of the developmental trends in
the advanced countries are detrimental to global welfare
but no considerations are given to their ethical and politi-
cal controversiality. The latent ethical and political
functions of functionalism is a legitimation of established
power structures and welfare distributions on the global
and the national level (Dahlstrom, 1976).

As classifications of change, neo-evolutionary cate-
gories like differentiation and reintegration automatically

curtail the area of human agency to a marginal footnote.
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The individuals' understanding of their situation, their
evaluation of their dilemmas, becomes unidimensional, a
mechanical reflection of situational imperative which
overwhelms them. It is only when neo-evolutionists depart
from their framework and formulae and analyze the range of
responses to new situations that they concede a larger role
for certain groups or individuals in realizing changes
(Smith, A.D., 1976). The fundamental difference between
dependency paradigm and functionalist approach to develop-

ment is the place of collective actors or groups. In the

dependency perspective, actors, groups and quasi-groups,
i.e. social categories which, under certain conditions have
the potentiality of becoming concrete groups, are at the
center of the analysis. The social structure is basically
seen in terms of group relationships (dominance, exploita-
tion) and therefore development and underdevelopment, how-
ever described, is always problems, etc.

An excellent illustration of the functionalist
approach is Smelser's seven stage model of structural-
functional differentiation (Smelser, 1959). For instance in
stage one ''dissatisfactions' emerge with existing economic
arrangements and in subsequent stages certain ''ideas"
appear which, eventually, if and when specified and imple-
mented, resolve the dissatisfactions. During all this com-
Plex process one never knows who is dissatisfied, whose
ideas emerge or are implemented, who profits from the

solutions, etc. It is as if a Deus ex machina called
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"society" creates problems and then generates processes
which solve them (Mauzelis, 1972). What is particularly
missing in this approach is the conception of national
actors in international situations: Comparador and depend-
ent national bourgeoise. The actor in question is not the
nth part of a total society, but refers primarily to those
relating few actors in a particular society who in concert,
are placed not only to make a judgment of modernity, but
to reap the fruits of such a self-directed process as
modernization.

The disappearance of action and actors is not
necessarily wrong or a methodologically illegitimate exer-
cise in sociological research (Smith, 1973). 1In certain
ways, as Lockwood has shown (Lockwood, 1964), the attempt to
look at a social system not from the point of view of actors
but "impersonally', from the "outside' so to speak, is both
useful and unavoidable. However, such an approach, on its
own, can never give an adequate explanation of change. It
can never explain why society develops. It can point out
system contradictions or incompatibilities between institu-
tions. But in so far as actors are kept out, one can never
explain how such incompatibilities are resolved, changed or
maintained. One is inevitably limited to the level of des-
cription (Mauzelis, 1972; Smith, 1973; Tipps, 1973).

The equation of modernity with the pattern variables
of "achievement', "universalism" and '"functional specificity"

is also problematic. The distinction here is ideal typical,
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and as we will show later in the case of modernization

theorists it becomes ideological, and chronological. Many

roles in so-called "modern' societies are ascriptive,
especially as regards recruitment into the top and bottom
positions. Conversely, there is considerable role achieve-
ment at all levels in underdeveloped countries, just as
there are many universalist features in those societies and
equally much particularism in the practice of modern or
developed countries. For instance, particularism is wide-
spread in the working class in both Europe and the United
States (Frank, 1970). In this conncection, it is necessary
to distinguish between role ''recruitment" and the 'rewards"
that follow. Frank substantiates this point by reference

to the study of The Japanese Factory by Abegglen. Frank

writes:

. role recruitment in Japan is very much
based on achievement. . . . However, the
assignment of reward within the role, as
Abegglen argues, is highly ascriptive, being
based on such factors as age, family obliga-
tions, etc. The important distinction between
recruitment and reward (rarely made in discus-
sions of achievement or ascription) and
obvious differences between Japanese and American
practices in this respect would seem to explain
a large part of this disagreement on this matter.
For example, Bellah and Levy, who emphasize
Japan's achievement orientation as a cause of
its development, refer to role recruitment. On
the other hand, Abegglen, who emphasizes Japan's
ascriptive pattern is apparently thinking of
reward within roles. (Frank, 1970a:329)

As Frank has shown "much of what flies a universalist flag
in the United States' and the Third World countries is little
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more than the cover for morally offensive particularist
private interests (Ibid).

Most of the African societies, in fact, can best be
described as the colonial societies; and the defining
characteristics of these societies are such that when they
are compared with advanced ones, the outstanding contrast
is not that of particularism and diffuseness on the one hand
and universalism and specificity on the other. Rather, the
distinctive contrast is to be seen in the different rela-
tions of domination that are characteristic of the two types
of societies.

Universalism and particularism have existed side by
side in colonial societies with the latter often in the
service of the former. Totally colonized societies have
been too long and too far incorporated into the metropolitan
system for this classical contrast to be applicable. For
instance, from the beginning of the Spanish Conquest, Latin
America was incorporated into a world-wide mercantilist
system. This was true not only of Mexico and Peru (which
exported precious metals) but also of Brazil. Also, Furtado
(1964;1965) indicates that from the l6th century onward the
Brazilian economy was essentially capitalist, being based on
specialization and the division of labor (sugar), reliance
on foreign markets, and investments in slaves.

Functional oriented writings in modernization litera-

ture implicitly blame underdeveloped societies for their own
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backwardness and point to a path of progress marked by co-

operation with the developed West and incorporation of the
population into a market economy and Western style democratic
polity (Inkeles, 1969). While one has to assign blame for
underdevelopment to domination and control by foreign
capital interests, rather than to any intrinsic shortcoming
of these societies. The path to development lay in libera-
tion from exploitation by capitalist industrial societies
not in cooperation with their directives. The goals of
development should move increasingly away from imitation of
advanced Western models and toward the generation of autoch-
thonous solutions (Illich, 1969). The means to achieve such
goals deemphasizes consensual integration, so is focused by
functional approach, and focuses instead on the struggle
with an "antinational" bourgeoisie and a structure of
imperialist domination.

Generally, modernization theorists have either under-
estimated or ignored many important external sources of or
influence upon social change. Their analyses lack any
touch on the question of the colonial experience in the
Third World countries. Societies are conceived by them as
autonomous units which change according to internal forces.
They only make a room for some intersocietal exchanges and
consequent processes of diffusion. They totally fail to
look for significant variables such as the impact of war,
conquest, colonial domination, military invasion, economic

dependency, capitalist penetration and so forth. It is not



110
that imperialism does not exist, it does or rather it did:

Indeed, until recent decades hardly any
of the contacts between the members of the
relatively modernized societies and the
relatively non-modernized societies took
any other form. (Levy, 1966:11:744)

Therefore imperialism existed but it need not have been the
case. To focus on imperialism can only be a distraction,
since the "morals of imperialists are essentially irrelevant
to the problems faced by members of relatively nonmodernized
societies in contact with modernization.'" (Ibid:I1:125) The
extraordinary argument which Levy and others propose is that
what actually happened does not matter. Contact between the
West and the rest of the world took the form of conquest,
colonization, exploitation, massacre, and forced labor.

This is irrelevant, the Modernizationists say, because even
if contact had been entirely peaceful and egalitarian, the
non-Western countries would have collapsed anyway:

I do, however, assert flatly that except in the
sense that what is past and done is past and
done, this need not have been the case. The in-
vasion of the structures of relatively non-
modernized societies by the structures of the
relatively modernized societies via contact be-
tween the members of those societies would have
taken place with or without the excesses of
imperialism, that the structures of the relativ-
ely modernized societies would still have con-
stituted the sort of general social solvent they
constituted whether introduced by forceable or
peaceful means and that, regretably, an enormous
amount of human dissatisfaction, unrest, and
misery would have accompanied those invasions
had they occurred under the most benign, well-
intentioned of auspices. (Ibid,II:745

And further he concludes:
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Whatever one's judgment of how it was done,

even if one takes into consideration only the

point of view of the members of the relatively

modernized societies, it was bound to be done.

(Ibid)
Even Lerner (1966) who stresses the role of the Western
impact in modernization process, ignores the structural
? mechanisms of the interactions between societies. He looks
for this "impact' only in terms of its consequences for the
diffusion of particular cultural attributes. For instance,
he looks for the Iranian responses to newspapers and radio
programs, for their capacity for empathy of their familiar-
ity with city life, but he totally dismisses the foreign
intervention in that country exactly at the time he was
studying (1950-1953). Another example which can be mentioned
is the study conducted by Hagen (1962). He has attributed
economic growth to changing methods of toilet training.

As Huntington (1971) and a host of other critics
have mentioned the functional paradigm is too general and
abstract. It does not help to generate hypotheses about the
sources of variation among concrete territorial system. It
fails to direct its theoretical analysis to the past
origins, the present transformations, or the future pros-
pects of the existing soci<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>