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INTRODUCTION

Politics playsadefining roleinthe society. It not only laysthe foundation of our
socid lifebut also isthe building block of thecivil society. It performsthelegal and
adminigtrative functions of the society, protecting statesfrom complete anarchy.
Thistitle, Basic Principlesof Political Theory presentsacomprehensive study
of variouspolitical theoriesand their interpretation.

Unit 1 introduces the meaning of political theory, the classica tradition of
political theory and the science of politics. It also, delvesinto the concept of
behaviouralism and post-behaviouralism. Unit 2 analysestheroleof postivismin
political science condtituting thegpplication of Rationa ActorsModd, Public Choice
Approach, General System Theory and Structural Functionalism. Unit 3 explores
the different facetsof contemporary liberalism, including the perspectivesput forth
by John Rawlsand Robert Nozick. Unit 4 explainsthe Marxist gpproachto political
theory, congtituting of athorough evaluation of the mode of production and nature
of state.

Thisbook iswritten with the disgancelearning Sudent inmind. It ispresented
in a user-friendly format and a clear, lucid language. Each Unit contains an
Introduction and alist of Unit Objectivesto preparethe student with an overview
of thetext. At theend of each unit isalist of Key Termsand aSummary, to aid in
recollection. All unitscontain Questions and Exercisesand strategically placed
‘Check Your Progress’ questions so that the student can keep track of what they
havelearnt.

Introduction
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UNIT 1 DIFFERENT
INTERPRETATION OF
POLITICAL THEORY

Sructure

1.0 Introduction
1.1 Unit Objectives
1.2 Meaning of Political Theory
1.3 TheClassical Tradition of Political Theory
1.4 Science of Palitics-Positivismand Logical Positivism
14.1 Positivism
14.2 Logical Positivism or Neo-positivism
1.5 Behaviouralism and Post-behaviouralism
15.1 Behaviouralism
152 Pog-behaviourdism
1.6 Declineand Revival of Palitical Theory
1.7 Summary
1.8 Key Terms
1.9 Answersto ‘Check Your Progress
1.10 Questions and Exercises

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Inthisunit, you will be acquainted with the meaning of *theory’ and ‘ political theory’.
You will be made familiar with the concept of political theory and its different
interpretationswhere you will study about themeaning, nature and significance of palitical
theory. The unit also discusses the genesis, development and significance of classical
tradition of political theory. Therewill also be adiscussion on science of politicsand its
two variants positivism and logical positivism. Further, you will also learn about the
development of behaviouralism and post behaviouraism inthe contemporary political
discourse. Theunit will also deal withthe discourse onthedeclineor reviva of political
theory.

1.1 UNIT OBJECTIVES

After going through thisunit, you will be ableto:
¢ Definethemeaning, nature and significance of political theory
o Explainthedevelopment and contributions of classical traditionto palitica theory
¢ Discussthe politicsas ascientific subject and its variants
¢ Definethe behaviouraism and post behaviourdism
o Interpret the discourse on the decline or revival of political theory

Different Interpretation
of Political Theory

NOTES
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1.2 MEANING OF POLITICAL THEORY

Political theory is an interdisciplinary endeavour whose centre of gravity lies at the
humanities end of the happily still undisciplined discipline of the political science. Its
tradition, approaches, and stylesvary but thefeel is united by acommitment to theorise,

criticand diagnosethe norms, practices, and organisation of politica actioninthe past
and present, in our own places and elsewhere. The twentieth-century use of the terms
‘Philosophy’, ‘ Science’ and ‘ Theories’ isnot definitely settled. It could not be precise
becausetheinterrelation between philosophy, science and theory is one of thefundamental

problemsinthe present crisis of scientific thinking. Thisisnot to say that thereiscomplete
disagreement about the use of thethreeterms. Theterm ‘ theory’ had been derived from
the Greek word * theoria’ which means awell focussed mental look taken at something
inastate of contemplation with the intention to grasp or understand it. Karl Deutschin
his famous book The Nerves of Gover nment (1963) defines atheory as an attempt to
explain, order and relate digointed data, identifies what isrelevant and therefore points
out what is missing in any phenomenon predicted on the basis of observable facts.
‘Theory’ isaways used to designate attempts to explain phenomena, especially when
that isdoneingenerd and abstract terms. Thetheory may be' scientific’ or ‘ non scientific’

according to whether or not scientific rules are followed. In explaining phenomena, a
theory may refer to some genera ‘law’, inthe sense of ‘regularity’, or to several such
laws. Theselaws may have been discovered earlier, the theory may bereferring tothem
asknown. Thetheory may consist of the suggestion that some previoudly hidden genera

law explains the respective events. New theories often combine references to long-
established laws with the suggestion of some additional law. Therefore, a‘theory’ is
never a‘law’; it referstolaws and may suggest the existence of additional laws, but itis
not itself alaw. It may try to ‘explain’ alaw, of course; but if that is the intention the
theory must refer to some more general law. A law can never be deduced directly from
atheory; it can be deduced only from amoregenera law offered inatheory. Conversely,
a‘law’ isnot a‘theory’; it is, rather, a‘fact’ namely, the fact that certain constituent
facts or factors are aways associated or, in aless strict sense of the term ‘law’, that
they areassociated ‘asarule’ or ‘generaly’ . Theterm may be meant to refer toalegal,
moral, aesthetic, or procedural ‘ norm’. Thetheory impliesboth science and philosophy.
Thetheory not merely describe, it also discovers, determines, explains, framesand argues
over aphenomenon. Thereis also difference between theory and thought. Theory can
be termed asathought about thought and not entire thought itself. Theory isasodifferent
from hypothesis which lacks definiteness. Theory and philosophy are different in the
sensethat whilethe former talks about * something’, the latter talks about ‘ everything’.

The word theory is Greek; and in the Greek language it belongs to a short
vocabulary of fivewordswhichisworth considering, Thea: something seen, a‘ spectacle’,
anoccurrence; Theorein: tolook at, to observewhat isgoing on; Theoros: anintdligent
observer; onewho looks at what is going on, asks himsdlf questionsabout it and triesto
understand it; Theoria: the act or procedure of seeking to understand what isgoing on:
‘theorizing’; Theorema: what may emerge from ‘theorizing’, aconclusion reached by a
theoros; ‘ Anunderstanding’ of what isgoing on; a‘theorem’.

Theterm ‘theory’ should bereserved for collections of statements that propose
causal explanations of phenomenaand meet the following three criteria:

1. Most palitical scientistswould agreethat the statementsthat compose atheory
should beinternally consistent.



2. Political scientistswould also agree that theories should be logically complete
(i.e., the hypotheses deduced from the theory should follow logicaly fromthe
assumptions of thetheory).

3. Theywould agreethat the set of statements must havefalsitiableimplications.

Theterm*theory’ sandsfor asystematic knowledge. Thus' pdlitical theory’ denotes
asystematic knowledge of political phenomena. Political theory may be defined asthe
disciplinewhichamstoexplain, justify or criticize the disposition of power in society. It
ddineatesthe balance of power between states, groupsand individuals. ‘ Power’ isused
broadly here: even obedience is an aspect of power, for it connotes deliberate self-
restraint by citizenswho might otherwiseresist the government. Essentially, power lies
where there are resources (personal, economic, moral, ideological, etc.) and operates
through inducements as much asthrough threats and through the withholding aswell as
the deployment of resources. Sociologists often analyse power in terms of individual
interaction, asA’s capacity to get B to comply with her (A's) desires; political theory sets
these familiar, everyday machinations in a formal power structure. However, even
theorists observing the same phenomenamay conceptualizethe power structure differently
(whereliberals saw equality and social harmony, Marx saw conflict and oppression).
Different conclusionsresult: for example, aconstitutionalist who views politicsinterms
of institutions might consider that unions should not be paliticaly active, while someone
viewing politics as pressure group activity would think it inevitable that they should be.
Diverse conceptualizations of power therefore generate diverse palitical ideals and
problems.

Political theory isatheory about what is* political’. It can betermed as ascience
and philosophy of what is political. George H. Sabineinhis celebrated work AHistory
of Palitical Theory term it as anything about politics or relevant to palitics. Inanarrow
sense, heasocdledit * thedisciplined investigation of palitical problems’. Palitical theory
isnot only atheory of or about palitics; itisaso the science of palitics and the philosophy
of palitics. Bluhen inhis classic work Theories of Palitical System (1981) pointed out
that political theory standsfor an abstract model of the palitical order . . . . aguideto the
systematic collection and analysis of political data. Another political scientist Andrew
Hacker, in his famous book Political Theory: Philosophy, Ideology, Science (1961)
saysthat political theory isatheory, inideal terms, isdispassionate and disinterested. As
science, it will describepalitical redity without trying to passjudgement onwhat isbeing
depicted, either implicitly or explicitly. As philosophy, it will describe rules of conduct
whichwill securegood lifefor all of society. Political theory by natureisaformal, logical
and systematic analysis of processes and consequences of palitical activity. The method
of the palitical theory isanalytical, expository and explanatory. Broadly speaking, politica
theory is concerned with three types of statements:

1. empirica statement, whichisbased on observation, through sense-experience
done;

2. logical statement, whichis based on reasoning (e.g. two plustwoisfour); and

3. evaluative statement, whichis based on value-judgment (e.g. ‘menareborn

freeand equd’).

Sheldon Wolin in his famous book Politics and ision (1960) identifies three
contents of political theory:

(i) Itisaform of activity centring around the quest for competitive advantage
between groups, individualss, or societies;

Different Interpretation
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(i) Itisaform of activity conditioned by thefact that it occurs within asituation
of change and relative scarcity; and

(i) A formof activity inwhich the pursuits of advantage produce conseguences
of such magnitudethat they affect in asignificant way thewhole society or
asubstantid portion of it.

Oneof thetasksof political theory must beto dispel popular delusions of the kinds
just described and to expose midleading ideas. In this connection, it isrelevant to consider
briefly the other misleading ideaso often accorded final authority in palitical arguments,
human nature. Often, in debate, an insubstantial hypothesis about human nature is
invoked to refute atheory or ideology. How oftenisit argued that socialismisimpaossible
because people are greedy by nature? In common with other social science subjects,
political theory itself must make suppositions about people’s character or motivation, or,
at least, minimal assumptions about regularitiesin their behaviour. Thisis necessary for
aconsistent explanation of palitical life. But such assumptions, whether covert or explicit,
hypothetical or well grounded in fact, determine from the start which form atheory will
take.

Exponentsof ‘logica positivism’ arguethat eval uative satementshaveno empirical
contempt or logical structure. They are expression of subjective reflection or emotional
preference. Likewise, champions of scientific method for the study of politicsinsist ona
‘vaue-free or ‘value-neutral’ approach. Inany case, politica theory cannot be confined
to the so-called scientific knowledge. It is equally concerned with determining values
which comewithinthescope of philasophy. Theview that valuesarebased onindividua
or group preferences cannot be accepted. On the contrary values do have a sound
logical structure unlesswe mistakethem for biased statement. Determination of values
isthebasis of asound public palicy or decision. If werenouncethisresponsibility, it may
fall in irresponsible hands, with disaster consequences. Hence political theory must
comprehend both palitical scienceand palitica philosophy. Themagjor characteristics of
palitical theory arethefollowing:

(a) It is concerned with the arena of politics only. However it attempts to
understand paliticd inreationto social, psychologica, economic, mora and
ecological etc.

(b) Itsmethodsinclude description, explanation and investigation.

The objective of palitical theory isto build agood statein ahealthy society.

(c) Itisnot only descriptive but also explanatory.

(d) Itattemptstoexplain, evaluate and predict politica phenomena.

Theterm palitical theory is often confused with theterm like politica philosophy,
political ideology and political thought etc. It needs a proper understanding of these
related terms. Dwelling on the nature of political theory, George Catlin (Political
Quarterly, March 1957) significantly observed: ‘thetheory (of politics) itself isdivided
into politica scienceand political philosophy’. Politica science and palitical philosophy
play complementary rolein therealm of political theory. Significance of political theory
may therefore, be sought in both of these areas. The term palitical theory and political
philosophy are often used interchangeably, but thereisarecognizable difference between
thetheoretical work of politica scientistsand that of political philosophers. The palitical
theory helpsinthe control of social life. The knowledge of palitical science enablesusto
secure development of society from our human resources. Political theory also guides
us to find remedies of political instability and various types of socia crisis. Political
theory helpsin socid criticism and reconstruction. Various political paradigmsgiven by



politica philosopherslike Plato, Aristotle, St. Augustine, M achiavelli, Hobbes, Locke,
Rousseau, Hegel, Marx, Mill and M acpherson giveusampleinsightsinto thepossibleills
of social lifeand their remedies. We can draw our own scheme of social reconstruction
onthebasisof theseinsights. Thepalitical theory aso helpsinthe clarification of concepts.
The tradition of political theory encourages a dignified debate between upholders of
different points of view. It thereby encourages mutual respect and toleration. Political
philosophy provides genera answersto general questionsto concepts and theories such
asjustice, right, the distinction between is and ought and the larger issues of palitics.
Palitical philosophy isapart of normative palitical theory, for its attempt to establish the
inter-relationshi ps between the concepts. It would not bewrong to say that every palitical
philosopher isatheorist, though not every political theorist isapalitical philosopher.

Political thought can be termed as the thought of the whole community. The
writings and speeches of the articulate sections like professional paliticians, political
commentators, socia reformers and ordinary persons of acommunity canbeincluded in
this category. It can also beintheform of palitical treaties, scholarly articles, speeches,
government policies and decisions and poems and prose that expresses the anguish of
peoplethought istimebound. Inanutshell, palitical thought includes theory that attempts
to explain palitical behaviour, valuesto evaluateit and methodsto control it. Onthe other
hand, political theory refersto the speculations by asingleindividua usualy articulated
intreatise(s) as modes of explanations. It consists of theories of institutions, including
those of the state, of law, of representation, of election. Palitical theory relies on the
comparative and explanatory mode of enquiry. Political theory attemptsto explainthe
attitudes and actions arising from ordinary political life and to generdize about themina
particular context; thus political theory isconcerned about/ with the relationship between
concepts and circumstances. Political philosophy attemptsto resolve or to understand
conflicts between political theories which might appear equally acceptable in given
circumstances.

Palitica ideology isaso somewhat different from palitical theory. Itisasystematic
and all-embracing doctrine which attempts to give acomplete and universaly applicable
theory of human nature and society, with adetail programme of attaining it. John Locke
(1632—1704) has often been described asthefather of modernideologies. Marxismisa
classica exampleof anideology summed up inastatement that the purpose of philosophy
is to change and not merely interpreted the world. All political ideology is political
philosophy though thereverseisnat true. Thetwentieth century has seen many ideologies
likefascism, Nazism, communism and liberaism. A distinctivetrait of political ideology is
itsdogmatism which, unlike palitical philosophy, recruits and discourages critica appraisal
because of itsaim of redlizing the perfect society. Palitical ideology, according to Germino
and Sabineisanegation of palitical theory. Anideology isof recent origin, and under the
influence of paositivismisbased on subjective, unverifiable value preferences.

Broadly speaking, political theory consists of political science and political
philosophy. Thesetwo branches of palitical theory taken together perform threefunctions
which are recognized as the function of political theory: () description; (b) criticism;
and (c) reconstruction. Political science mainly relies on empirical method, that is, the
knowledge based on our practical experience which is supposed to the must reliable.
Hence it specializes in description. Political philosophy being concerned with value-
judgment specidisesin‘criticism’ and ‘ reconstruction’ . Advocates of positivism, new-
positivism (L ogical Positivism) and behavouralism wishto confine palitica theory tothe
sphere of political science. They argue that the question of value-judgment should be
dropped from the purview of political theory all together. However, since the advent of
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post-behaviouralism(1969) and consequent uponthereviva of palitical philasophy inthe
1970s and 1980s there has been arenewed emphasis on valuesin the realm of political
theory. Itisnow argued that value-judgment serves as an essential guideto socid palicy.
Indifference to value-judgment will leave society in the dark. The emerging concerns
withenvironmentalism, feminism, human rightsand socid justicefor the subatern groups,
etc has called for exploring the new horizons of value-judgment. Thus, all the functions
of political theory have now become very important and urgent in the present day world
wheremost of our problemsareassuming agloba dimensionsand there being recognised
asthe problems of humanity as such.

According to George H. Sabine every political theory could be scrutinized from
two points of view: as social philosophy, and as ideology. As ideology, theories were
psychological phenomena, precluding truth or falsity. Theorieswere beliefs, ‘eventsin
peoples mind and factors intheir conduct’ irrespective of their validity or verifiability.
Theories played aninfluential rolein history and therefore the task of ahistorian wasto
ascertain the extent to which the theories help in the shaping the course of history. A
theory had to be examined for its meaning, rather then for itsimpact on human actions,
viewed in this perspective a theory comprised two kind of propositions: factual and
moral. Sabinefocused on factua rather then moral statements, for the latter precluded
description of truth or falsity. George Sabine saysthe mora element characterized politica
theory whichwaswhy it was primarily amoral enterprise.

Political theory is a close relation of moral philosophy. Both are normative and
evaluative and, athough not all political values have moral origins (tradition, which
Burkevalued, and efficiency seem to be non-moral), they rely on moral language, since
avaueis something we would consider good, and would prefer to have more, rather
than less, of . Although anided such asdemocracy isprimarily political, it's supporting
values, freedom and equality, areaspervasiveinmora asin palitical philosophising. This
shared areaof concern and similarity of languageis appropriate, since both moral and
political philosophy attempt to definethe‘ Good Life’, thefirst onanindividua level, the
second for the community at large. Sotheimportation of moral termsinto political theory
is both permissible and necessary. Is there a necessary connection between political
theory andideology?Ideology, aswill beargued, iscrucia informing the political theorist’s
own view of theworld. It would be convenient if we could distinguish clearly between
ideology and theory—if we could label theory ‘ideological’ whenever values and
prescriptiveor persuasive elements arevisible. But many ideological influences affect
theory invisibly, pre-selecting which datathe theory will explain, and dictating its conceptual
vocabulary from the start. Likewise, muchtheory containsideological bias without having
ideology’sexpressam of persuasion. All political theory and theorizing is susceptibleto
greater or lesser ideological bias, and that a necessary task for commentatorsand students
istoidentify and evaluate that bias—and, of course, their own bias.

Poalitical theoryisanumbrelaterm. It comprehendsthe persuasive and normative
doctrines called ideologies; it also embraces the analytical activity known as political
philosophy, which stylesitself ‘ vaue-free’ . Rather than propounding grandiosetheses
about the nature of political society andthe’ Good Life’, thisexaminesthe units of which
political theory, including ideology, is composed, the concepts. Hence, itis sometimes
called ‘ conceptua analysis'. It has been held that its main endeavour isto ‘clear up
confusions’ whichresult from non-clarity or inconsistency inthe use of concepts such as
freedom and equality by providing aclear and coherent account of their proper use. This
activity often employsthe methods established by the school of philosophy called * linguistic
analysis', which flourished for several decades after World War |1 but has morerecently



been generally rejected astoo narrow and barren. A more normative and engaged kind
of philosophy is now favoured. The other task of political philosophy is said to be to
provide generally acceptable definitions of central political terms. These self-ascribed
functions also rest on the conviction that even value-laden concepts are capable of a
constant and definite meaning.

Political theory is a personal endeavour to understand and experience as the
present political reality and also to evolve amechanismin order to transcend the present
imperfect society leading to perfection and amore just order. Thisincludes astudy of
theevolution, nature, composition, need and purpose of the governmenta apparatus, and
also an understanding of human perception and nature, and its relationship with the
larger community. The golden age of political theory wasfrom Plato (428/27-347 B.C)
toHegd (1770-1831A.D). Pdlitical theory isthe one of the coreideaof political science.
Political theory as an academic disciplinewas emerged recently. Before its emergence
those engaged in enterprise were known as philosopher or scientists. Theterm political
science, political theory and political philosophy are not exactly identical and adistinction
can be made among them. This differentiation were emerged because of the rise of
modern science, that brought about agenera shift inintellectual perceptionswhere as
political science tries to provide plausible generalisation and laws about politics and
politica behaviour, political theory reflects upon political phenomenaand actud political
behaviour by subjecting them to philosophical or ethica criteria It considersthequestion
of the best political order, whichisthe part of alarger and more fundamental question,
namely theideal form of lifethat anindividual should lead inalarger community. But it
should be kept in mind that there is no tension between political theory and political
science asthey differ in terms of their boundaries and jurisdiction but not intheir aim.
Politica theory suppliesidea, concepts and theories for purpose of analysis, descriptions,
explanation and criticism, which inturn areincorporated in political science.

Pdlitical theory helpsin explaining the history of political thought, use of technique
of analysis, conceptud clarification and forma model building and there by can betermed
astheoreticd palitical science. Inanutshell, it can be said that palitical theory istheoreticd,
scientific aswell as philosophica and at the sametime dynamic with aclear objective of
attaining a better social order. It is an unique synthesis of the elements of ‘theory’,
‘science’, philosophy’ and ‘ideology’ and ‘ thought'.

1.3 THE CLASSICAL TRADITION OF POLITICAL
THEORY

The growth and evolution of political theory can be elaborated in three major streams.
These are:

(i) classica palitical theory,
(i) modern political theory, and
(i) contemporary political theory.
The principal dement which dividesthe classical or thetraditional political theory from
themodernis‘science’ . Philosophy dominatesthe classical tradition of political theory
whereas science and its methodology dominate the modernist. The classical tradition
can betraced backed to the ancient Greek period. It flourished inthewritings of Socrates,

Plato and Aristotle. The classica tradition from these dayslasted up to the beginning of
the nineteenth century. A distinctive aspect of the history of political theory isthelarge
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number of classicsknown for their comprehensiveness, logica consistency and clarity.
Theseworksrightly described as* classics' addressbothlocal issuesand contain principles
of universal significance. They offer rival conceptual frameworks which enable usto
choose and state our preference. The principal subjects of classics deals with the
characteristic of human nature, functions and organisation of palitical authority, political
change and stability. During the periods of acute crisis or great transition, the classicsin
political theory are generally emerged. They usually flourishin an age of transitionfrom
oneerato another when agreat churning occurs and issues are debated and discussed.
The crisis by itself does not produce; instead it acts as acatalyst. However, there may
be exceptions, for example, Indian society in the seventeenth and eighteenth century
witness tumultuous changes marked by crises and tresses did not yield any political
theory. Therefore, acrisis hasto be understood inthe context of aframework of political
valuesand ingtitutional arrangements. The quest for agood lifeand good society, optimism
and hope are the mgjor inputs in aworthwhile project in political theory so far as the
classical traditionis concern. Thetext of apolitical theory has also to be understood with
referenceto aspecific situation in order to comprehend the contents of politica philosophy
of that period. A palitical theorist turnsto a past withaview to analysing the present and
foreseeing thefuture. It isthis defining element that makesapolitical tract of aparticular
period amaster piece. Though there may be different reactionto aparticular situation,
onecould asofind similaritiesin the responses patterns. The greatest political theories
are those that have dealt with the immediate situation and issues effectively while
suggesting lessonswhich arevaid for other timesaswell. Thus, therelevance of classica
works is perennia. The great classics were composed by political exiles or by failed
politicianslike Plato, Machiavelli, Hugo Grotious, Sir John Fortescue, Hobbesand L ocke.
Sometimes political theory emerged out of arevolution or indication of animpending
one. Plato and Aristotle sought to recreate the magic and pre-eminence of the Greek
city state which were fast fading into the past. Besides Italian unification Machiavelli
focused on the various dimension of the newly emerging commercial society. Hobbes
and L ocke addressed questions relating to crises of political authority intimes of civil
war.

SheldonWolin identifies some principal characteristics of classicd traditionwhich
can be mentioned as below:
(i) 1tsought to identify the politics with the public.
(i) 1taimed at acquiring reliableknowledge about matters concerning the people.
(i) 1tlaid emphasisonorder, baance, equilibrium, harmony and stability.
(iv) Ittriedto project anideal form of government
(v) It laid stress on comparative studies and deal with concepts like law,
citizenship, justiceand participation
(vi) Itwaslargely ethical in perspective.

The classicsin political theory give us explanation about palitics, its meaning and
vaue. Besidesbeing influential aclassicinpoalitical theory containsawedth of information,
ideasand valuesthat cumulatively enriches human thought and action. A great theorist is
onewho articulatelogically with rigger, insight and subtle nuances of the dilemmacof his
age, and dissects the problems that confront the generation to which he belongs. He
stands out among his contemporaries not so much for originality of ideasrather rarein
human thought bought for theinclusiveness, clarity and power of the doctrine(s). Every
ageischaracterised by its own problems and dilemmas and classical works dealswith
these situations. But suchlocalism should not be considered asahindranceto the essentia



richness of aclassic as demonstrated by Aristotle palitics, which justified the prejudices
of itstime (like slavery), but was ableto offer brilliant insightsinto the basic issues of
politics, like stability, revolutionary change, the importance of family and property in
sustaining the state. George H. Sabineidentifiestwo major periodswhen classical period
of palitica theory flourished. First period was during Plato and Aristotlein fifth century
B.C. and second induring the English civil war of 1641 till theglorious revolution of 1688
in the 17" century when Hobbes and Locke were the two outstanding theorist who
contributed to the political theory. Sabine links fundamental developmentsin political
theory to the shifts that take place from one set of formation to another. In another
words, innovation in palitical theory occurswhenthe older ingtitution becomesinoperative
and a newer one emerge. Crisis and tumultuous changes have a catalytic effect on
political theory. Germino pointed out that there are certain characteristics of an authentic
political theory whichiscommontoal classicsfrom Plato to Hegel. These are openness,
theoretica intention, focus on universa perennid problems, realism, acknowledging the
limits of knowledge and intellectua honesty and integrity. Another paolitical thinker Hacker
points out that great classical worksin the political theory should be preserved. These
great books, according to him arerelevant not only to the period inwhichit iswritten but
alsointo the contemporary times. He has given aclassification of great classical books
into ten categories which can be mentioned below:
(8) Capita and carbumcles-Essentially biographical in nature.
(b) Heroworshipers-Takesinto account all thewritings of asingle author.
(o) Intellectual plagiarism-Tell us of the indebtedness of a theorist to his
predecessors and contemporaries.
(d) Who said it first-For exampleAristotle wasthe father of political science.
() The mind readers-Gives us an idea of what the theorist really desired to
convey.
(f) Thecameraeye-Offers usthe thoughts some had during certain historical
period.
(9) Influencing the intelligencia-1s similar to intellectual plagiarism, with the
differencethat sometheorist like Bosanquet becomesimportant because of
Hegel and Greensinfluence on hiswritings.
(h) Influencing themasses-Directly linked to political events.
() Thelogic book-Logical in nature.
() Timelessness-Explainsthe continuing relevance of the classics.

However, theclassical traditionisnot freefromitslimitations. Hegel rightly point
out that every thinker isachild of histimeand thisisreflected intheir perception too. For
instance, Plato and Aristotle addressed to the situations in which they lived. There
contribution wasforgotten intheimmediate context of the post-Aristotelian philosophies
of stoicism, Epicureanism and cynicism. Machiavelli prescription could not anticipate
thereformation inthe Christian church. Thomas Hobbes portrait of the human natureto
beuniversa was not correct. Hegel glorified the state a the cost of civil society. Marx’s
criticismof capitalism hasasoitslimitations. J.S.Mill dsomiscal cul ated thet representative
democracy will be successful everywhere except backward and/ or heterogeneous
societies. Thus, every thinker and classical works has its own shortcomings.

The classical traditionis aso criticised for its gender biasness. Many of the great
political scientists have either ignored or dismissed the position and status of women.
Many of them have retreated, justified and defended women's subordination on the
alleged natural and biological differences between the sexes, and have aso pointed to
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theinherent physical and mental superiority of the male. For example the philosopher
likeAristotle, Rousseau and Hegel contained that awomen'srightful placeisher home,
and that being burden with household chores. Shedid not have sufficient timefor palitics,
philosophy, art or science. In a nutshell, they portrayed and reinforce the stereotype
image of thewomen. Another criticism of thegreat classical traditionisitseurocentricism.
Many of the political scientists of the great classica tradition werealso Eurocentric and
dismissed nonwestern civilisation as unchanging and unhistorical.

Once David Easton pointed out that there has been no outstanding political
philosopher after Marx and J.S. Mill. However, since, the seventiesthere have beenin
resurgencein political theory largely dueto the efforts of Hobermass, Nozick and Rawls.
Thethemethat figure prominently sinceitsrevival arebroadly socid justiceand wefare
rights theory within adeontological perspective, utilitarianism, democratic theory and
pluraism feminism, post modernism, new social movements and civil society, and the
liberalism-the communitarian debate.

1.4 SCIENCE OF POLITICSPOSITIVISM AND
LOGICAL POSITIVISM

Political scienceisthe study of political intuitions, constitutions and policy processes.
Political science aims at an accurate description and explanation of these features of
politics. It is an empirical (positive) science in terms that it seeks to collect data and
analyses it much as a natural scientist would collect a sample and put it under the
microscope. The accuracy of an empirical claim can betested against what is out there
intheworld. The empirical study of institutionsand lawsis avital part of any study of
palitics. If political science asks‘ what arethekey building blocks of politics? Palitical
theory may ask ‘why are these the key building blocks of politics?If political science
identifies human-rightslegislation as a key feature of contemporary politics, political
theory might ask ‘is this just? The scholars like Arthur Benntley (The Process of
Government), George Catlin (The Science and method of Palitics), David Easton (The
Political System), Robert Dahl (M odern Pdlitical Analysis) and others havetreated palitical
theory asascience. However all scienceisnot palitical theory, just asall political theory
isnot science. Palitical theory isnot an exact sciencelikenatural or physical science. In
poalitical theory unlike natural sciencethere are no universally recognised principles, no
clear cause-effect relationships, no laboratories and no prediction can be made. It can
only be termed as a science so far as it admits concepts and norms which are both
observable and testable and in so far as it responds to the requirements of reason and
rationalism. In the 1950’s onwards the American political scientists in general and
behaviouristsin particular sought to crate ascience of palitics and indulged in the process
of reductionism. Political theory canbetermed asascience sofar asit can be gpplied to
asocial gathering and the definitive rules of the exact sciencesare applicable withinthe
limitations asinany social science. Itisonly asocia science. Sofar asits methodology
and its analysisis concerned it can be called a science. Colin Hay in hiswork political
analysis rightly points out that political theory admits objectivity in association with
subjectivity factsin relation to values, research together with theory. Political theory as
science generates neutral, dispassionate and objective knowledge.

Present-day scientific method isfundamentally aproduct of empirical and logical
approachesto knowledge. Thestory of itsgenesisis, therefore, at least until the end of
the nineteenth century, identical with the general history of logic and empiricism. The
empirica approach has never been entirely absent from the strugglefor knowledge. But



it was often grossly neglected, especialy intheMiddleAges, and always had tofight for
recognition against tradition, superstitions, the dogmatic influences of religion, and the
pseudo-authority of allegedly self-evident a-priori principles. Only after along period of
coexistence did the empirical approach beginto crowd out al othersfrom thefield for
whichthe name' science’ was claimed.

In the political field, however this development gained momentum under the
influence of Locke and Hume, of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, and later, of the
positivist and pragmatist schools.

Scientific objectivity isastandard weareal familiar with (at least in principle).
Theideaisthat we can establish, through the application of scientific methods of data
collection and analysis, the verifiable truth. Between the 1920s and 1970s the scientific
paradigm, the belief that all that counted as knowledge had to be scientific, cameto be
imposed upon the social sciences and humanities the claims popular around thistime
were that we had left our religious and metaphysical infancy and developed science.
Thustwo thousands years of philosophical and normative thought were dismissed. This
quirk of intellectual history went beyond empirical study to make claims about the very
natureand possibility of knowledge. These debates, called epistemological debates (from
the Greek episteme, meaning knowledge) are key to political theory.

1.4.1 Positivism

The meaning of the term positivism in matters of law and justice differs from that
associated with the same term in science, general philosophy, and sociology. Palitical

theory is caught between these two vocabularies. In asociol ogical sense, Auguste Comte
(1798-1875) introduced theterm into the social sciences. Heused it to distinguish the
‘scientific’ approach in the ‘positivistic' era from ‘metaphysical’ and *theological’

speculationsin thetwo preceding epochs. Hisideas about what constituted ascientific
approach were in many respects similar to those of present day scientific method, but
not identical. August Comte absol utised progress and science. According to him, progress
or progressive evolution was an ultimate law governing historic phenomena, and science
ahuman activity ableto solve dl social problems, not excluding moral ones.

Positivism refers to a set of epistemological perspectives and philosophies of
science which hold that the scientific method isthe best gpproach to uncover the processes
by which both physical and human events occur. Though the positivist approach has
been arecurrent themeinthe history of western thought from the Ancient Greeksto the
present day the concept was developed inthe early 19th century by the philosopher and
founding sociologist, Auguste Comte.

Auguste Comte (1798-1857) first described the epistemological perspective of
positivism in The Cour se in Positive Philosophy, aseries of texts published between
1830 and 1842. These texts were followed by the 1844 work, A General View of
Positivism (published in Englishin 1865). Thefirst three volumes of the course dealt
chiefly with the physical sciences dready in existence (mathematics, astronomy, physics,
chemistry, biology), whereasthe latter two emphasised theinevitable coming of social
science. Observing the circular dependence of theory and observation in science, and
classifying the sciencesin this way, Comte may be regarded as thefirst philosopher of
science in the modern sense of the term. For him, the physical sciences had to arrive
first, before humanity could adequately channd its effortsinto the most challenging and
complex * Queen Science’ of human society itself. His View of Positivismtherefore set-
out to define the empirical goals of sociologica method.
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Comte offered an account of social evolution, proposing that society undergoes
three phasesinits quest for the truth according to agenera ‘law of three stages’. The
ideabears some similarity to Marx’sview that human society would progresstoward a
communist peak. Thisis perhaps unsurprising as bothwere profoundly influenced by the
early Utopian socidlist, Henri de Saint-Simon, who was at one time Comte's mentor.
Both Comte and Marx intended to develop secular-scientific ideologiesin the wake of
European secularisation. Comte' s stageswere (1) thetheological, (2) the metaphysical,
and (3) the positive. Thetheologica phase of man was based onwhole-hearted belief in
all things with reference to God. God, Comte said, had reigned supreme over human
existence pre-enlightenment. Humanity’ s place in society was governed by its association
with the divine presence and with the church. The theological phase deals with mankind
accepting the doctrines of the church (or place of worship) rather than relying on its
rational powersto explorebasic questions about existence. It dealt with the restrictions
put in place by the religious organisation at the time and the total acceptance of any
‘fact’” adduced for society to believe. Comtedescribed the metaphysical phase of humanity
asthetime since the enlightenment, atime steeped inlogicd rationalism, to thetimeright
after the French Revolution. This second phase statesthat the universa rights of humanity
aremost important. The centrd ideais that humanity isinvested with certain rights that
must be respected. In this phase, democracies and dictatorsrose and fell in attemptsto
maintain theinnate rights of humanity.

Thefinal stageof thetrilogy of Comte's universal law isthe scientific or positive
stage. Thecentrd ideaof this phaseisthat individua rights are moreimportant than the
rule of any oneperson. Comte stated that the idea of humanity’s ability to governitself
makesthis stageinnately different from therest. Thereisno higher power governing the
masses and theintrigue of any one person can achieve anything based on that individua’s
freewill and authority. Thethird principleis most important in the positive stage. Comte
called these three phases the universal rulein relation to society and its development.
Neither the second nor the third phase can be reached without the completion and
understanding of the preceding stage. All stages must be completed in progress.

Comte believed that the appreciation of the past and the ability to build on it
towardsthefuture was key intransitioning from the theological and metaphysica phases.
Theideaof progresswas central to Comte's new science, sociology. Sociology would
‘lead to the historical consideration of every science’ because‘ the history of onescience,
including pure palitica history, would make no sense unlessit was attached to the study
of thegeneral progress of al of humanity’. As Comtewould say, ‘ from science comes
prediction; from prediction comes action’. It is a philosophy of human intellectual
development that culminated in science. Theirony of this series of phasesisthat though
Comteattempted to prove that human development hasto go through these three stages,
it seemsthat the positivist stageisfar from becoming aredlization. Thisis dueto two
truths. The positivist phase requires having complete understanding of the universeand
world around us and requires that society should never know if it isin this positivist
phase. Anthony Giddens arguesthat since humanity constantly uses science to discover
and research new things, humanity never progresses beyond the second metaphysical
phase. Inthis view, Comte’s positivism appearscircular.

Comte's fame today owes in part to Emile Littré, who founded The Positivist
Reviewin 1867. As an approach to the philosophy of history, positivism was gppropriated
by historians such as Hippolyte Taine. Many of Comte'swritings were translated into
English by the Whig writer, Harriet Martineau, regarded by some as the first female
sociologist. Debates continue to rage as to how much Comte appropriated from the



work of his mentor, Saint-Simon. He was nevertheless influential; Brazilian thinkers
turned to Comte’s ideas about training scientific elite in order to flourish in the
industrialisation process. Brazil’s national motto, Ordem e Progresso (Order and
Progress) wastaken from Comte’ s positivism, which was dsoinfluential in Poland.

Inlater life, Comte developed a'‘ religion of humanity’ for positivist societiesin
order tofulfill the cohesive function once held by traditional worship. In 1849, he proposed
acdendar reform called the* positivist caendar’ . For close associate John Stuart Mill, it
was possibleto distinguish betweena‘ good Comte’ (the author of the Coursein Positive
Philosophy) and a‘ bad Comte' (the author of the secular-religious system). The system
was unsuccessful but met with the publication of Darwin’s Onthe Origin of Speciesto
influencethe proliferation of various secular humanist organizationsin the 19th century,
especialy through the work of secularists such as George Holyoake and Richard
Congreve. Although Comte's English followers, including George Eliot and Harriet
Martineau, for the most part rejected the full gloomy panoply of his system, they liked
the idea of areligion of humanity and his injunction to ‘vivre pour autrui’ (‘live for
others’, from which comestheword ‘ altruism’)

The early sociology of Herbert Spencer came about broadly as a reaction to
Comte; writing after various developmentsin evolutionary biology, Spencer attempted
(in vain) to reformulate the discipline in what we might now describe as socially
Darwinistic terms. (Spencer wasin actua fact aproponent of Lamarckism rather than
Darwinism).

Comte is regarded as the father of positivism. His main contribution is the
positivisation of the socia sciences. Auguste Comte assorted that only sense-experience
wasreal. Herulesout the use of metaphysical, ethica and theological theories. According
tohim, positivism givesemphasis on precision, constructive power and relativism. Comte
aso spokeat length, about theterm ‘ relativity” many times. According to him, al concepts
which had been regarded as absolute under theological and metaphysical theories had
becomerelative under the positivistic approach. By 1900, under the leadership of Emile
Durkeheim (1858-1917), French sociologists adhered more strictly now to scientific
method than Comte and hisimmediate disciples had done. But they did not, asarule,
engageinoriginal inquiriesinto the basic philosophical and methodological problem of
whether it was possibleto establish moral judgmentswith scientific means. Ther primary
interest wasthe descriptive investigation of sociological facts and their secondary interest
wastheexplanation of thesefactsby tracing themto scientifically determinable sociological
and psychological causes. Theseinquiresled them, of course, toarelativistic emphasis
on local and temporal differences in ethical systems. Auguste Comte reviewed the
development of scienceswith aview to ascertaining thethesisof unity among thesciences,
natural and socid, whereby they could beintegrated into asingle system of knowledge.
With the idea of a unified science he founded sociology in the belief that scientific
knowledge offered therequisite cluesfor control for both nature and society. Positivism
with the hel p of threetools of analysis, namely empiricism, unity of scienceand control
focused itself on society in general, inthe hope of overcoming the existing malaiseand
redlizing abetter future.

Positivism asserts that the only authentic knowledge is that which is based on
sense, experience and positive verification. As an approach to the philosophy of science
deriving from enlightenment thinkers such as Henri de Saint-Simon and Pierre-Simon
L aplace, Auguste Comte saw the scientific method as replacing metaphysicsthe history
of thought, observing the circular dependence of theory and observation in science.
Sociological positivism was later reformulated by Emile Durkheim asafoundation to
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socia research. At the turn of the 20th century the first wave of German sociologists,

including Max Weber and Georg Simmel, rejected the doctrine, thus founding the

antipositivist traditionin sociology. Later antipositivistsand critica theoristshave associated

positivism with ‘ scientism’; science asideol ogy.

Thekey features of positivism as of the 1950s, as defined inthe ‘received view’, are:
1. A focuson science asaproduct, alinguistic or numerical set of statements,

2. A concernwith axiomatization, that is, with demonstrating thelogical structure
and coherence of these statements;

3. Aninsistence on atleast some of these statements being testable, that isamenable
to being verified, confirmed or falsified by the empirical observation of reality;
statements that would, by their nature, be regarded as untestable included the
teleological; thus positivism rejects much of classical metaphysics.

4. Thebéelief that scienceis markedly cumulative;
5. Thebelief that scienceis predominantly transcultura;

6. The belief that science rests on specific results that are dissociated from the
personality and socid position of theinvestigator;

7. The belief that science contains theories or research traditions that are largely
commensurable;

8. Thebelief that science sometimesincorporates new ideas that are discontinuous
from old ones,

9. The belief that science involves the idea of the unity of science, that there is,
underlying the various scientific disciplines, basicaly one science about onereal
world.

Positivism is elsewhere defined as ‘ the view that all true knowledgeis scientific,” and
that all things are ultimately measurable. Positivismis closely related to reductionism, in
that both involve the view that ‘entities of one kind . . . are reducible to entities of
another,” such as societies to configurations of individuals, or mental events to neural
phenomena. It also involves the contention that * processes are reducible to physiological,
physical or chemica events,” and eventhat ‘ socia processesare reducibleto relationships
between and actions of individuals,” or that ‘ biologica organismsarereducibleto physica
systems.’

While most social scientists today are not explicit about their epistemological
commitments, articlesin top American sociology and political sciencejournalsgeneraly
follow a positivist logic of argument. It can be thus argued that ‘ natural science and
socid science[research articles] can therefore be regarded with agood dedl of confidence
as members of the same genre.

The modern academic discipline of sociology began with the work of Emile
Durkheim (1858-1917). While Durkheim rejected much of the detail of Comte’s
philosophy, heretained and refined its method maintaining that the social sciencesarea
logical continuation of the natural onesinto therealm of human activity and insisting that
they may retain the same objectivity, rationalism, and approach to causality. Durkheim
set up thefirst European department of sociology at the University of Bordeaux in 1895,
publishing his Rules of the Sociological Method (1895). In this text he argued * our
main goal isto extend scientific rationalism to human conduct . . . What has been called
our positivismis but aconsequence of this rationalism.’



Durkheim’s seminal monograph, Suicide (1897), a case study of suicide rates
amongst Catholic and Protestant populations, distinguished sociological analysisfrom
psychology or philosophy. By carefully examining suicide statistics in different police
districts, he attempted to demonstrate that catholic communities have alower suicide
rate than that of protestants, something he attributed to social (asopposed toindividual
or psychological) causes. He developed the notion of objective suis generis ‘ social
facts' to delineateauniqueempirical object for the science of sociology to study. Through
such studies he posted that sociology would be able to determine whether any given
society is* healthy’ or ‘ pathological’, and seek socid reform to negate organic breskdown
or ‘social anomi€’'. For Durkheim, sociology could be described as the ‘ science of
ingtitutions, their genesis and their functioning’.

Accounts of Durkheim’s positivism are vulnerable to exaggeration and
oversmplification: Comte was the only major sociological thinker to postulate that the
socia realm may be subject to scientific analysis in exactly the same way as natural
science, whereas Durkheim saw afar greater need for devel oping adistinctly sociological
scientific methodology. His lifework was fundamental in the establishment of practical
socia research asweknow it today—techniques which continue beyond sociology and
formthe basisfor methodology in other socid sciences, such aspalitical science, aswell
in market research and further fields.

The supporter of paositivism dividesthe andytical statements about the physical
or socia world into three categories:
(&) Such statements can be useful tautologies, meaning repeating the same
thingsthrough different words and purely definitional statementsthat give
specific meaning to aparticular concept or phenomena;

(b) Statementsareto beempirically tested by observation to accesstheir truth
or fasity;

(c) Statementsthat did not fall into the afforest categories and lacked analytic
content had to be dropped.

In anutshell, the positivist argues meaningful analysis is possible only through
useful tautologies and empirical statements. This rules out metaphysics, theology,
aesthetics and ethics becausethey merdly introduced obscurity into the process of enquiry.
Theprincipleam of positivismistobe‘vauefree' or ‘ ethically neutral’ . Inthisregardit
patternsitself on the natural sciences in deciding about the right and wrong of issues.
Positivism give emphasis on empiricism which believed that observation and experience
as sources of knowledge.

In a nutshell, positivism relies on scientific method as the only source of true
knowledge. It rejects superstition, religion and metaphysics as pre-scientific forms of
thought. It holds that all knowledge is ultimately based on sense-experience. Hence
empirical method must be adopted for any genuineinquiry inthefield of social sciences
aswell as physical sciences.

In contemporary social science, strong accounts of positivism have long since
falenout of favour. Practitioners of positivism today acknowledgein far greater detail
observer biasand structural limitations. M odern positivists generally eschew metaphysical
concernsin favour of methodologica debates concerning clarity, replicability, reliability
and validity. This positivismis generally equated with ‘ quantitative research’ and thus
carries no explicit theoretical or philosophical commitments. Theinstitutionalization of
this kind of sociology is often credited to Paul Lazarsfeld, who pioneered large-scale
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survey studies and devel oped statistical techniquesfor analyzing them. Thisapproach
lendsitsalf to what Robert K. Merton called middle-range theory: abstract statements
that generalize from segregated hypotheses and empirical regularitiesrather than starting
with an abstract ideaof asocid whole. Other new movements, such ascritical realism,
have emerged to reconcile the overarching aims of social science with various so-aled
‘postmodern’ critiques.

Historically, positivism has been criticized for itsuniversalism, i.e. for contending
that all * processes are reducibleto physiological, physical or chemical events’, ‘ socia
processes are reducible to relationships between and actions of individuals,” and that
‘biological organisms arereducible to physica systems'.

Max Horkheimer and other critical theorists criticized the classic formulation of
positivism ontwo grounds. First, they claimed that it falsely represented human social
action. Thefirst criticism argued that positivism systematically failed to appreciate the
extent towhich the so-called socid factsit yielded did not exist * out there’ intheobjective
world but were themselves a product of socially and historically mediated human
consciousness. Positivismignored the role of the ' observer’ inthe constitution of social
reality and thereby failed to consider the historical and social conditions affecting the
representation of socia ideas. Positivism falsely represented the object of study by
reifying socid reality asexisting objectively and independently and labor actudly produced
those conditions. Secondly, he argued, representation of socia reality produced by
positivismwasinherently and artificially conservative, helping to support the status quo,
rather than challenging it. Thischaracter may aso explain the popularity of positivismin
certain politicd circles. Horkheimer argued, in contrast, that critical theory possessed a
reflexive dement lacking inthe positivistic traditional theory.

Few scholars today hold the views critiqued in Horkheimer’s work. Since the
time of hiswriting, critiques of positivism, especially from philosophy of science, have
led to the development of postpositivism. This philosophy greatly relaxes the
epistemological commitments of logical positivism and no longer assertsthe separation
of the knower and the known. Rather than dismissing the scientific project outright,
post-positivists seek to transform and amend it, though the exact extent of their affinity
for science varies vastly. For example, some post-positivists accept the critique that
observationisawaysvaue-laden, but arguethat the best val uesto adopt for sociologica
observation are those of science: skepticism, rigor and modesty. Just as some critical
theorists see their position as a moral commitment to egalitarian values; these post-
positivists seetheir methods as driven by amora commitment to these scientific values.
Such scholars may see themselves as either positivists or anti-positivists.

Positivism has al so come under fire on religious and philosophical groundswhose
proponents assert that truth beginsin sense experience but does not end there. Positivism
failsto prove that there are not abstract ideas, laws, and principles beyond particular
observable facts and relationships and necessary principles or that we cannot know
them. Nor doesit prove that material and corporeal things congtitute thewhole order of
existing beings and that our knowledgeis limited to them. According to positivism our
abstract conceptsor general ideasaremere collective representations of the experimental
order—for example, theideaof ‘ man’ isakind of blended image of al the men observed
inour experience. Thisruns contrary to aPlatonic or Christianideal, whereanideacan
be abstracted from any concrete determination, and may be applied identically to an
indefinite number of objects of the same class. Fromtheidea's perspective, the latter is
more precise as collective images are more or less confused, become more so as the
collection represented increases; an idea by definition remains always clear.



Echoes of the positivist and anti-positivist debate persist today, though this conflict
ishard to define. Authorswriting in different epistemol ogical perspectives do not phrase
their disagreementsin the sameterms and rarely actually speak directly to each other.
To complicate the issues further, few practicing scholars explicitly state their
epistemological commitments, and their epistemol ogical positionthushasto be guessed
from other sources such as choice of methodology or theory. However, no perfect
correspondence between these categories exists, and many scholarscritiqued as positivists
actually hold post-positivist views. One scholar has described this debateinterms of the
socia construction of the * other’, with each side defining the ‘ other’ by what it is not
rather thanwhat it is, and then proceeding to attribute far greater homogeneity to their
opponentsthan actudly exists. Thus, it isbetter to understand this not asadebate but as
two different arguments: the anti-positivist articulation of asocial meta-theory which
includes a philosophical critique of scientism and positivist development of ascientific
research methodology for sociology with accompanying critiques of thereliability and
validity of work that they see asviolating such standards.

Anti-paositivism (also non-positivist or interpretive sociology) istheview insocia
science that academics must necessarily reject empiricism and the scientific method in
the conduct of social theory and research. Anti-positivism relates to various historical
debates in the philosophy and sociology of science. In modern practice however non-
positivism may be equated with quditative research methods, while positivist researchis
more quantitative. Positivists typically use research methods such as experiments and
statistical surveys, while anti-positivists use research methods which rely more on
unstructured interviews or participant observation. Currently, positivist and non-positivist
methods are often combined.

Inthe early 19th century variousintellectuass, perhaps most notably the Hegelians,
began to question the prospect of empirical social analysis. Karl Marx died beforethe
establishment of formal social science but nonetheless fiercely rejected Comtean
sociological positivism (despite himself attempting to establish ahistorical materialist
‘science of society’). Theenhanced positivism presented by Durkheim would serveto
found modern academic sociology and s ocial research yet retained many of the
mechanical elements of its predecessor. Hermeneuticians such as Wilhelm Dilthey
theorised in detail on the distinction between natural and social science
(‘ Geisteswissenschaft’), whilst neo-Kantian philosophers such as Heinrich Rickert
maintained that the socia relm withits abstract meanings and symbolismsisinconsistent
with scientific methods of analysis. Edmund Husserl, meanwhile, negated positivism
through the rubric of phenomenology. At the turn of the 20th century, the first wave of
German sociologists formally introduced ver stehende sociological anti-positivism,
proposing research should concentrate on human cultural norms, values, symbols, and
social processes viewed from aresolutely subjective perspective. Max Weberargued
sociology may beloosely described asa“ science’ asit isableto methodologicaly identify
causd relationships of human* socid action’ —especialy among ided types, or hypothetical
simplifications of complex social phenomena. Asanon-positivist, however, one seeks
relationshipsthat are not as* historical, invariant, or generalizable’ asthose pursued by
natural scientists.

Ferdinand Tonnies discussed Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft (community and
society) asthe two normal types of human association. For the anti-positivists, reality
cannot be explained without concepts. Tonniesdrew asharp line between therealm of
conceptuality and thereality of social action: the first must betreated axiomatically and
inadeductiveway (‘ pure sociology), whereasthe second empirically and inaninductive
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way (‘applied’ sociology). The interaction between theory (or constructed concepts)
and datais always fundamental in social science and thissubjection distinguishesit from
physical science. Durkheim himself noted the importance of constructing conceptsin
theabstract (e.g. ‘ collective consciousness and ‘ social anomi€’) inorder toform workable
categoriesfor experimentation. Both Weber and Georg Simmel pioneered theverstehen
(or “interpretative’) approach toward social science; asystematic processinwhichan
outside observer attemptstorelateto aparticular cultural group, or indigenous people,
ontheir own termsand from their own point of view.

Through the work of Simmel, sociology acquired a possible character beyond
positivist data-collection or grand, deterministic systems of structural law. Relatively
isolated from the sociological academy throughout his lifetime, Simmel presented
idiosyncratic analyses of modernity more reminiscent of the phenomenological and
existential writersthan of Comte or Durkheim, paying particular concern to theforms
of, and possibilitiesfor socid individudity. His sociology engaged in aneo-K antian critique
of thelimits of human perception. One may say Michel Foucault’ scritiques of the human
sciences take K antian skepticism to its extreme over half acentury later.

Anti-positivism thus holds there is no methodological unity of the sciences: the
three goals of positivism description, control, and prediction are incomplete, since
they lack any understanding. Some argue even if positivism were correct it would be
dangerous. Science aims at understanding causality so control can be exerted. If this
succeeded in sociology, thosewith knowledgewould be ableto control theignorant and
this could lead to social engineering. The perspective, however, hasled to controversy
over how one can draw the line between subjective and objective research, much less
draw an artificia line between environment and human organization (see environmental
sociology) and influenced the study of hermeneutics. The base concepts of anti-positivism
have expanded beyond the scope of social science, in fact, phenomenology has the
samebasic principlesat itscore. Simply put positivists see sociology asa sciencewhile
anti-positivists don't. Positivists like Popper argue that sociology can be scientific by
following scientific procedures, while anti-positivists like K uhn argues that sociology
cannot be a science since sociologists don’t agree on one accepted paradigm.

The non-positivist tradition continued in the establishment of critical theory,
particularly thework associated with the so-called Frankfurt School of Social Research.
Anti-positivism would be further facilitated by rejections of ‘ scientism’; or scienceas
ideology. Jirgen Habermas arguesin his On the Logic of the Social Sciences (1967)
that * the positivist thesis of unified science which assimilates all the sciencesto anatural-
scientific model fails because of the intimate relationship between the social sciences
and history and the fact that they are based on a situation-specific understanding of
meaning that can be explicated only hermeneutically . . . accessto asymbolicaly pre-
structured reality cannot be gained by observationalone.’

Quantitative research nevertheless remains ubiquitous and produces data of some
workablevaidity and rdiability for social and market researchers, businesses, governments,
and so forth; a national census being a good example. In philosophy and models of
scientificinquiry post positivism (also called postempiricism) isameta-theoretical stance
that critiques and amends positivism. Post-positivists believe that human knowledgeis
based not on unchallengeable rock-solid foundations but rather upon human conjectures.
Ashuman knowledgeisthus unavoidably conjectural, the assertion of these conjectures
iswarranted, or more specificaly, justified by aset of warrants, which can be modified
or withdrawninthelight of further investigation. However, post-positivismisnot aform
of relativism, and generally retainsthe idea of objective truth.



One of thefirst thinkersto critique positivism was Sir Karl Popper. He advanced
falsfication, acritiquetothelogical positivist idea of verifiability. Fasificationism argues
that it isimpossibleto verify that abelief istrue, thoughit is possibleto reject false beliefs
if they are phrased in away amenableto fasification. Thomas Kuhn'sideaof paradigm
shifts offers a stronger critique of positivism, arguing that it is not simply individual
theories but whole worldviews that must occasionally shift in response to evidence.
Post-positivism isan amendment to positivism that recognizesthese and other critiques
against logical positivism. It is not a rgjection of the scientific method but rather its
reformation to meet these critiques. It preserves the basic assumptions of positivism:
ontological realism, the possibility and desirability of objective truth and the use of
experimental methodology. Post-paositivism of thistypeis common inthe socia sciences
(especidly sociology) for both practical and conceptual reasons.

1.4.2Logical Positivism or Neo-positivism

Logica positivism (later and more accurately called logical empiricism) isaschool of
philosophy that combinesempiricism, theideathat observationa evidenceisindispensable
from knowledge of theworld with aversion of rationalism, theideathat our knowledge
includes acomponent that is not derived from observation.

Logical Positivism (also known aslogical empiricism or logical neopositivism)
was aphilosophica movement riseninAustriaand Germany in 1920s, primarily concerned
withthelogical analysis of scientific knowledge which affirmed that statements about
metaphysics, religion, and ethics are void of cognitive meaning and thus nothing but
expression of feelings or desires; only statements about mathematics, logic and natural
sciences have adefinite meaning. Its membersincluded Rudolf Carnap (1891-1970),
considered theleading figureof logica positivism, Herbert Feigl (1902-88), Philipp Frank
(1884-1966), Kurt Grelling (1886-1942), Hans Hahn (1879-1934), Carl Gustav Hempel
(1905-97), Victor Kraft (1880-1975), Otto Neurath (1882—1945), Hans Reichenbach
(1891-1953), Moritz Schlick (1882—1936), Friedrich Waismann (1896-1959).

Einstein’stheory of relativity exerted agreat influence over the origin of logical
positivism. Logica positivists were very interested in clarifying the philosophical
significance of the theory of relativity. Schlick wrotein 1915 and 1917 two essays on
relativity, Reichenbach attended Einstein’s lectures on the theory of relativity at Berlin
University in 1917 and wrotein 1920s four books onrelativity, and Carngp’sfirst work
was an essay about the theory of space published in 1922. Also quantum mechanicswas
amajor subject of philasophical investigations. Works about quantum mechanics were
published by Schlick and Reichenbach. Another influence over logical positivismwas
exerted by the development of formal logic. Carnap attended three courses on logic
under the direction of Gottlob Frege, the father of modern logic. Logica positivism had
extensive contacts with the group of Polish logicians (mainly Jan Lukasiewicz, Kazimierz
Ajdukiewicz, and Alfred Tarski) which developed several branches of contemporary
logiclikethe algebraof logic, many-valued propositional calculus and the semanticsfor
logic. In 1930slogical positivism was a prominent philosophical movement knownin
USA and Europe, very activein advertising its new philosophica ideas. Severa meetings
on epistemology and philasophy of sciencewere organized: Prague (1929), Konigsberg
(1930), whereKurt Godel presented the theorems asserting the compl eteness of first-
order predicate calculus and theincompleteness of formal arithmetic, and Prague (1934).
The First Congress of Scientific Philosophy was held in Paris (1935), followed by
Copenhagen (1936), Paris (1937), Cambridge, U K. (1938), and Cambridge, M ass. (1939).
The palitical attitudes of logicd positivistswere progressive, democratic and sometimes
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socialist and aroused the hostility from Nazism. After Hitler seizure of power in 1933,
many logical positivists were persecuted and forced to emigrate from Austria and
Germany; two of them (Schlick and Grelling) were murdered. Neurath and Waismann
sought refuge in England. USA became the new home for Carnap 1(he taught at the
University of Chicago and at theUniversity of Californiaat LosAngees), Feigl (University
of lowa and University of Minnesota), Frank (Harvard University), Hempel (Yae
University, Princeton University and University of Pittsburgh), and Reichenbach
(University of Californiaat LosAngeles).

Logica pasitivism grew from the discussions of agroup caled the* First Vienna
Circle which gathered at the Café Central before World War 1. After the war Hans
Hahn, amember of that early group helped bring Moritz Schlick to Vienna. Schlick’s
Vienna Circle along with Hans Reichenbach’s Berlin Circle propagated the new doctrines
more widely inthe 1920s and early 1930s. It was Otto Neurath’s advocacy that made
the movement self-conscious and more widely known. A 1929 pamphlet written by
Neurath, Hahn, and Rudolf Carnap summarized the doctrines of the Vienna Circle at
that time. These included: the oppasition to al metaphysics, especially ontology and
synthetic apriori propositions; therejection of metaphysics not aswrong but as having
no meaning; acriterion of meaning based on Ludwig Wittgenstein'searly work; theidea
that al knowledge should be codifiablein a single standard language of science; and
abovedl the project of ‘ rational reconstruction,’” in which ordinary-language concepts
weregradualy to bereplaced by more precise equivalentsinthat standard language. In
the early 1930s, the Vienna Circle dispersed, mainly because of fascist persecution and
the untimely deaths of Hans Hahn and Schlick. The most prominent proponents of
logical positivismemigrated to the United Kingdom and to the United Stateswhere they
considerably influenced American philosophy. Until the 1950s|ogica positivismwasthe
leading school in the philosophy of science. After moving to the United States, Carnap
proposed a replacement for the earlier doctrines in his Logical Syntax of Language.
Thischangeof direction and the somewhat differing views of Reichenbach and others
led to aconsensusthat the English namefor the shared doctrinal platform, initsAmerican
exilefromthelate 1930s, should be‘ logical empiricism’.

Logical positivism is aso known as neo-positivism. It is a revitalized form of
positivism appeared in the 1920s and 1930s and espoused by Vienna Circle. Some
twentieth-century positivists, variously called neo-positivists or logical positivists have
gone to the logical extreme of positivism. Starting from the postulate that scientific
inquiry should be based exclusively onwhat is givento perception and on strictly logical
reasoning, they have madeit their particular businessto draw the severest conclusions
therefrom. Thisled them or agroup of them beyond scientific method as here understood
to amore radical position, characterized —at least in the movement’s early years by
three specific features:

(i) insstenceonstrictly ‘ physicalist’ or behaviourist methods, whichimply the
rejection of any merely introspective sources of psychology;

(i) elimination of metaphysical terms not only in the final stages of scientific
work, but inany type of sentences, and hence especially alsoin preparatory
steps, where they are merely used as inspiration for the formulation of
problems, asworking hypotheses, or as avowed assumptions; (C) designation
of any synthetic sentence which is not ultimately verifiable through
perceptionsas not only ‘ non-scientific’ but * meaningless .

Only statements that can by expressed in physicalist, behaviourist language had
‘meaning’ to the radical wing of the neo-positivists led by Rudolf Carnap and Otto
Neurath. Their theoretica ideal wasthat al scientific propaositions should be so expressed.



Inthe early 20th century, logical positivism—adescendant of Comte’'sbasic thesis
but an independent movement—sprang up in Viennaand grew to become one of the
dominant schools in Anglo-American philosophy and the analytic tradition. Logical
positivists (or ‘ neo positivists’) reject metaphysical speculation and attempt to reduce
statements and propositions to purelogic. Critiques of this approach by philosophers
such as Karl Popper and Thomas Kuhn have been highly influential and led to the
development of post positivism. In psychology, the positivist movement was influential in
the development of behavioralism and operationalism. In economics, practising
researcherstend to emulate the methodol ogical assumptions of classical positivism but
only inade-facto fashion: the majority of economists do not explicitly concernthemselves
with mattersof epistemology. Injurisprudence, ‘ legal positivisn’ essentially referstothe
rejection of natural law, thus its common meaning with philosophical positivism is
somewhat attenuated and in recent generations generally emphasizes the authority of
human political structuresas opposed toa‘scientific’ view of law.

Accordingtological positivism, all meaningful statements can bedividedintwo
classes, one containing the statements that are true or false in virtue of their logical
forms or in virtue of their meaning (these statements are called analytic a priori), the
other containing the statements whosetruth or fasity can be ascertained only by means
of the experience (called synthetic aposteriori). Logic and mathematics belong to the
class of andytic apriori statements, sincethey aretrueinvirtue of the meaning ascribed
tothelogical constants (thewords‘and’, ‘or’, ‘nat’, ‘if”) and to the mathematical terms.
The class of synthetic aposteriori statementsincludes all genuine scientific statements,
likethose of physics, biology, psychology. A statement is meaningful if and only if it can
beprovedtrueor false, at least in principle, by means of the experience or invirtue of its
meaning. M oreover, themeaning of astatement isits method of verification; thet is, we
know the meaning of astatement only if we know the conditionsunder which the statement
istrueor false (thisassertionis cdled the verifiability principle). Thus statements about
metaphysics, religion and ethics are meaningless and must be rejected as nonsensical.
Alsotraditiona philosophy is often regarded as meaningless. Many alleged philosophical
problems, likethe controversy between redists and instrumentalists, areindeed pseudo
problems, the outcome of a misuse of language. They do not concern matters of fact,
but the choice between different linguistic frameworks. Thus the logical analysis of
languagewasregarded by logicd positivismasamgjor instrument inresolving philosophical
problems. Characteristic of this aspect was the intense analysis of scientific language
performed by Carnap and Hempel.

A scientific theory, according to logical positivism, isan axiomatic systemwhich
acquiresanempirica interpretation from suitable statements called coordinative definitions
(or principles of coordination or axioms of connection) which establish a correlation
between real objects or processes and the abstract concepts of the theory. Thelanguage
of ascientific theory includes three kinds of terms: logical, observational and theoretical.
L ogical terms denote thelogica constants and the mathematical objects, observational
terms denote objects or properties that can be directly observed or measured, and
theoretical terms denote objects or properties we cannot observe or measure but we
can only infer from direct observations. Examples of theoretical terms are ‘ electron’,
‘atom’, ‘magneticfield’. Theearly logical positivism believed that al theoretica terms
were definablewith the help of the observational terms. Further researches, performed
by Carnap and Hempel, showed that theoretical terms cannot be defined by observational
ones, and thustheoretica terms are indispensableinascientific theory. Pragmatic aspects
of scientific research were not considered by logicd positivism which wasnot interested
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inthereal process of discovering but was concerned with therational reconstruction of
scientific knowledge that is the study of the logical (formal) relationships between
statements, hypothesis, and empirical evidence.

Theadvocates of logical positivismrgject traditiona metaphysics' cognitive status.
They point out that scientific propositions are of two kinds namely analytic and synthetic.
They arguethat an anaytical statement islogical or mathematical in naturewhereasit
is synthetic when a ' propositions add something to the meaning of agiventerm’. The
principal criterion for synthetic or substantial and factual statementsis verifiability. A
synthetic statement has meaning only if it can be empiricdly verified. If something isnot
empiricdly verified itimpliesthat it cannot be proved to betrue or false. Inthisway itis
meaningless. Therefore, logical positivists rejected the traditional political theory as
meaningless and unverifiable. They aso dwell upon amore radical form of empiricism,
namely phenomenalism. Phenomenalism arguesthat the basis of scienceistherestricting
experience of sensations. Logica positivists givewider emphasisonlogica analysisand
thereaimisto unify the sciences. They point out that experience suppliesthe subject of
all science and helpsin formulating laws and theories.

Theradical wing of the neo-positivists or logical positivists recognizes only sense
experiencesin the process of scientific verification. Beginning with the second half of
the Nineteen-Thirties, some Neopositivists have abandoned one or another of their origina
positions. Thus, Moritz Schlick in one of his last papers ‘Meaning and Verification’
maodified the requirement of verifiability for meaningful sentencesby interpreting it as
requiring only a ‘logical’ not an empirical possibility of verification. The empirical
circumstances, he wrote, are all-important when you want to know if a propositionis
true, but they can have no influence on the meaning of the proposition. The only thing
necessary for aprocess of verificationto be‘logicaly’ possible, Schlick argued, isthat it
‘canbedescribed’ . Logical possibility or impossibility of verification, therefore, is‘ aways
sef-imposed’.

Neo positivism or logical positivism got athrust inthe wake of efforts made by
Erngt Mach (1838-1936) to establishthe unity of dl sciencesthroughtheradica dimination
of metaphysicsin every scientific work and through common recognition that all scientific
authority must be ultimately based on perception. Mach was an Austrian physicist and
philosopher who held the chair for the philosophy of science at the University of Vienna
until 1901. A small group of scholarsin Vienna, starting out from Mach’swork; attempted
torefineit by cleansing it of unwarranted elementsand by adding greater logical precision
to matchesempirical purismand to all itsimplication; this ended up in their equation of
verifiability (testability) and meaning in science. This group, which later came to be
known as the *Vienna Circle’ and which made its appearance in 1929 included the
mathematician Hans Hahn, the economist Otto Neurath, the physicist Philipp frank, and
the philasophers Rudolf Carnap, Herbert Feigl, Friedrich Waismann, and especialy, Moritz
Schlick. A number of other scholars came to be associated with the Vienna Circle,
though not necessarily with all their ideas. Among them were Hans Reichenbach, the
mathematicians L udwig Wittgenstein, Kurt Godel, Karl Menger, and Richard von Mises,
the physicist E. Schroedinger, the economist Josef Schumpeter and the lawyer Hans
Kdsen. Severa Americansincluding Ernest Nagel of Colombiaand CharlesW. Morris
of the University of Chicago made early contacts with the Circle.

Logical positivism holdsthat reliable and vaid knowledge in any field of inquiry
that can be obtained only by empirical method (i.e. observation based on sense-experience)
the questions concerning values are beyond the scope of scientific knowledge; henceit



is not possible to obtain reliable knowledge about them. Between the 1920s and the
1970sthe belief that scientific knowledge wasthe only true form of knowledge gained
huge support. Empiricism becamethe main stay of logical positivism through thework
of theViennacirclein the 1920sand 1930s as earlier stated. Positivism became further
refined in the behaviouraist movements of the 1950s. These hyper-empirical schools of
thought argued that scientific verifiability was the sole criterion of knowledge. Finally
therewere normative utteranceswhichweredismissed as'* gaculations’ or as* nonsense’.
They weretreated derisively asthey could not be subjected to empirical verification or
falsfication.

Thelogical positivism hasimpacted political scienceinasignificant way. Thefirst
and foremost impact isby its principle of verification. It viewspolitics as metaphysical
beyond science essentially non-rational and arbitrary. They say it is concerned with
what would happen rather then what should happen. This distinguished them from the
positivist who attempted to make politics scientific. Another impact of logical positivism
isthat adopting the various aspects of science. Logica positivistsarguethat to be scientific
means adopting those aspects of sciencethat logical positivism identified as science.

1.5 BEHAVIOURALISM AND POST-
BEHAVIOURALISM

Behaviouralism and post-behaviouralism are the two contemporary approachesto the
study of politics. The development of the contemporary approach signify a departure
from traditional approaches in two aspects: (i) They attempt to establish a separate
identity of political science by focusing onthereal character of politics; and (ii) they try
to understand politicsintotality, transcending its formal aspects and looking for those
aspects of social lifewhich influence and are influenced by it. Here we will begin the
discussion with behaviouralism.

1.5.1 Behaviouralism

Until themiddle of the twentieth century, the discipline of palitical sciencewas primarily
quditative-philosophical, descriptive, legalistic, and typically reliant on case studies that
failed to probe causation in any measurable way. Theword * science’ was not entirely
apt.

In the 1950s, the discipline was transformed by the behavioral revolution
spearheaded by advocates of amore socia scientific empirical approach. Eventhough
experimentation was the sine quanon of research inthe hard sciences and in psychol ogy,
the method remained a mere curiosity among political scientists. For behavioralists
interested inindividual-level political behavior, survey research wasthe methodol ogy of
choice onthe groundsthat experimentation could not be used toinvestigate real-world
politics (for more detailed accounts of the history of experimental methodsin political
science). The consensus view was that laboratory settings were too artificial and that
experimenta subjectsweretoo unrepresentative of any meaningful target population for
experimental studiesto bevalid. Further, many palitical scientists viewed experiments,
whichtypically necessitate the deception of research subjects as aninherently unethical
methodol ogy.

Thebias against experimentation began to weaken in the 1970swhen the emerging
field of politica psychology attracted anew constituency for interdisciplinary research.
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Laboratory experiments gradually acquired the aura of legitimacy for asmall band of
scholarsworking at theintersection of thetwo disciplines. M ost of these scholars focused
on the areas of palitical behavior, public opinion and mass communication, but there
werea so experimentd foraysinto thefields of international relations and public choice.
Initially, these researchers faced significant disincentives to applying experimental
methods—mast importantly, research based on experimentswas unlikely to seethelight
of day smply becausetherewere no journasor conference venuesthat took thiskind of
work serioudly.

The first magjor breakthrough for political scientists interested in applying the
experimenta method occurred with the founding of thejourna ‘ Experimental Study of
Palitics' in1970. Thebrainchild of thelate James Dyson (then at Florida State University)
and Frank Scidli (thenat Drew University and now at theNational Science Foundation),
ESP wasfounded as aboutique journal dedicated exclusively to experimental work. The
co-editors and members of their editorial board were committed behavioralists who
were convinced that experiments could contribute to more rigorous hypothesis testing
and thereby to theory building inpolitical science. As stated by the editors, themission of
the journa was to ‘provide an outlet for the publication of materials dealing with
experimenta researchintheshortest possibletime, and thusto aid in rapid dissemination
of new ideas and developments in political research and theory.” ESP served as an
important, albeit specialized outlet for politica scientistsinterested intesting propositions
about voting behavior, presidential popularity, mass communication and campaigns, or
group decision making. The mere existence of a journal dedicated to experimental
research (with amasthead featuring established scholarsfrom highly ranked departments)
provided a credible signal to graduate students and junior faculty that it might just be
possibleto publish (rather than perish) and build acareer in political science onthebasis
of experimental research. Although ESP provided an important ‘foot in the door’, the
marginalized status of experiments in political science persisted during the 1970s.
Observationa methods, most notably, survey research, dominated experimentation even
among the practitionersof padlitica psychology. When SUNY —Stony Brook was established
intheearly 1960s, the political science department was given amandateto specidizein
behavioral research and experimental methods. Inthe early 1980s, experimenta methods
wereof growing interest to researchersin several subfields of thediscipline. By theend
of the 1980s, laboratory experimentation had become sufficiently recognized asalegitimate
methodology in palitica sciencefor mainstream journasto regularly publish papers based
on experiments.

David Easton was thefirst to differentiate behavioralism from behaviorisminthe
1950s. Intheearly 1940s, behaviorism itself wasreferred to asabehaviora scienceand
later referred to as behaviorism. However, Easton sought to differentiate between the
two disciplines.

Behavioraism (or behaviouralism) isan approachin politica sciencewhich seeks
to provide an objective, quantified approach to explaining and predicting political behavior.
Itisassociated with therise of the behaviora sciences, modelled after the natural sciences.
Behavioralism seeksto examinethe behavior, actions, and acts of individualsrather than
the characteristics of institutions such as legislatives, executives, and judiciaries and
groupsin different social settings and explainthisbehavior asit relates to the political
system.

Prior tothe‘Behavioralist revolution’, political science being ascienceat all was
disputed. Critics saw the study of politics asbeing primarily qualitative and normative,



and claimed that it lacked a scientific method necessary to be deemed a science.
Behavioralists would use strict methodology and empirical research to validate their
study asasocid science. Thebehavioralist approach wasinnovative becauseit changed
the attitude of the purpose of inquiry, moving toward research supported by verifiable
facts. Duringitsrisein popularity inthe 1960s and 70s, behavioralism challenged the
redlist and liberal approaches, which the behaviordists caled * traditionalism’, and other
studies of political behavior that was not based onfact. To understand political behavior,
behavioralism usesthe following methods: sampling, interviewing, scoring and scaling
and statistical anaysis.

According to David Easton, behavioraism sought to be * andytic not substantive,
general rather than particular, and explanatory rather than ethical’ . In this, the theory
seekstoevauate palitica behavior without ‘ introducing any ethical evaluations' ; Rodger
Beehler citesthisas‘ their insistence on distinguishing between facts and values'.

Behaviouralismisthe belief that social theory should be constructed only onthe
basis of observable behaviour. The behavioural approachto political analysis developed
out of positivism, adopting its assertion that scientific knowledge can be developed only
onthebasisof explanatory theoriesthat areverifiableand falsifisble. Behaviourad analysis
typically involvesthe collection of quantifiable datathrough research surveys, stetistical
analysis and the construction of empirical theory that have predictive capacity.
Behaviouraism is an approach to the analysis and explanation of palitical phenomena. It
is particularly associated with theworks of American political scientists after the Second
World War (1939-45). True understanding of the irrationality of the man and of the
power of government action for good or evil emerged asthe proper goasof theresearch
work of political scientists. Casting about for anew intellectua paradigm to guidetheir
discipline in the modern age, political scientists fastened upon science as the key to
planning, and the science of psychology as the key both to research methodology and to
thenature of human behaviour. Asbehaviouraliststurned to socia psychology or sociology,
they increasingly rejected history. The new orientation of political theory was wholly
empirical and experimental. As elsewhere stated David Easton, an American political
scientist, in his book Political System an Enquiry into the Sate of Political Science
(1953) appeded for building up a behavioura palitical science. It has to be closer to
other social sciences and would take part in the decision making process. However, the
origins of the behaviouralist approach can be stressed back to the works of Graham
Wallas and Arthur Bentley who wrote two famous books Human Nature in Politics
and The Process of Gover nment respectively which was published as early as1908. In
their works they led great emphasis on the informal process of politics and less on
political ingtitutions alone. Graham Wallasin hisbook Human Naturein Politicstried to
introduceanew realismin palitical studiesinthelight of the new findings of contemporary
psychology. He was influenced by the new psychology teachings which revealed that
manwas not arational creaturefollowing his sdf interest and his palitica actionswere
not totally guided by self-interest as stated by classical economists and laissez—faire
theorists. Itisvery difficult to explain the human naturein utilitarian perspective. Graham
Wiadlasto overcomethis problemins sted on exploring facts and evidencefor understanding
human nature and its manifestations in human behaviour. Thegist of hisargument was
the poalitical process could be understood only by analyzing as to how people actually
behaved in a political situation and not merely by speculating on how they should or
would behave. Onthe other hand, Arthur Bentley who is pioneer of * group approach’ to
palitics says only the description of political activity isnot enough. He sought to provide
for new tools of investigation. He led emphasis on the study of informal groups. He
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almost completely ignorestheformal palitical ingtitution. Unlike Graham Wallaswhois
influenced by psychology, Arthur Bentley was inspired by sociology. In his study the
roles of pressure groups, political parties, elections and public opinion in the political
processare highlighted.

Another prominent advocate of behaviouralist approach was CharlesE. Merriam
(1874-1953). The famous Chicago School wasfounded by him. He was the president
of American Palitical ScienceAssociationin 1925 when he exhorted political scientists
tolook at political behaviour as one of the essential objects of enquiry inhis presidential
address. Thus, Merriam was an exponent of scientific method for the study of palitics.
At the sametime, he was achampion of democracy. He called for employing the science
into the service of demoacratic principle. Thus, he believed that democracy and science
can be promoted together and hence complementary to each other. The school hasdone
pioneer worksinthe development of the behavioural approach. Merriamwasavehement
critic of contemporary political science. In hisbook New Aspects of Politics (1925) and
inhisarticle’ The Present State of the Study of Politics which was published inAmerican
Palitical Science Review argued that contemporary political sciencelack scientificrigour.
Hecriticized thework of historians for ignoring the role of psychological, sociological,
economic factorsin human affairs. He advised that the student of politics should take
the help of recent advancesin social sciencesin the study of palitics. He argued thiswill
help to build an interdisciplinary and scientific character of political science. Hecalled
for the use of scientific approach in the study of palitics. He sought to develop a“ Policy
Science’ by using quantitative techniques already developed inthefields of sociology
and psychology. Inthisway Charles M erriam contributed at length to the evolution of
behavioural approach.

Another exponent of scientific method William B. Munro however pointed out
that it was not a proper function of political scientists to teach democratic citizenship.
The casefor a‘vaue-free' pure science was advanced by GE.G. Catlin in hisfamous
work Science and Method of Politics (1927). He articulated that power isthe essence
of palitics. Harold D. Lasswell aso supported this view in his pioneering work Politics:
Who GetsWhat, When, How. Inthis book Lasswell emphasized on empirical approach
to politics asthe study and analysis of power.

All the above devel opmentsin the growth of behaviouralism were early attempts.
Behaviouralismin palitical science was systematically developed only after the Second
World War. The Behaviouralism had its philosophical originsin thewritings of Auguste
Comteinthe nineteenth century and inthelogical positivism of the Vienna Circleinthe
1920's. However, behaviouralism did not accept all the philosophical arguments of the
positivists. The contribution of American political scientists in this regard was quite
significant. Some of theworks of theseAmerican palitical scientistsisworth mentioning
here, such as ‘ The Impact on Political Science of the Revolution in the Behavioural
Sciences' (1955), ‘ The Behavioural Approach in Political Science: Epitaph For a
Monument to aSuccessful Protest’ by Robert Dahl which was published intheAmerican
Palitical Science Review in1961, ‘ Thelmpact of the Behavioural Approach on Traditiona
Political Science’ (1962) by Evron M. Krikpatrick, ‘ The Correct Meaning of
‘Behaviourdism’ in Palitical Science (1967) by David Easton and Heinz Eulau’s article
on‘Palitical Behaviour’ inthe International Encyclopediaof the Social Sciencewhich
was publishedin 1968. It can be said that behaviouralism stood for ashift of focusinthe
study of politics from the formalism and normative orientations of the legalistic and
philosophy schools to political behaviour, that is, the behaviour of articulators in the
pdlitical field, suchas, power-holder, power-seekersaswell asvaters. Thusbehaviouraism



isunderstood as morethen the merely study of political behaviour thoughit wasitsmain
focus. Thegrowing importance of behaviouralism sought to account for the psychological
and socid influences on behaviour of theindividua inapoalitical situation. It caled for the
study of such processes and factors as political—sociaizations, ideologies, culture,
participation, communication, leadership, decision making, palitica violenceetc. These
processesinvolveinterdisciplinary and cross-disciplinary research. Behaviouradismasa
movement in political science did not remain confining to the study of individua—based
political behaviour but developed into aset of orientations, procedures and methods of
analysis. In practice it embraced all that lends a scientific character to the modern
politica science. A behaviourist likea positivist ascertains the correctness of anexplanaory
theory. It isthe stresson empirica observation and testing that characterisethe behavioura
approach. A behaviouralist systematically compiles all the relevant facts, quantitative
and qualitative, for an evaluation of atheoretical statement. Furthermore, behavioural
andysisassertsthat all scientific theoriesand/or explanation must in principle be capable
of being falsified.
David Easton outlined eight mgjor tenants of behaviouralism.
(&) regularities or uniformity in behaviour which can be expressed in
generdizations or theory.
(b) verification or thetesting of thevalidity of such generdizationsor theories.
techniquesfor seeking and interpreting data.
(c) quantification and measurement in the recording of data.
val ues as distinguished between propositions, relating to ethical evaluation
and thoserelating toempirical.
(d) systematization of research.
pure science or the seeking of understanding and explanation of behaviour,
before utilization of the knowledgefor solution of societal problems.
(e) integration of political research with that of other social sciences.

Behaviouralism cameto accord primacy to higher degree of reliability vis-a-vis
higher degree of generality. It, therefore, focus on question that could be answered on
the basis of the methods available. In anutshell, behaviouralism focused on the micro-
level situations rather then attempting macro-level generalizationsasawhole.

The approach has come under fire from both conservatives and radicals for the
purported value-neutrality. Conservatives see the distinction between values and facts
as away of undermining the possibility of political philosophy. Neal Riemer believes
behavioralism dismisses* the task of ethical recommendation’ because behavioralists
believe ‘truth or fasity of values (democracy, equality, and freedom, etc.) cannot be
established scientifically and are beyond the scope of legitimateinquiry’ . Christian Bay
believed behavioraismwasapseudo palitical scienceand that it did not represent * genuine'
political research. Bay objected to empirical consideration taking precedence over
normative and moral examination of politics. Behavioralism initialy represented a
movement away from ‘ naive empiricism’, but has been criticized as an approach has
been criticized for * naive scientism’ . Additionaly, radical criticsbelieve that the separation
of fact from value makestheempirical study of politicsimpossible.

Behaviouralism, like positivism hasbeen criticized for its mindlessempiricism.
Both Hempel and Popper regject the* narrow inductivist view’ of scientific enquiry, whereby
they argued that aproper enquiry was possible only if relevant facts were supported by
clear minimum theoretical expectation. Behaviouralism proclaimed to offer a‘value
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free’ and ‘scientific’ theory steering clear of ethical and political bias. They
overemphasises on the fact that atheory is considered good if it was consistent with
observation. David Easton himself has enumerated the shortcomings of behaviouralism
which arementioned below:

(8) Behaviourdism pursued fundamental rather than applied knowledge. Hence
it distancesitsdf fromimmediate political redlity. It also neglectsthe specid
responsibilities of anintellectual.

(b) It tendstowardsasubject less, non-humane discipline, oneinwhich human
intentions and purposes played little creative part.

(c) Itiswrongly assumed that behavioural political science alone wasfree of
ideological presuppositions.

(d) 1t accepts a pristine, positivist interpretation of the nature of science
uncriticaly.

(e) Itremainsindifferent to the resulting fragmentation of knowledge.

(f) Itisnot ableto dea with value concerns and to describe the nature of the
good society.

1.5.2 Post-behaviour alism

Behaviouralism roseto prominent during mid nineteen sixtiesasadominant approachin
themethodology of political science. However, it was not free from criticism. Oneof its
prominent critics Leo Straussin hisarticle* What is Political Philasophy? publishedin
Journal of Politics (1957) argued that the rise of behaviouralism was symptomatic of a
crisisin political theory because of its failure to come to grips with normative issues.
Another political scientist Sheldon Wolininthearticle‘ Political Theory asaVocation’

which was published in American Political Science review (1969) pointed out that
preoccupation of palitical sciencewith method signified and abdication of true vocation
of paliticd theory. Another prominent thinker Thomas Kuhnin his celebrated work The
Sructure of Scientific Revolution (1962) outlined that significance of scientific methods
liesinits capacity of problem-solving and crisis-management and not in methodological

sophistication. Gradualy after 1960s, even the exponents of behaviouraism realised the
draw backs of behaviouralism. They realized that behaviouralism’s strict adherenceto
‘pure science’ wasresponsiblefor itsfailureto attempt to the pressing socia and political

issues of the period. Thefamousbehaviouralist David Easton, in 1969, in hispresidential

address to the American Political Science Association announced anew revolutionin
political science-a post-behavioural revolution that represented a shift of focus from
strict methodological issuestoagreater concern with public responsibilities of the discipline
and with palitical problems. Thus, post—behaviouralism is concerned with theredlity of
human life. The post-behaviouralism gave two dogans: relevance and action. However
it didn’t completely depart from behaviouraism rather it stood for consolidating itsgain
and applying them from problem-solving crisis management. David Easton, emphaticaly
drew the attention of contemporary political scientists to the impending threat of the
nuclear bomb, inner conflictswithinthe USwhich might lead to civil war or dictatorship
and undeclared war in Vietnam which was perturbing moral consciousness of world
over. David Easton lamented the over-reliance of behaviouralists on methodology. He
saysthat intellectuals have agrest roleto play in protecting the human value of civilization.
He emphasized that behaviouralists should not ignored thisrole. He reminded them of
their responsibility to reshape society. He argued that scientists could adopt arationa
interest in value construction and application without denying the vaidity of their science.



It placed less emphasis on the scientific method and empirical theory, and laid more
stresson the public responsibilities of the discipline. Inanutshell, post-behaviouralism
seeksto reintroduce aconcern for valuesin the behavioural approachitself.

Post-behavioralism also known as neo-behavioralism was areaction against the
dominance of behavioralist methods in the study of politics. One of the key figuresin
post-behaviouralist thinking was David Easton who was originally one of theleading
advocates of the* behavioural revolution’. Post-behaviourdists claimed that despitethe
alleged vaue-neutrality of behaviourdist research it was biased towardsthe status quo
and socia preservation rather than social change.

Post-behaviouralism challenged the idea that academic research had tobe value
neutral and argued that values should not be neglected. Post-behaviouralism claimed
that behaviouralisms bias towards observable and measurable phenomena meant that
too much emphasiswasbeing placed on easily studied trivial issues at the expensive of
more important topics. Research should be more relevant to society and intellectuals
have apositiveroleto play in society.

Thecardina festures of the Post-Behaviouralism can be enumerated asfollowing:

(i) Substance preceded technique, which meant the pressing problems of society
became tools of investigation.

(i) Behaviouraismitself was seen asideologicaly conservative and limited to
abstraction rather than to the reality at thetimesin crisis.

(i) Sciencecould beevaluatively neutra, for factswereinseparablefrom values,
and value premises had to berelated to knowledge.

(iv) Intelectudshad to shoulder theresponsibilities of their society, defend human
values of civilization, and not become mere technicians insular to social
problems.

(v) Theintellectual had to put knowledge to work and engage in reshaping
society.

(vi) Theintdlectud must actively participatein the politicization of the professions
and academic institutions.

For the post-behaviouralists, atheory, in order to be treated as an explanatory
theory, inthefirst place hasto be evaluated i.e. tested empirically. Easton also pointed
out that dissatisfaction with behaviouralism led to revisionsin the method and content,
favouring arevival of interpretive understanding and historical anadysis, and acomplete
rejection of systematic methodology, at the sametime emphasizing the need to introduce
formal modelling and rational actor deductivism. Moreover, new concerns such as
ferminism, environmentalism, ethnicity, racial identity and equality and nuclear war have
emerged. There is a generd loss of central focus regarding the subject matter and
consensus about methodologies. He announced the beginning of neo-behaviouralismin
order to bring about anew unity in the theoretical focus of the discipline.

Heinz Eulau describes post-behaviouralism as a ‘ near hysterical response to
political frustrations engendered by the disconcerting and shocking events of the late
sixtiesand early seventies.

Inthe contemporary socia science thebehavioura approach hasshownincreasing
concern with solving the prevailing problem of society. Inthisway it haslargely absorbed
the‘ post-behaviourd’ orientation withinits scope.
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1.6 DECLINE AND REVIVAL OF POLITICAL THEORY

During the middle of the twentieth century many observers talked about the decline of
the palitical theory. Some of the observers even discussed about itsdeath. Some of the
observersdeclared political theory asthe dog house. These discourses emerged because
of the pessimistic and cynical view that the classical tradition in political theory wasfilled
with valuejudgments and devoid of empiricism. Thelogica positivism whichemerged
during 1930s, criticized the normative theory for its value judgment. Later on, the
behaviourdist atacked the classicd tradition of which David Eastonwas mast prominent.
According to David Easton, palitical theory is concerned with somekind of historical
form. He argued that political theory had lost its constructive roles. He outlined that
political theory as practiced by William Dunning, Charle H. M cwain and George Holland
Sabine had declineinto historicism.

Therearetwo schools of thought about the devel opment of political theory inthe
contemporary period. One school argues that there is decline of politica theory and
another school argues against it. In mid twentieth century the exponents of new political
science began to question the continued relevance of the traditional political theory.
David Easton and American Political scientist in hisPolitical System: An Enquiryinto
the Sate of Political Science (1953) asserted that the traditional political theory was
based on mere speculation. It was devoid of acute observation of the political redlity in
order to lay scientific foundations of the study of palitics, it was necessary to rescue it
from the study of classics and the history of political ideas. He argued that the traditional
palitical theory wasthe product of theturmaoil that characterize the past ages. According
tohimit particularly flourished in Greecein pre-Plato days, Itay in thefifteenth century,
England in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries and Francein the eighteenth century
whichwhere the days of wide spread social and political upheaval. It had no relevance
incontemporary society. He aso pointed out that there has been no outstanding political
philosopher after Marx (1818-83) and J.S. Mill (1806—73). Easton argued that while
economist and sociologist had produced asystematic study of human behaviour inthere
respective spheres of investigation, political scientists had lagged behind. They failed to
acquire suitable research to account for the rise of fascism or communism and their
continuance. Again, during the Second World War (1939-45), economists, sociologists
and psychologists had played an activerolein the decision-making process but political
scientistswereignored. He, therefore, appealed for building of abehavioural palitical
science, closer to other socia science, to take its due place in the decision-making
process. He argued that the contemporary society would evolveits own value system
from its own experience and insight. Political scientists would only focus on building
causal theory to explain political behaviour. However, Easton changed his view after
one and a half decade. In his presidential address to the American Political Science
Associationin 1969, helunched his* post-behavioural’ revolution. Infact, Eastonwas
trying to convert political sciencefrom apure scienceto ‘ applied science . Heinsisted
that scientific investigation should enable the contemporary societies to tide over the
prevailing crisis. Thisalsoinvolved arenewed concern with valueswhich were sought
tobeexcludedinthe earlier behavioural approach.

The debate on the decline of political theory which appeared in 1950s was also
joined by some other prominent writers. Thus, Alfred Cobban in his paper on ‘The
Decline of Political Theory' published in Political Science Quarterly (1953) argued
that political theory had lost its significance in capitalist as well ascommunist systems.



Capitalist systemswereinspired by theideaof ‘ libertarian democracy’ where asthere
was no political theorist of democracy. It was also characterized by an overwhelming
role of bureaucracy and the creation of a huge military machine. Political theory had
practically no role to play in sustaining this system. While, communist systems were
characterized by anew form of political organization and therule of asmall oligarchy.
Political theory had taken aback seat under these systems. However, Cobban cameto
the conclusionthat all was yet not lost. Political science hasto answer questionswhich
the methodology of social science may not be ableto answer. It must evolve criteriaof
judgment whichwill revive the relevance of palitical science.

Then Seymour Martin Lipset in hisPolitical Man: The Social Bases of Politics
(1960) argued that the values of the contemporary society had already been decided. In
the United States, the age-old search for ‘good society’ had come to an end because
they had already achieved it. The prevailing form of democracy inthat country was the
closest gpproximationto the good society itself in operation’. Thus, Lipset too, questioned
the continued relevance of political theory in those days. Another political scientist, Leo
Strauss, in his famous paper ‘ What is Political Philosophy? published in Journal of
Politics (1957) and in An Epilogue to Essays on the Scientific Sudy of Politics
argued that the new science of politicswasin fact asymptom of the alleged decline of
political theory by adopting positivist approachit had ignored the challenge of normative
iSsues.

Another political scientist, Dante Jermino, in his Beyond Ideology the Revival
of Palitical Theory (1967) argued that inmost of the 19" century and early 20" century
there were two major causes of the decline of political theory: (i) rise of positivism
whichledtothe crazefor science; and (i) the prevaenceof political ideologiesculminating
inMarxism. But now it was againin ascendancy, particularly inthe political thought of
Michel Oakeshott, HannahArendt, Bertrand de Jouvenal, Leo Strauss and Eric Voegdin.
Thislist was expanded by Jermino in asubsequent paper so asto include John Rawls,
C.B. Macpherson, Christian Bay, Robert Nozick, Herbert Marcus, Jurgen Habermas,
Alasdaire MacIntyre and Michel Walzer. The works of these writers had revived the
grand tradition of palitical philosophy. Jermino suggested that in order to understand the
new role of political theory, it was imperative to identify it with political philosophy.
Palitical philosophy isacritical study of the principles of theright order in human social
existence, involving enquiry intoright and wrong. Jermino argued that politica philosophy
dealswith perennia problems confronting manin his social existence. He pointed out
that detachment isnot ethica neutraity. A political philosopher cannot remainindifferent
tothepalitical struggleof histimes asabehavouralist would claim. Inshort, behavioura
political science concentrates onfacts and remains neutral to values. Palitical philosophy
cannot grow along with positivism which abstained from acritical examination of any
socid situation. Thegulf between traditionalist and behaviouralist components of political
theory isso widethat they cannot be reunited. Any theory separated from the perennial
concerns of political philosophy will prove to be irrelevant. Jermino laments that the
behavioural political theory has oftenimplicitly or uncritically endorsed the policiesand
practices of the established order instead of performing the Socratic the function of
‘speaking truth to power’. Hewantsthat full recovery of critica palitical theory cannot
be achieved within the positivist universe of discourse. Herbert Marcuse has significantly
pointed to the risk involved in the demand for scientific study for society and politics.

However, since 1970s, the dispute between palitical scienceand palitical philosophy
has largely subsided. While David Easton had shown arenewed concernwith valuesin
his post-behavioural approach, the exponents of political philosophy, did not hesitatein
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testing there assumptions by empirical method. Karl Popper (1902-94), an eminent
exponent of scientific method, proceeded to draw conclusion regarding social values.
John Rawls (1921-2002) adopted empirical method for arriving at his principles of justice.
Then C.B. Macpherson (1911-87) attacked theempirical theory of democracy propounded
by Joseph Schumpeter (1883—-1950) and Robert Dahl advanced hisown radical theory
of democracy. Herbert Marcus and Jurgen Habermass have shown a strong empirical
insight intheir critical analysis of the contemporary capitalism. Itisnow held that political
sciencelike other social and natura sciences enables usto strengthen our means but we
will havetoresort to political philosophy to determine our ends. Asmeansand ends are
interdependent, political science and palitica philosophy play complementary roleinour
socid life.

The American Political Scientist David Eastontried to examine the reasons for
thedeclineof palitica theory into historicism. Heargued that first and foremost tendency
among political scientistsisto confirm tothemoral propositions of their age, leadingtoa
loss of the constructive approach. The emphasisis to uncover and revea once values
which imply that there is no longer the need to enquire into the merit of these moral
vaues but merely understand their ‘ origins, development and social impact’.

Revival

Political theory is considered asastudy of the history of ideas during the third decade of
thetwentieth century, particularly with the purposeto define the totalitarian communism
and defend the liberal democracy. Charles Marriam, one of the famous behaviouralist
and Lasswell Kaplan tried to establish a scientific political theory. They developed it
withthe eventual purpose of controlling human behaviour. Their method of enquiry was
description rather then prescription. On the other hand, inthetraditiona sense, political
theory wasrevived intheworks of somefamouspalitica scientistslikeArendt Theodore
Adorno (1903-1969), Herbert Marcuse (1898-1979), Leo Strauss (1899-1973),
Oakeshott, Bertrand de Jouvend and Eric Vogdin (1901-1985). These palitica scientists
wereinopposition of the commitment to liberal democracy, faith in science, and afaith
in historical progress. They were also against political messianism and utopianism in
politics. Hanna Ardent criticized behaviouralism and stressed on the uniqueness and
responsibility of theindividual human being. Sheargued in her book the Human Condition
(1958) that search for uniformitiesin human nature by the behaviouralistswould only
contribute towards stereo typing the human being. She also rejected the idea of hidden
and anonymousforcesin history. Sheaso pointed to the essentia incompatibility between
ideology and palitical theory. Sheillustrated the difference between responsible action
and efficient automatic behaviour.

LikeHannah Arendt, Michel Oakeshott also contributed totherevival of palitical
theory through hiswritings. He emphasized on the philasophical analysis of experience.
He understood experience to be a concrete whole on different kinds of ‘modes’.
According to him the modes constituted ‘ arrests’ inexperience. In hisbook Experience
and its Modes (1933) he outlined four principle modes of experience such as history,
science, practice and poetry. He pointed out that science concerned itself with
measurement and quantification, history with the past, practice with an act of desiring
and obtaining, and poetry with imagination and contemplation. He did not distinguish
between subject and object, fact and value. He rejected the contention that philosophy
could learnfrom method of science. Healso ruled out political ideology and empiricism
inan understanding of palitics. LikeArdent, Oakeshott described politics‘ Asan activity
of attending to the general arrangements of a collection of a, who in respect of their



common recognition of a manner of attending to its arrangements, compose a single
community’.

Similarly, Juvenal opposed themoderntrend of converting pdliticsinto administration
depriving it for the potentiality for creativity in the public sphere. He opposed ideological
sloganeering and utopianism. He outlinesthat palitics essentially involves moral choice
with the purpose of building and consolidating individuals. Leo Strauss reaffirmed the
importance of classical political theory to provide remedy to the crisis of moderntimes.
Hesad that apalitical philosopher isprimarily interested in truth. Leo Strauss scrutinized
the methods and purposes of the ‘new’ political science and concluded that it was
defective when compared with classical political theory particularly that of Aristotle.
Strauss countered David Easton’s charge of historicism by alleging that it was the new
science that was responsible for the decline in political theory, for it pointed it to an
abetted the general political crisis of the West because of its overall neglect of normative
issues. He equated behaviouralism’ s value-free gpproach with * dogmatic atheism’ and
‘permissive egalitarianism’. He argued that it was based on dogmatic atheism, for it
spotted an attitude of ‘unreasoned unbelief’ where as it was rooted in permissive
egalitarianism because the distinction between haves and values means to into its
proponentsthat man can livewithout ideology. Eric Vogelin pointed out the inseparableness
of palitical science and political theory. He argued that without the latter theformer was
not possible. According to him political theory was not ideology, utopian or scientific
methodology rather it isan experimental science of theright order for both theindividual
and society. He said that it dissected critically and empirically the problem of order.

The Frankfurt school aso contributed towardsthe revival of palitical theory. The
school represented by the political thinkerslike TheodoreAdorno and Herbert Marcuse
emerged in Germany in the 1920s. It was directly associated with ‘ an anti-Bolshevik
radicalism and open-ended or critical Marxism’. The school of thought was critical of
both capitalism as well as socialism practiced in Soviet Union. The member of this
school produced alarge number of scholarly worksin humanistic science, philosophy,
empirical sociology, psycho analysis, theory of literature, law and political theory. The
school of thought is also known as critical theory. It comprised of various approaches.
They were critical of all form of domination and exploitation. They werealso critical of
positivism and any possibility of avalue-free social science. Intheir analysisthey also
rejected the over emphasis on materialism by Marxists. One of the famous poalitical
theorists of the school was Jurgen Habermasswhoin hiswork ‘ Theory of Legitimisation
Crisg, criticdly examine the advanced capitalism and communicative action. Hewas
also a critic of post modernism. He expressed his faith in the power of reason and
progress. Inanutshell, it can be concluded that political theory is still relevant and alive
as aresult of some of the great modern political thinkersin last few decades.

1.7SUMMARY
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e Pdlitica scienceisthe study of palitical intuitions, constitutions and policy processes.

e Palitical scienceaims at an accurate description and explanation of thesefeatures
of politics.

¢ Behaviouralism and post-behaviouralism are the two contemporary approaches
tothe study of politics.

e Logical positivism which emerged during 1930s, criticized the normative theory
for itsvaluejudgment.

1.8 KEY TERMS

e Political theory: A persona endeavour to understand and experience as the
present political reality and also to evolve amechanismin order to transcend the
present imperfect society leading to perfection and amore just order

e Pdlitical science: Thestudy of politicd intuitions, constitutionsand policy processes

e Positivism: A set of epistemological perspectives and philosophies of science
which hold that the scientific method i sthe best approach to uncover the processes
by which both physical and human events occur

e Behaviouralism: An approach in political science which seeks to provide an
objective, quantified approach to explaining and predicting political behavior

1.9 ANSWERS TO ‘CHECK YOUR PROGRESS

1. Political theory isaninterdisciplinary endeavour whose centre of gravity lies at
the humanitiesend of the happily still undisciplined disciplineof thepolitica science.

2. Palitical ideology is dso somewhat different from political theory. It isasystematic
and all-embracing doctrine which attempts to give a complete and universally
applicabletheory of human nature and society, with adetall programmeof attaining
it.

3. The growth and evolution of palitical theory can be elaborated in three major
streams. These are:

(i) Classicd pdlitical theory
(i) Modern political theory
(i) Contemporary political theory
4. SheldonWolinidentifies some principal characteristics of classicd traditionwhich
can be mentioned as below:
(i) Itsought toidentify the politicswiththe public.
(i) Itaimed at acquiring reliable knowledge about matters concerning the people.
(i) I1tlaid emphasison order, baance, equilibrium, harmony and stability.
(iv) Ittried to project anideal form of government
(v) It laid stress on comparative studies and deal with concepts like law,
citizenship, justiceand participation
(vi) Itwaslargely ethical in perspective.
5. Pdlitical scienceisthestudy of palitical intuitions, constitutionsand policy processes.



6. Positivism refers to a set of epistemological perspectives and philosophies of
sciencewhich hold that the scientific method is the best approach to uncover the
processes by which both physical and human events occur.

7. Behaviouralism and post-behaviouralism arethe contemporary approachesto the
study of palitics.

8. Behavioralism (or behaviouraism) isan approachin palitical sciencewhich seeks
to provide an objective, quantified approach to explaining and predicting political
behavior.

9. Palitica philosophy isacritica study of the principles of theright order in human
socid existence, involving enquiry into right and wrong.

10. Political theory is considered as a study of the history of ideas during the third
decade of the twentieth century, particularly with the purpose to define the
totalitarian communism and defend theliberal democracy.

1.10 QUESTIONSAND EXERCISES

Short-Answer Questions
1. Distinguish between the term political theory, political ideology and political
philosophy.
2. Differentiate between behavouralism and post-behaviouralism.
3. Doyouthink that political theory has been revived?
Long-Answer Questions
1. Discussthe meaning, nature and significance of political theory.
2. Enumerate Hacker’s points on the classical tradition of political theory.
3. Discusstheviews of Auguste Comte on positivism.
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20 INTRODUCTION

In this unit, we will be acquainted with the use of rational actor models and rational
choicetheory. Wewill get familiar with the concept of the public choice approach and its
different interpretations.

The unit also discusses the conceptual aspects of general system theory and the
input-output model, as outlined by David Easton. It so gives an overview on structural
functionalism as developed and defined by Almond and Powell. Further, we will also
learn about the communication model devised by Karl Deutsch.

2.1 UNIT OBJECTIVES

After going through thisunit, you will be ableto:
o Interpret the meaning of rational choicetheory and use of rational actor model

¢ Explain the concept of public choice approach and its contribution to political
analysis

o Describe the general system theory and explain the input-out put analysis as
advocated by David Easton

¢ Definestructura functionalism asdevel oped and defined by Almondand  Powsll
o Comprehend the communication model of Karl Deutsch
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2.2 USE OF RATIONAL ACTORS MODELS

Therational actor model is based on rational choicetheory. The stateisthe primary unit
of analysis of therational actor model and inter-state relations (or international relations)
areitscontext for analysis. The model envisagesthe state asamonolithic unitary actor,
capableof making rational decisions based on preferenceranking and value maximisation.
Rational actor model advocate, that a rational decision making process is used by a
state. Thisprocessincludes: (i) Goal setting and ranking; (ii) Consideration of options;
(iii) Assessment of consequences, (iv) Profit-maximization.

Before going into details of the rational actors modelswe must have alook into
therational choicetheory.

Rational choicetheory, also known as choice theory or rational actiontheoryisa
framework for understanding and often formally modeling socia and economic behavior.
Itisthemaintheoretica paradigm inthe currently dominant school of microeconomics.
Rationality (wanting more rather than less of agood) iswidely used as an assumption of
the behavior of individualsin microeconomic models and analysis and appearsin dmost
all economicstextbook treatments of human decision-making. It isaso central to some
of modern political science and is used by some scholars in other disciplines such as
sociology and philosophy. It isthe sameasinstrumental rationality whichinvolves seeking
the most cost-effective means to achieve a specific goal without refl ecting on the
worthiness of that god. Gary Becker was an early proponent of applying rational actor
models morewidely. Hewon the 1992 Nobel Memorial Prizein Economic Sciencesfor
his studies of discrimination, crime, and human capital.

The‘rationdity’ described by rational choicetheory isdifferent fromthe colloquid
and most philosophica uses of theword. For maost people,  rationdity’ means‘ san€e’, ‘in
athoughtful clear-headed manner’, or knowing and doing what's healthy in the long
term. Rational choice theory uses a specific and narrower definition of ‘rationality’
simply to mean that anindividual acts asif balancing costs against benefitsto arrive at
actionthat maximizes persond advantage. For example, thismay invalvekissing someone,
cheating on atest, using cocaine, or murdering someone. Inrational choice theory, all
decisions, crazy or sane, are postulated as mimicking sucha‘rational’ process.

Rational choiceis primarily normative theory and assumesthat al individuals can
be rational. Around 1950, economists James Buchanan, began to focus on decision
making ingovernment institutions, and in articles and books Gordon Tullock (1962) carved
out aniche around public or rational-choicetheory. They argued that an analysis of the
market should be based on rational individualswho pursuetheir own-interests. Further,
they were concerned with how efficiently government institutions function to shape
individua preferencesabout public goods and palicies. Subsequent work stemmed largely
from James Buchanan (1975), Anthony Downs (1957), Mancur Olsen (1965), William
Riker (1962), and Gordon Tullock (1965) and was based on models of rational choice
theory and methodological individuaisminwhich benefitsand costsare considered before
taking action. In tracing the evolution of rational choice theory Almond alluded to the
metaphor of the‘indivisible hand’ in the thought of Adam Smith asameans of expressing
theideal of democratic palitics and the competitive struggle for power and the metaphor
of marketsin descriptions of democratic politicsin the thought of Pendleton Herring and
Joseph Schumpeter. Rational choice political scientistsinthe 1960s and 1970s turned
towards economicsand formal model describe palitical behaviour. Almond warned that



reducing politicsto amarket or game, however, may result inexaggerated clams: rational
choice analysis may lead to empirical and normative distortions, unlessit is used in
combinationwith historical, sociological, anthropological, and psychological sciences,
which deal withthevalues and utilities of people, cross-culturaly, cross nationally, across
thesocial strata, and over time. Almond illustrated this propositions through the work of
Robert Bates on Africa and Third World political economy, who discovered that
conventional economic provided aweak foundation for the study of agrarian questions;
likewise, radical economy failsto provided analysis of apeasantry whose classactionis
problematic, and Almond recognised the need to combinetherational choicetradition
with cultural study. He expressed despair that the rational choice school has neglected
social science, literatures that display the varieties of values, preferences and goalsin
time and space in different historical periods, in different cultures and societies, and
among different social groupings. This failure of rational choice theorist leaves them
with theoriesthat can not travel very far in space and time and cannot deal effectively
with palitical change. Some rational choice theorists, most notably William Riker and
Peter Ordeshook, reconcile a utilitarian account of human beings as cost-benefit
cdculators with the incongruous evidence of widespread voting by assuming that citizens
obtain benefitsfrom voting, which can beformally expressed in utiles or informally asa
satisfaction gainedinliving up to the democratic ethic of voting. The satisfactionwegain
from living up to out moral duty isthen factored into the equation of costs and benefits
that determines whether it isrational for usto voteto any given election.

Therecan belittle doubt that Rational Choice Theory (RCT) withitsemphasison
the ‘instrumentally rational’ individual as the foundation of the political process has
significantly enhanced the scope of political science. RCT in palitical scienceraisesthe
same questions that it doesin economics. These essentially stem from the fact that for
RCT, whether ineconomicsor in political science, choiceand preference areregarded
as synonymous. It is worth pointing out that the RCT literature also travels under a
variety of other names: inter diapublic choicetheory; social choicetheory; gametheory;
rational actor models; positive political economy; the economic approach to poalitics.
However, regardless of the nom-de-guerre adopted by RCT, it always builds on the
assumption that people choose, within the limits of their knowledge, the best available
meansto achievetheir goas. They arepresumed to be‘ instrumentaly rational’ , meaning
that they take actions not for their own sake, but only in so far as they secure desired
ends.

M ore specifically, Green and Shapiro (1994) identify four salient features of RCT:

¢ RCT involves utility maximisation or under conditions of uncertainty, expected
utility maximisation, whichisto say that confronted with an array of options, the
rational actor choosesthe onewhich affords (or islikely to afford) him (her) the
greatest welfare;

¢ RCT requires that certain consistency requirements must be satisfied: each
individual must be capable of ranking optionsin terms of thewelfare they offer
him (or her) and preferences must betransitive;

e Therelevant unit for the study of the political processisthe individual: it isthe
individual and not groups of individuals whichis the basic building block for the
study of poalitics;

¢ RCT claimsuniversality inthe sensethat it appliesto all persons at all times.
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Therationdefor RCT beginswiththe observation that in palitics, asin economics,
individuals competefor scarceresources and that, therefore, the same methods of andyses
used by economists might also serve well in political science. As Tullock observed,
‘voters and customers are essentially the same people. Mr. Smith buys and votes; heis
the same manin the supermarket and in the voting booth’ . Although theincursion of the
analytical methods of economicsinto political science-whichisthe hall-mark of RCT-
beganinthe 1950s, it wasnot until at least three decades | ater that the trickle becamea
flood.

Today, not only is RCT disproportionately represented in the pages of leading
politica sciencejournas but it has also expanded beyond palitical theory into new fields
likeinternational relations and comparative politics.

This application of economic principlesto non-market areas, bethey in politicsor
elsewhere, may beviewedina'thin' sense, meaning anindination onthe part of individuads
to satisfy their preferences; alternatively, it may be viewed ina‘thick’ sense, meaning
that whatever the ends people pursue -deciding on aparty for which to vote, deciding on
whether or not to start afamily -they do so through instrumentally rational behaviour by
choosing acourse of actionwhichis' utility-maximising’ . The point isthat, as Friedman
reminds us, the possibility that people’s palitical behaviour may be underpinned by
considerations of self-interest is often transformed into the assumption that their political
behaviour is determined by self interest. For example, one of the founders of public
choice theory argued that ‘ the burden of proof should rest with those who claim that
wholly different models of behaviour apply in the political and economic realms of
behaviour’.

Some Marxist scholars have also given their version of rational choicetheory as
an alternativeto conservativerational choicetheory. They are called asrational choice
Marxist. Jon Elster and Adam Przeworski are prominent among them. Their work
resembles neo-classical economicsinits emphasison equilibrium analysisand rational
decisonmaking. Marxist rational choicetheory focusesonthe utility of individua choice
in attaining goals and on the principle that all people act rationaly to achieve their
preferences. Elster in his book Making Sense of Mark (1985) tried to show that Marx
himself wasafounder of rational choicetheory. Prezeworski placed more emphasison
structurally determined positionsthat infl uenceindividuals decision making parameters.
For example, in Capitalismand Social Democracy hisanalysisof thefailures of social
demoacracy, he emphasised the lack of choice as an evolutionary, structural determined
phenomena. According to Prezeworski choice exists but is structurally determined by
limits outsidetherealm of individual choice. He also emphasised problems of unity but
focused more on the empirical realities of contemporary life than on philosophical
propositions.

Inanutshell, thisform of Marxism suggeststhe possibility of apolitical culturein
whichindividua choiceisthe norm. Socid classes and class struggleare not determinant,
the approach is appealing to academics not only because it fits well with analysis of
advanced capitdist societies seeking reform alone social democratic linesbut also because
it approximates positivist theory and the emphasis of man stream socia science on
quantitative analysis, statistical application, and mathematical formal models.

The rational actor model islinchpin of foreign policy decision-making process.
Paul MacDonald contendsthat many seeit asthemost plausible candidatefor auniversal
theory of palitical and socia behaviour whose smpleand intuitively plausible assumptions



hold the promise of unifying the diverse subfields of political science. A rational approach
exclusively used inforeign policy analysistoday, expected utility theory sprang fromthe
work of Von Neumann and Morgenstern in the 1940s. The approach hasiits roots in
micro economics. Thedecision maker isassumed to be ableto rank preferences according
to the degree of satisfaction achieving these goals and objectives. Therational actor is
also expected to be able to identify alternatives and their consequences and to select
from these aternativesin an effort to maximize satisfaction. In this setting, the rational
economic decision maker is expected to be able to access aset of objectives and goals.

Allison Graham definesrationality asa’ consistent, value-maximizing choicewithin
specified constraints’ . According to Allison, the rational decision maker chooses the
alternative that provides the consequence that is most preferred. The brevity of this
definition beliesthe strength of the modd. Therationd actor modd isparsimonious. This
meansthat afew rather straightforward assumptions, taken together, can explainawide
rangeof foreign policy decisionsand actions. Themodd isprimarily useful in explanations
of economic behaviour. Macdonald summarizes the three parts of the rationality
assumption. (i) actors areassumed to employ ‘ purposiveaction’ motivated by godoriented
behaviour and not simply by habit or social expectations. The decision maker must be
abletoidentify and apriori goal and more with the intention of reaching that objective.
An unemployed person looking for ajob is behaving purposively if he or she actively
searchesfor work. (i) actorsdisplay ‘ consistent preferences’ asmanifested in the ability
torank the preferencesintrangitive order. Trangitivity meansthat if outcome 1ispreferred
over outcome 2, and 2 ispreferredto 3, then Lispreferred to 3, for example, if diplomacy
ispreferred to sanctions and sanctions are preferred to use of force, then diplomacy is
preferred over the use of force.

Invariance means that adecision maker’s preference holds steady in the face of
various means of information presentation. William Riker observes that preference
ordering is a hallmark of purposive behaviour so that taken together these first two
assumptions mean that actors must know what they want and be able to rank outcomes
inrelationto thegoal. In other word, you need to know your destination if you haveto
get there. (iii) as noted by Allison utility maximisation’ meansthat actorswill select the
alternative that provides the greatest amount of net benefits.

Greg Cashman provides auseful set of stepsintherational model:
o |dentify problem;
o |dentify and rank godls;
¢ Gather information (this can be ongoing);
o |dentify alternativesfor reaching gods,

¢ Analyse alternatives by considering consequence s and effectiveness (costs and
befits) of each alternativeand probabilities associated with success;

o Sdlect dternativethat maximizeschancesof sdecting best dternativeas determined
instepfive;

o Implement decision;

e Monitor and evaluate.

A careful consideration of policy aternatives using the ration actor model does
not automatically ensure asound outcome. Experts and advisory groups often analyze
policy dilemmasthoroughly but arrive at asuboptimal outcome. Ingeneral, the analytic
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process of therationa model should lead to better decision, although not alwaysto better
outcomes.

Scholarsdistinguish between ‘thin” and ‘ thick’ rationality. Thin rationdity simply
denotes the strategic pursuit of stable and ordered preferences. Such preferences can
beof any kind: sdfish, self-destructive, or other. Thick rationality assumes, in contrast,
that actors have specific preferences, in practice mostly material self-interest of the
preservation or augmentation of power; for politicianstypically perpetuation in office.
Consequently, thin rationality can be applied in the study of much wider range of human
behviour and decision and thick rationality can.

Criticisms:

Therationa choice model of both traditional and structural Marxism has been criticised.
Criticscal both the approach as dogmatic and unacceptable. They heavily criticised the
Marxist conception of exploitation and class. They alleged that structural Marxist seek
to reorient Marxist epistemol ogy, abandon the old assumptions and premisesand convert
Marxism to therealm of subjective social analysis. Intheir 1994 work, Pathol ogies of
Rational Choice Theory, Green and Shapiro arguethat the empirical outputs of rational
choice theory have been limited. They contend that much of the applicableliterature, at
least in political science, wasdonewithwesk statistical methods and that when corrected
many of the empirical outcomes no longer hold. When takenin this perspective, RCT
has provided very little to the overall understanding of political interaction and is an
amount certainly disproportionately weak relativeto its appearanceintheliterature. Y,
they concedethet cutting edge research, by scholarswell-versed inthe genera scholarship
of their fields (such aswork onthe U.S. Congress by KeithKrehbiel, Gary Cox, and
Mat McCubbins) has generated valuable scientific progress. Schram and Caterino
(2006) contains afundamental methodological criticism of rational choice theory for
promoting theview that the natural science model isthe only appropriate methodology in
social science and that political science should follow this model withits emphasison
quantification and mathematization. Schram and Caterino argueinstead for methodological
pluralism. The same argument is made by William E. Connolly, who in his work
Neuropolitics shows that advances in neuroscience further illuminate some of the
problematic practices of rational choicetheory.

Therationa actor model has been subject to criticism. The model tendsto neglect
arange of political variables of which Michael Clarkeincludes* political decisions, non-
political decisions, bureaucratic procedures, continuations of previous policy, and sheer
accident’. Although therationa actor mode is parsimonious and eegant, its assumptions
are often construed as unredlistic. Nevertheless, themodel has pioneered anew interest
inthe study of politics, economics, psychology and severa other fields. It isattractive
because of its parsimony and predictive power. That is, it relieson only afew relatively
straightforward assumptionsto explain and predict awide variety of decisions. Among
other models, the rational modd isthe basis of game theory and expected utility theory.
For all of its merits, the model continuesto attract criticisms.

Both the assumptions and the behavioral predictions of rational choice theory
have sparked criticism from various camps. As mentioned above, some economists
have devel oped models of bounded rationality, which hopeto be more psychologicaly
plausiblewithout completely abandoning theideathat reason underliesdecision- making
processes. Other economists have developed more theories of human decision- making
that allow for theroles of uncertainty, institutions, and determination of individual tastes
by their socioeconomic environment. In their 1994 work, Pathologies of Rational



Choice Theory, Green and Shapiro argue that the empirical outputs of rational choice
theory have been limited. They contend that much of the applicableliterature, at least in
palitical science, was donewith wesak statistical methods and that when corrected many
of the empirical outcomes no longer hold. When taken in this perspective, Rational
Choice Theory hasprovided very littleto the overal understanding of political interaction
and is an amount certainly disproportionately weak relative to its appearance in the
literature. Yet, they concede that cutting edge research, by scholarswell-versed inthe
genera scholarship of their fields (such aswork onthe U.S. Congress by Keith Krehbiel,
Gary Cox, and Mat M cCubbins) has generated valuable scientific progress.

In presenting their critique, Green and Shapiro were quick to concede the many
achievements that have emanated from the application of RCT to poalitica science. But,
interms of its consonance with reality RCT contains a number of pathologies. These
have been succinctly summarised by Friedamn and his summary isreproduced here:

¢ RCT scholars engage in ‘ post hoc theory development’: first they look at the
facts and devise a theory to fit them fail to formulate empirically testable
hypotheses.

o |f data contrary to the theory later appears, the theory is modified to fit the new
facts.

¢ RCT theories often rely on unobservable entities which make themempirically
untestable.

¢ RCT theorists engage in arbitrary ‘domain restriction’: the theory is
applicable whenever it seemstowork and not otherwise

¢ RCT theories are vague about the magnitude of the effects being predicted.
¢ RCT theories often search for confirming, rather than falsifying, evidence.

Schram and Caterino (2006) contains afundamenta methodological criticism of
rational choicetheory for promoting the view that the natural science model isthe only
appropriate methodology in social science and that political science should follow this
model, with itsemphasis on quantification and mathematization. Schram and Caterino
argueinstead for methodological pluralism. The same argument ismade by William E.
Connally, who in hiswork Neuropolitics shows that advancesin neuroscience further
illuminate some of the problematic practices of rational choice theory.

Describing the decisions made by individuas as rational and utility maximizing
may seem to be atautologica explanation of their behavior that provides very little new
information. While there may be many reasons for arational choice theory approach,
two areimportant for the social sciences. First, assuming humans make decisionsina
rational, rather than astochastic manner impliesthat their behavior can be modelled and
thus predictions can be made about future actions. Second, the mathematical formality
of rational choice theory models allows social scientists to derive results from their
models that may have otherwise not been seen, and submit these theoretical resultsfor
empirica verification. Despitethese benefits, thereis nothing about rationa choicetheory
that tells scholars that they should reject other methods of investigating questions about
the economy and society, such asthe sociological determination of individual tastes.

Therecan belittledoubt that RCT withitsemphasisonthe‘ instrumentaly rational’
individua asthefoundation of the palitica process has significantly enhanced the scope
of political science. Tolist some of its achievements:
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¢ RCT hasraised thepassibility thet democratic institutionsmight bedysfunctional
inways not hitherto imagined.

e RCT has‘explained’ the cyclical nature of the economy interms of electoral
exigencies.

e RCT has'‘explained’ thetendency for party platformsto converge.

e RCT hasrefined our understanding of the basis on which peoplevote. RCT
has drawn attention to the wasteful nature of activities towhich government
involvement in the economy givesrise.

e RCT has‘explained’ thetendency of governmentsto get ever larger interms
of the behaviour, and the manipulation, of democratic ingtitutions.

e RCT has brought a fresh look to behaviour of bureaucracies and
bureaucrats RCT has refined our understanding of coalition formation in
government through the use of new methods of andlysislike gametheory.26

2.3 PUBLIC CHOICE APPROACH

Ineconomics, public choicetheory isthe use of modern economic toolsto study problems
that aretraditionally in the province of palitica science. From the perspective of palitical
science, it may be seen asthesubset of positive palitica theory which dealswith subjects
inwhich material interests are assumed to predominate. In particular, public choice
theory studies the behaviour of politicians and government officials as mostly self-
interested agents and their interactions in the social system either as such or under
dternative constitutional rules. These can berepresented inanumber of ways, including
standard constrained utility maximization, gametheory, or decisiontheory. Public choice
analysishasrootsin positiveanalysis (‘what is’) but isoften used for normative purposes
(‘what ought to be'), toidentify aproblem or suggest how asystem could beimproved
by changesin constitutional rules. The modern literaturein ‘ Public Choice’ beganwith
Duncan Black, who in 1948 identified the underlying concepts of what would become
median voter theory. He also wrote The Theory of Committees and Electionsin 1958.
Gordon Tullock refersto him asthe* father of public choicetheory’. James M. Buchanan
and Gordon Tullock co-authored The Calculus of Consent: Logical Foundations of
Constitutional Democracy (1962), considered one of the landmark works that founded
the discipline of public choice theory. In particular, the book is about the political
organization of afree society. But its method, conceptual apparatus, and analytics are
derived, essentially, from the disciplinethat has asits subject the economic organization
of such asociety. The book focuses on positive economic anaysis asto the development
of constitutional democracy but in an ethical context of consent. The consent takesthe
form of acompensation principle like Pareto efficiency for making apolicy change and
unanimity at least no oppasition asapoint of departurefor social choice. In public choice
theory, palitics are considered as a kind of transaction among people and agents. For
example, policies presented to the ballot by competing political parties are assumed to
give aparticular pay-off to each group of votersinthe construction of themodel. Voters
adopt thesedleged outcomes astheir bases of decision. Then voterschoose analternative
according totheir preference order. Inthe gametheoretica framework of palitics, politica
parties proposetheir policies as strategies of the gameto be taken simultaneously. Then,
thewinner or theloser isrevealed through voters' caculation of their pay-offs.

Public Choice derives its rationale from the fact that, in many areas, ‘ political’
and ‘economic’ considerationsinteract so that aproper understanding of issuesin one



field requiresacomplementary understanding of issuesin the other. M uch of economic
activity iscarried out in amarket environment wherethe protagonists are householdson
one hand and firms on the other. Both sides, according to the rules of economic analysis
have clear objectives: households want to consume goodsin quantitiesthat will maximise
their utility and firmswant to produce goodsin quantitiesthat will maximizetheir profits.
The market allows householdsto revea their preferencesto firmsand for firmsto meet
these preferences in such a way that the separate decisions of millions of economic
agents, acting independently of one another, arereconciled. However, asignificant part
of economic activity involves the state and is, therefore, carried out in a non- market
environment. One reason for the existence of such nonmarket activitiesis the existence
of ‘publicgoods’ or goods supplied by government toitscitizens. Of course, the scope of
non-market activity depends on the country being considered: in Sweden, a range of
services like provision of child-care facilities, health, education are provided by
government; inthe USA these services are provided by the market. Another reason for
government involvement in the economy is due to the fact that markets do not always
operate efficiently. When they do not, because of ‘ market imperfections’ leading to
‘market failure’, then governments haveto step into correct such inefficiencies. These
interventions may takethe form of correctivetaxesand subsidiesand/or it may takethe
form of regulation and directives. At the macroeconomic level, governments are
responsiblefor stabilising and promoting its performance with respect to anumber of
economic variables: unemployment, inflation, the exchange rate, national income etc.
But, whatever the nature, and degree, of governmental interventionin the economy, the
basic problem that democratically elected governments face is of acting in amanner
consistent with what its citizens desire. People express their demands through their
votes; if thereisamismatch between the demand for, and supply of, outcomes then the
political market will take *corrective action” analogous to the corrective action that
economic markets take when the demand for, and supply of, goods and servicesisnot in
harmony.

It was dissatisfaction with theinability and failure of traditional political science
methods to address basic issues in political economy that led to the emergence of the
new discipline of ‘public choice'. These basic issues were inter alia: what factors
influence votes? What isthe‘ best’ system of voting for ensuring acorrect revelation of
preferences? Can the actions of individuals be made more effective when they act
collectively? What is the role of re-election concerns in determining the supply of
government output? Istherethe possibility of conflict between different departments of
government? The new discipline of public choice explicitly addressed theseissues and
itsanalysisof wasexplicitly predicated on the assumption that the behaviour of individuals
and ingtitutionswas motivated by sdlf-interest. In sodoing, public choicetheory forcefully
reminds political scientists of the view held by Machiavelli and Hobbes that many,
ostensibly public-spirited, policies may be motivated by self-interest; with similar
forceit reminds economists of the unredlity of basing analysis of economic policy onthe
assumption that the stateisa‘ benevolent dictator’ acting so asto do ‘ the greatest good
for the greatest number’. More generaly, the arrival of public choice signaled a shift
froma‘normative’ toa’ positive’ analysisof the palitical process: the subject matter of
public choice was what political actors actually do, not what they should do. A major
contribution of public choice theory has been to expand our knowledge and understanding
of vating procedures. Thevoting problemisone of selecting on the basis of the declared
preferences of theelectorate, one out of an available set of options. Stated inthis manner,
thevoting problem is akin to the problem of social choicewhereindividual preferences
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aretobeaggregated to arrivea anotion of * social welfare' . For example, every individua
in society may rank different ‘ projects’ according to the net benefitsthat they expect to
obtain. The problemisthat such aranking by individualsmay not leadtoasocid ranking
that istoaranking towhich all individua sin society would subscribe.

Kenneth Arrow’s Social Choice and Individual Values (1951) influenced
formulation of thetheory. Among other important works which deals with this approach
areAnthony Downs's An Economic Theory of Democracy (1957) and Mancur Olson’s
TheLogic of Collective Action (1965). In 1970 the median voter theory was accepted
without questionin public choice, but by 1980 it had been assaulted on so many fronts
that it was almost abandoned. Works by Romer and Rosenthal (1979) and McK elvey
(1976) showed that when political issues are considered multidimensional rather than
single dimensional, an agenda setter could start at any point in the issue space and by
strategically selecting issues end up at any other point in theissue space so that thereis
no unique and stable magjority rule outcome. During the same decade, the probabilistic
voting theory started to replace the median voter theory, sinceit clearly showed how it
was ableto find Nash Equilibrium alsoin multidimensiona space. The theory was later
completely formalized by Peter Coughlin.

Public choicetheory is often used to explain how political decision- making results
in outcomesthat conflict with the preferences of the general public. For example, many
advocacy group and pork barrel projects are not the desire of the overall demaocracy.
However, it makes sensefor politiciansto support these projects. It may make them fed
powerful and important. It can & so benefit them financially by opening thedoor tofuture
weadlth aslobbyists. The project may be of interest to the palitician’s local constituency,
increasing district votes or campaign contributions. Thepalitician payslittleor no cost to
gainthese benefits, as heis spending public money. Special-interest |obbyistsarealso
behaving rationally. They can gain government favours worth millions or billions for
relatively small investments. They face arisk of losing out to their competitors if they
don’t seek thesefavours. The taxpayer is dso behaving rationally. The cost of defeating
any one government give-away isvery high while the benefitsto theindividual taxpayer
are very small. Each citizen pays only a few pennies or a few dollars for any given
government favour while the costs of ending that favour would be many times higher.
Everyoneinvolved hasrational incentivesto do exactly what they’ re doing, eventhough
the desire of the general constituency isopposite. It is notablethat the political system
considered here is very much that of the United States, with ‘pork’ a main aim of
individual legislators; in countries such as Britain with strong party systemstheissues
would differ somewhat. Costs are diffused, while benefits are concentrated. Thevoices
of vocal minoritieswith muchto gain are heard over those of indifferent majoritieswith
littletolose.

Public choice approach is based on the normative theory of government- on the
appropriate policies that the government should follow to increasethewelfareof the
population. But economists are not starry-eyed about the government any more than
they are about the market. Government can make bad decisions or carry out good ideas
badly, indeed, just asthere are market failures such as monopoly and pollution, so are
there' governmenta failures' inwhich government interventionslead to waste or digtribute
incomein an undesirablefashion. Theseissues aredomain of public choicetheory which
is the branch of economics and political science that studies the way the government
make decisions. Public choice theory examines the way different voting mechanisms
and shows that there are no ideal mechanisms to sum up individual preferences into



socia choices. This approach aso analyses government failures which arises when
state actions fail toimprove economic efficiency or when the government redistributes
income unfairly. Public choice theory points to issues such as the short time horizons of
elected representative, the lack of a hard budget constraint, and the role of money in
financing elections as a source of government failures. A careful study of government
falureiscrucia for understanding thelimits of government and ensuring that government
programmes are not excessively inclusive or wasteful.

Public choicetheory attemptstolook at governments from the perspective of the
bureaucrats and paliticians who compose them, and makes the assumption that they act
based on budget-maximizing modd in asdlf-interested way for the purpose of maximizing
their own economic benefits (e.g. their personal wealth). The theory aims to apply
economic analysis (usually decision theory and gametheory) to the political decision-
making process in order to reveal certain systematic trends towards inefficient
government policies. Thereare alsoAustrian variants of public choicetheory (suggested
by Mises, Hayek, Kirzner, Lopez, and Boettke) inwhich it isassumed that bureaucrats
and paliticiansmay be benevolent but have accessto limited information. The assumption
that such benevolent political agents possess limited information for making decisions
often resultsin conclusions similar to those generated separately by means of therationa
sdf-interest assumptions. Randall Holcombe and Richard Wagner have a so developed
the notion of ‘ Palitical Entrepreneurship’ . Public choice economists have concentrated
on those pieces of political apparatus that seem most significant in concentrating the
behaviour of palitical agents. Within democratic context the primary such pieceiselectora
competition. As Public choice scholars seeit asthe requirement that candidate/parties
and the policies they submit to periodic popular election is the primary mechanism
ensuring that those candidates/parties have derived interest inthe interests of thecitizens.
To the economist eye, all other possible pieces of democratic apparatus—freedom of
the press, bi-cameral legislature, even the separation of powers or the rule of law are
either of second-order significance or parasitic upon electoral constrain. Inthe sense at
least, public choice economists are democrats to the core. That is, the presence of
electoral constrains, with full freedom of entry into electoral races, is a characteristic
feature of democracy and without those constrain the likely hood that citizensinterest
would figurein the conduct if politics is seen to be minimal. Hence, although ‘ Public
Choice scholarship hasbeen critical of democratic politica processintermsof its capecity
to achieve Pareto optimality and critica of democratic politicsvis-& visthe market place
inthose caseswhose goods are private, democracy is never theless seento be the best
formof palitica organisation. Andit isthat question-the constraining properties of electora
competition in ensuring outcomes in accord with those that citizen want that has been
the main item on the public choice agenda.

Intheir book, Pathologies of Rational Choice Theory (1994), palitica scientists
Donald P. Green and lan Shapiro argue that rational choice theory (of which public
choicetheory isabranch) has contributed lessto the field than its popularity suggests.
They wrote* the discrepancy between thefaith that practitionersplacein rational choice
theory and itsfailureto deliver empirically warrants closer inspection of rational choice
theorizing as ascientific enterprise’ . James Buchanan and Gordon Tullock outlinethe
limitations of their methodology ‘even if the model [with its rational self-interest
assumptions] provesto be useful in explaining animportant element of politics, it does
not imply that all individuals act in accordance with the behavioral assumption made or
that any oneindividual actsinthisway at all times... thetheory of collective choice can
explain only some undetermined fraction of collective action. However, solong as some
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part of al individua behavior ... . is, infact, motivated by utility maximization, and solong
as the identification of the individual with the group does not extend to the point of
making all individual utility functionsidentical, an economic-individualist modd of palitical
activity should be of some positiveworth'.

Public choicetheorists have been criticized for failure to explain human actions
motivated by non-rational or non-economic considerations. They respond, however, that
the theory explains abroad variety of actions since humanitarian or even amadman’s
actionsare also rational. Thisway public choice accounts for amuch broader variety of
actions than any other approach. Schram and Caterino (2006) contains afundamental
methodological criticism of public choice theory for promoting the view that the natural
science model is the only appropriate methodology in social science and that political
science should follow thismodel, withitsemphasis on quantification and mathemetization.

2.4 INFLUENCE OF GENERAL SYSTEM THEORY:
INPUT-OUTPUT ANALY SIS (DAVID EASTON)

Systems theory is the transdisciplinary study of systems in general, with the goal of
elucidating principlesthat can be applied to all types of systemsin all fields of research.
Theterm does not yet have awell-established, precise meaning, but systemstheory can
reasonably be considered a specialization of systems thinking and a generalization of
systems science. The term originates from Berta anffy’s General System Theory (GST)
and isused inlater effortsin other fields such asthe action theory of Talcott Parsons and
the system-theory of Niklas Luhmann. In this context the word ‘ systems’ is used to
refer specifically to self-regulating systemsthat are self-correcting through feedback.
Sdlf-regulating systems arefound in nature, including the physiological systems of our
body, inloca and globa ecosystems, andin climate.

Contemporary ideas from systems theory have grown with diversified areas,
exemplified by thework of BélaH. Banéthy, ecologicd systemswithHoward T. Odum,
Eugene Odum and Fritjof Capra, organizationa theory and management withindividuals
such as Peter Senge, interdisciplinary study with areas like Human Resource
Development from thework of Richard A. Swanson, and insights from educators such
as DeboraHammondand Alfonso M ontuori. As atransdisciplinary, interdisciplinary and
multiperspectiva domain, the areabringstogether principles and conceptsfrom ontology,
philosophy of science, physics, computer science, biology, and engineering aswell as
geography, sociology, palitical science,psychotherapy (within family systems therapy)
and economicsamong others. Systemstheory thus serves asabridgefor interdisciplinary
dialogue between autonomous areas of study as well as within the area of systems
scienceitself.

Inthisrespect, with the possibility of misinterpretations, von Bertalanffy believed
agenera theory of systems ‘ should be an important regulative device in science,” to
guard against superficial analogies that ‘are useless in science and harmful in their
practical consequences'. Othersremain closer to thedirect systems concepts developed
by theorigind theorists. For example, Ilya Prigogine, of the Center for Complex Quantum
Systemsat the University of Texas, Austin, has studied emergent properties, suggesting
that they offer analogues for living systems. The theories of autopoiesis of Francisco
Vardaand Humberto Maturanaare afurther development in thisfield. Important names
in contemporary systems science include Russell Ackoff, BélaH. Béanathy, Anthony



Stafford Beer, Peter Checkland, Robert L. Flood, Fritjof Capra, Michael C. Jackson,
Edgar Morin and Werner Ulrichamong others.

With the modern foundations for agenerd theory of systemsfollowing theWorld
Wars, Ervin Laszlo, in the preface for Bertalanffy’s book Perspectives on General
System Theory, maintains that the translation of * general system theory’ from German
into English has ‘wrought a certain amount of havoc’. The preface explains that the
original concept of ageneral system theory was Allgemeine Systemtheorie (or Lehre),
pointing out the fact that ‘Theorie’ (or Lehre) just as ‘Wissenschaft’ (translated
Scholarship), has amuch broader meaning in German than the closest English words
‘theory’ and ‘ science’ . With these ideas referring to an organized body of knowledge
and ‘any systematically presented set of concepts, whether they are empirica, axiomatic,
or philosophical, ‘ Lehre' isassociated with theory and sciencein the etymology of genera
systems but also does not translate from the German very well; ‘ teaching’ isthe closest
equivalent but sounds dogmatic and off the mark. While many of the root meanings for
theideaof a‘genera systemstheory’ might have beenlost in thetranslation and many
wereled to believethat the systems theorists had articul ated nothing but apseudoscience,
systems theory became a nomenclature that early investigators used to describe the
interdependence of relationshipsin organization by defining anew way of thinking about
science and scientific paradigms.

A system from this frame of reference is composed of regularly interacting or
interrelating groups of activities. For example, in noting the influencein organizationa
psychology asthefield evolved from *anindividually oriented industrid psychology toa
systems and developmentally oriented organizational psychology’, it was recognized
that organizationsare complex socia systems, reducing the partsfrom thewholereduces
the overall effectiveness of organizations. Thisis different from conventional models
that center onindividuals, structures, departments and units separate in part from the
wholeingtead of recognizing theinterdependence between groups of individuals, structures
and processes that enable an organization to function. Laszlo explains that the new
systems view of organized complexity went ‘ one step beyond the Newtonian view of
organized smplicity’ inreducing the partsfromthewhale, or in understanding thewhole
without relation to the parts. Therdationship between organizations and ther environments
became recognized as the foremost source of complexity and interdependence. Inmost
cases the whole has properties that cannot be known from analysis of the constituent
elementsin isolation. Béa H. Banéthy, who argued—along with the founders of the
systems society—that ‘ the benefit of humankind’ isthe purpose of science, has made
significant and far-reaching contributions to the area of systemstheory. For the Primer
Group at ISSS, Banathy defines a perspective that iterates thisview:

Thesystemsview isaworld-view that isbased on the discipline of systeminquiry.
Central to systemsinquiry isthe concept of system. In the most general sense, system
means aconfiguration of parts connected and joined together by aweb of relationships.
The Primer group defines system as afamily of relationshipsamong themembers acting
asawhole. Von Bertalanffy defined system as* elementsin standing relationship’ .

Similar ideas are found in learning theories that developed from the same
fundamental concepts, emphasizing how understanding results from knowing concepts
both in part and as a whole. In fact, Bertalanffy’'s organismic psychology paraleled
the learning theory of Jean Piaget. Interdisciplinary perspectives are critical in breaking
away from industrial age models and thinking where history is history and math is
math, the arts and sciences speciaized and separate, and where teaching is treated
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as behaviorist conditioning. The influential contemporary work of Peter Senge provides
detailed discussion of the commonplace critique of educational systems grounded in
conventional assumptions about learning, including the problems with fragmented
knowledge and lack of holistic learning from the * machine-age thinking’ that became
a‘model of school separated from daily life'. It isin this way that systems theorists
attempted to provide alternatives and an evolved ideation from orthodox theories with
individuals such as Max Weber, Emile Durkheim in sociology and Frederick Winslow
Taylor in scientific management which were grounded in classical assumptions. The
theorists sought halistic methods by developing systems concepts that could be integrated
with different areas.

The contradiction of reductionism in conventional theory (which has as its
subject a single part) is simply an example of changing assumptions. The emphasis
with systems theory shifts from parts to the organization of parts, recognizing
interactions of the parts are not ‘static’ and constant but ‘dynamic’ processes.
Conventional closed systems were questioned with the development of open systems
perspectives. The shift was from absolute and universal authoritative principles and
knowledge to relative and general conceptual and perceptual knowledge, still in the
tradition of theorists that sought to provide means in organizing human life. Meaning,
the history of ideas that preceded were rethought not lost. Mechanistic thinking was
particularly critiqued, especially the industrial- age mechanistic metaphor of the mind
from interpretations of Newtonian mechanics by enlightenment philosophers and later
psychologists that laid the foundations of modern organizational theory and management
by the late 19th century. Classical science had not been overthrown but questions
arose over core assumptions that historically influenced organized systems within both
socia and technical sciences.

Whether considering thefirst systems of written communication with Sumerian
cuneiform to Mayan numerals or the feats of engineering with the Egyptian pyramids,
systemsthinking in essence dates back to antiquity. Differentiated fromWesternrationdist
traditions of philosophy, C. West Churchman oftenidentified withthel Ching asasystems
approach sharing aframe of referencesimilar to pre- Socraticphil osophy and Heraclitus.
Von Bertaanffy traced systems concepts to the philosophy of GW. von Leibniz and
Nicholas of Cusa's coincidentia oppositorum. While modern systems are considerably
more complicated, today’ s systems are embedded in history.

An important step to introduce the systems approach, into (rationalist) hard
sciences of the 19th century, was the energy transformation, by figureslike James Joule
and Sadi Carnot. Then, thethermodynamic of this century, with Rudolf Clausius, Josiah
Gibbs and others, built the systemreference model, asaformal scientific object.

Systems theory as an area of study specificaly developed following the World
Wars from the work of Ludwig von Bertalanffy, Anatol Rapoport, Kenneth E. Boulding,
William Ross Ashby, Margaret Mead, Gregory Bateson, C. West Churchman and
others in the 1950s, specifically catalyzed by the cooperation in the Society for
General Systems Research. Cognizant of advances in science that questioned classical
assumptions in the organizational sciences, Bertalanffy’'s idea to develop atheory of
systems began as early as the interwar period, publishing *An Outline for General
Systems Theory’ in the British Journal for the Philosophy of Science, Vol 1, No.
2, 1950. Where assumptions in Western science from Greek thought with Plato and
Aristotle to Newton's Principia have historically influenced all areas from the hard
to social sciences, the original theorists explored the implications of twentieth century
advances in terms of systems.



Subjectslike complexity, self-organization, connectionism and adaptive systems
had aready been studied inthe 1940s and 1950s. Infields like cybernetics, researchers
like Norbert Wiener, William Ross Ashby, John von Neumann and Heinz von Foerster
examined complex systems using mathematics. John von Neumann discovered cellular
automata and self-reproducing systems, again with only pencil and paper. Aleksandr
Lyapunov and Jules Henri Poincaré worked on the foundations of chaos theory without
any computer a al. At thesametimeHoward T. Odum, theradiation ecologist, recognised
that the study of general systems required a language that could depict energetics,
thermodynamic and kinetics at any system scale. Odum developed ageneral systems,
or Universal language, based on the circuit language ofelectronics to fulfill thisrole,
known asthe Energy Systems L anguage. From 1929-1951, Robert Maynard Hutchins
at the University of Chicago had undertaken efforts to encourage innovation and
interdisciplinary researchin the social sciences, aided by the Ford Foundation with the
interdisciplinary division of the Social Sciencesestablished in 1931. Numerous scholars
had been actively engaged inideas before (Tectology of Alexander Bogdanov published
in 1912-1917 is aremarkable example), but in 1937 von Bertalanffy presented the
general theory of systemsfor aconference at the University of Chicago.

The systemsview was based on several fundamentd ideas. First, al phenomena
can be viewed as a web of relationships among elements, or a system. Second, all
systems, whether electrical, biological, or social, have common patterns, behaviors, and
propertiesthat can be understood and used to devel op greater insight into the behavior
of complex phenomenaand to move closer toward aunity of science. System philosophy,
methodology and application are complementary to this science. By 1956, the* Society
for Generd Systems Research’ was established, renamed the ‘ International Society for
Systems Science’ in 1988. The Cold War affected the research project for systems
theory in waysthat sorely disappointed many of the seminal theorists. Some began
to recognize theories defined in association with systemstheory had deviated from the
initid General Systems Theory (GST) view. Theeconomist K enneth Boulding, an early
researcher in systems theory, had concerns over the manipulation of systems concepts.
Boulding concluded from the effects of the Cold War that abuses of power aways
prove consequential and that systems theory might address such issues. Sincethe end of
the Cold War, there has been a renewed interest in systems theory with efforts to
strengthen an ethical view.

Many early systems theorists aimed at finding a general systems theory that
could explain all systemsin all fields of science. The term goes back to Bertalanffy's
book titled General System theory: Foundations, Development, Applications from
1968. AccordingtoVon Bertalanffy, he developed the dlgemeine Systemlehre’ (genera
systemsteachings) first vialectures beginning in 1937 and then viapublications beginning
in1946.

VVon Bertdanffy’s objectivewasto bring together under one heading the organismic
science that he had observed in hiswork as abiologist. His desire wasto use theword
‘system’ to describe those principles which are common to systemsin general. In GST,
hewrites:

... thereexist models, principles, and laws that apply to generdized systems or
thelr subclasses, irrespective of their particular kind, the nature of their component
elements, and therelationships or ‘forces’ between them. It seemslegitimateto ask for
atheory, not of systemsof amoreor lessspecia kind, but of universa principlesapplying
to systemsin general.
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Ervin Laszlo inthe preface of von Bertalanffy’s book Per spectives on General
System Theory:

Thus when von Bertalanffy spoke of Allgemeine Systemtheorieit was consistent
with hisview that he was proposing anew perspective, anew way of doing science. It
was not directly consistent with an interpretation often put on‘ general system theory’
that it is a (scientific) ‘theory of general systems'. To criticize it as such is to shoot at
straw men. Von Bertalanffy opened up something much broader and of much greater
significance than asingle theory (which, aswe now know, can always befasified and
has usually an ephemeral existence): he created anew paradigm for the development of
theories. Ludwig von Bertalanffy outlines systems inquiry into three major domains:
philosophy, science, and technology.

The term cybernetics derives from a Greek word which meant steersman, and
whichistheoriginof Englishwordssuchas‘ govern’. Cyberneticsisthe study of feedback
and derived concepts such as communication and control in living organisms, machines
and organisations. Itsfocusis how anything (digital, mechanical or biological) processes
information, reactsto information and changes or can be changed to better accomplish
thefirst two tasks.

Theterms' systemstheory’ and‘ cybernetics' have beenwidely used as synonyms.
Some authors use the term cyber netic systems to denote a proper subset of the class of
general systems, namely those systemsthat include feedback loops. However Gordon
Pask’s differences of eternd interacting actor loops (that producefinite products) make
general systemsaproper subset of cybernetics. According to Jackson, von Bertalanffy
promoted an embryonic form of general system theory (GST) as early asthe 1920s and
1930s but it was not until the early 1950s it became more widely known in scientific
circles.

Threads of cybernetics began in thelate 1800s that led toward the publishing of
seminal works (e.g., Wiener’s Cybernetics in 1948 and von Bertalanffy’s General
Systems Theory in 1968). Cybernetics arose more from engineering fields and GST
from biology. If anything it appears that although the two probably mutualy influenced
each other, cybernetics had the greater influence. VVon Bertalanffy specifically makes
the point of distinguishing between the areas in noting the influence of cybernetics:
‘ Systems theory isfrequently identified with cybernetics and control theory. Thisagain
isincorrect. Cybernetics asthetheory of control mechanismsin technology and nature
is founded on the concepts of information and feedback, but as part of ageneral theory
of systems; thenreiterates: ‘ themodel is of wide application but should not beidentified
with" systemstheory” ingenera’, and that * warning is necessary against itsincautious
expansionto fieldsfor which itsconcepts are not made’ . Jackson (2000) alsoclaimsvon
Bertalanffy wasinformed by Alexander Bogdanov’s three volume Tectol ogy that was
published in Russiabetween 1912 and 1917, and wastranslated into Germanin 1928.
Heasostatesitis clear to Gorelik (1975) that the  conceptual part’ of general system
theory (GST) had first been put in place by Bogdanov. The similar positionis held by
Mattessich (1978) and Capra (1996). L udwig von Bertalanffy never even mentioned
Bogdanov in hisworks, which Capra(1996) finds* surprising’ .

Cybernetics, catastrophe theory, chaos theory and complexity theory have the
common goal to explain complex systems that consist of alarge number of mutually
interacting and interrelated partsin terms of those interactions. Cellular automata (CA),
neural networks (NN), artificial intelligence (Al), and artificial life (AL ife) arerelated
fields, but they do not try to describe general (universal) complex (singular) systems.



The best context to compare the different * C'-Theories about complex systems is
historical, which emphasizes different tools and methodol ogies, from pure mathematics
in the beginning to pure computer science now. Since the beginning of chaos theory
when Edward Lorenz accidentally discovered a strange attractor with his computer,
computers have become an indispensable source of information. One could not imagine
the study of complex systemswithout the use of computerstoday.

Theintroduction of the system analysisin social sciencesowesitsgenesisto the
redlisation of somereading Americanwriterslike David Easton, GA. Almond and Morton
A. Kaplanwho havereacted against thetraditional tendency of rigid compartmentalisation
of any discipline belonging to the world of social sciences like economics or poalitics,
psychology or sociology, that, intheir views has resulted in nothing elsethen areduction
of the cross-flows between various sister fields of study. These new social scientists
drew inspiration from the contributions of natural scientistslike L udwig \VVon Bertallanfy
who pioneered the movement of unification for al natural sciences. Several important
conferences were held in leading American educational institutions to explore the
possibilities of scientific research towards aunified theory of human behaviour. However,
the setting of up the Society for the Advancement of the General System Researchin
1956 makes avery important event under whose auspices annual year books appeared
tothrow special focus ontheareas of general system theory. Theintroduction of general
system theory thus became amatter of fashionable study. According to O.R. Young, the
central and guiding notion that they developed in this quest was the concept of system
which has since become the basic conceptual asset of general system theory. Different
writers have used and defined theword ‘ system’ differently. According to Ludwig Von
Bertallanfy, system isaset of elements standing ininteraction.

Hal and Fagen defined system as a set of objects together with relations between
the object and between their attitudes. According to Collin Cherry, system isawhole
whichiscompounded of many parts- ensemble of attitudes. MortanA Kaplanwrote‘ A
brief and non technical description of the object of systems analysiswould include; the
study of aset of inter related variables, as a distinguished from the environment of the
set, and of thewaysin which this set is maintained under theimpact of environmental
disturbances'.

David Apter has outlined three main characteristics of systemsasfollows:

¢ Systemshave boundarieswithin whichtherearefunctional inter relationships
mainly based on some of the communications.

¢ Systemsaredivided into sub-systems, with exchanges existing between the
sub systems.

¢ Systems have acapacity for coding-that is, they take informationa inputs; are
abletolearnfrominputs, and translate inputsinto somekind of output.

Inanutshell, inasystem thereis arelationship between information and the use
of energy. The relationship between coding and the use of energy out puts is
transformational. The result is a genera systems paradigm which can be applied to
different system levels, each with its own boundaries: cells, organs, individuals, groups,
societies or what ever. The general system model, then, uses energy and information
input control mechanism, memory banks, checking instruments, and outputs which
generate new energy and information.

System is not taken as amere random aggregation of elements; itiscomposed of
elementsall at alevel interdependencethat can belocated with some precision bothin
timeand in space. A system may have to constructs-homological and interlocking. While
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theformer, also known asisomorphism signifies * one to one correspondence’ between
objects, indifferent systems which preservesthe relationship between two objects, the
letter refersmore directly to scale effectsand to the vertical or hierarchical association
of systems. A study of system analysisformsasignificant part of multi disciplinary or,
more correctly stated, and interdisciplinary approach. System theory in its particular
aspectsrelating to natural sciences like those of physics and biology is fundamentally
different from the general theory of all systems where we find serious attempts to
conceptualise a framework based on certain hypotheses and concepts that may be
roughly applicable to various branches of socia sciences. The advocates of system
analysis believe that there are anumber of theories common to various disciplines and
that give only they can be put in an abstract form, a general theory can emerge that
might help each discipline use asabroad conceptua initsgeneral prescriptive beforeits
entersinto amore detailed research.

The basic concept used in the elaboration of the general system theory may be
put into three categories-(i) concepts of descriptive nature of those which can also be
used astools of classificatory variables; (i) concepts that relate to the regulation and
maintenance of asystem; and (iii) concepts that through light on the forces that bring
about changeinthe system.

Thefirst category include conceptsthat lay downtheline of differencesbetween
variouskinds of systems likeademocratic or open and anon democratic or close system,
or an organisimic and a non organisimic system. Second category constitutes the key
part of the general system theory asthereal stress of thistheory ison the regulation and
maintenance of the system. Here it isfound several important conceptsthat havetheir
relationship with the forces that play their role in the regulation or maintenance of a
system. Third category meant that change isthe law of nature, but this change can be
both disruptive and nondisruptive.

Themost important nameinthelist of recent politica scientists subscribing tothe
useof systemsanalysisisthat of David Easton. His monumental work A Systems Analysis
of Political Life published in 1965 was appreciated by leading writers on contemporary
empirical political theory as providing an original set of concepts for arranging at the
level of theory and interpreting political phenomenain anew and helpful way. David
Easton’s effort to build an empirically oriented political theory evolves through three
phases, each represented by the publication of amajor work. Thefirst of these works,
The Political System (1953), presented a case for general theory in political science.
The second, A Frame Work for Political Analysis (1965), set for the major concepts
for the development of such ageneral theory. Thethird, A System Analysis of Political
Life (1965), attempted to elaborate those conceptsin the hope that they might become
empirically applicable. In fact, Easton attempted later to move his theory toward an
empirical situation.

Insimpleterms, Easton’s behavioral approachto politics, proposed that apolitica
system could be seen asadelimited (i.e. al political systems have precise boundaries)
and fluid (changing) system of stepsin decision making. Greatly smplifying hismodel:

e Step 1. Changesinthe socid or physical environment surrounding apolitical
system produce‘ demands’ and ‘ supports’ for action or thestatusquo directed
as'inputs towardsthe politica system, through political behavior.

e Step 2. Thesedemands and supporting groups stimulate competitioninapolitica
system, leading to decisions or ‘outputs directed at some aspect of the
surrounding social or physical environment.



o Step 3. After adecisionor output ismade (e.g., aspecific palicy), it interacts
withitsenvironment, and if it produces changein the environment, thereare
‘outcomes'.

e Step 4. When a new policy interacts with its environment, outcomes may
generate new demandsor supportsand groupsin support or against the policy
(‘feedback’) or anew policy on some related matter.

o Step 5. Feedback leads back to Step 1, it’sanever ending story.

If the system functions as described, then we have a“ stable political system’. If
the system breaks down, then we havea* dysfunctional palitical system’.

2.4.1 Palitical Analysis

Easton aspired to make politics a science, working with highly abstract models that
described the regularities of patterns and processes in political life in general. In his
view, the highest level of abstraction could make scientific generalizationsabout palitics
possible. To sumit, politics should be seen as awhole, not as a collection of different
problemsto be solved.

His main model was driven by an organic view of palitics, asif it werealiving
object. Histheory is astatement of what makes political systems adapt and survive. He
describes paliticsinaconstant flux, thereby rgjecting theideaof * equilibrium’, so prevalent
in some other political theories. Moreover, he rejects the idea that politics could be
examined by looking at different levels of analysis. His abstractions could account for
any group and demand at any giventime. That is, interest group theory and elite theory
can be subsumed in palitical systemsanalysis. Histheory wasand ishighly influentia in
thepluralist tradition in political science.

Initially Easton argued that scientific knowledgeistheoretica and based on facts
but facts alone do not explain events and must be ordered in some way. Further, the
study of political life involves the political system as awhole rather then solution for
particular problems. Theory must combined with reliableknowledge and empirical data;
psychological dataon personalities and motivation of participants and situational data
saved by environmental influences. Easton quest for theory involved the formulation of
agenera framework, a focus on the whole system rather then merely on its part, an
awareness of environmental influences uponthe system, and recognitions of the differences
between palitical lifein equilibrium and in disequilibrium. Easton rejected the concept of
the state by referring to the confusion and variety of meanings; system for him permits
clear conceptudisation. Likewise, power isunderstood as only one of many significant
concepts useful inthe study of political life. Power, however relatesto the shaping and
carrying out of authoritative politicsin asociety.

Easton identified some attributes of political systemin an attempt to moveinthe
direction of ageneral palitical theory. Theseattributeswere: (i) propertiesof identification
inthe form of units and boundaries (ii) inputs and outputs (iii) differentiation withina
system and (iv) integration within asystem.

Each attribute was described and illustrated through a“ primitive’ diagramwhich
is produced in thefigure 1.1. This diagram shows that the * political system’ receives
‘inputs’ form the ‘environment’ inthe form of *demands’ and ‘ supports'; it produces
‘output’ intheform of ‘ policiesand decisions'. The* output’ flow back intothe environment
through a feedback mechanism. According to Easton demands are the raw materias
out of which finished products caled decisions are manufactured. He has characterised
supportsasthe energy intheform of actionsfor orientations enabling the political system
to convert the demand into authoritative decisions and policies. Demand may arisefrom
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any source-the people, politicians, administrators, opinion leaders and so on depending
on the nature of the regime. The extent of support is bound to vary depending on the
expectation of the people from their political system. Variability of support isbound to
effect the destinies of the palitical authorities (upon called governments), the regime
(democratic, authoritarian, and thelike), and the pdlitical community. Outputsare produced
by the palitical system through special processesthat ensuretheir acceptance asbinding
by must members of the society most of thetime.

Environment Environment
Demands

" The Decisions g
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Fig. 2.1 David Easton Diagram of a Political System

2.4.2 Criticism

Easton is concerned with clarifying and simplifying concepts related to an excessive
pre-occupation with stability, maintenance, persistence, and equilibrium, atendency derived
from biology. For example Easton refersto *authoritative allocation of values' asthe
‘life processes' of the political system. Yet this idea can lead to some ‘ misleading
assumption on whichto constructed adequate theory of palitics . According to Thorson,
Easton was unable to deal with particular changes. In hiswords *We can in no sense
then regard Easton’stheory as atheory of political science-as atheory which answers
guestions concerning why any particular palitical change occurred'.

Another criticism against Easton’s framework is that he posted some
generdisations, but hisframework yielded few, any, testable hypotheses. According to
EugeneMiller, theideologica underpinnings of the framework poseaproblem. Henoted
that early in hiswritings Eastonwas concerned with an intellectud crisisand theimminent
waning of democratic liberalism. In hisassessment, Miller concluded that Easton failed
toidentify ‘ theobject of political inquiry’, and hequestioned ‘ if system analysis, asakind
of palitical biology, is concerned with questionsthat are, properly speaking, political in
nature’ . Theodore J. Lowi noted that when Easton and Estonised turned empirica within
the system context, they literally stepped outside the political system all together and
studied political socialisation. It isalso criticised that Easton’s definition of termslike
‘politics' and ‘ political system’ based ontheingredient of ‘ essay top interactions areso
broad that one failsto apply the line of distinction between an abstract and aconcrete
political system. According to S.P.Verma, Easton in his serious effort to move away
from theinstitutiona to the behavioura approach found himself hanging somewherein
themiddle'.

Systems analysis is concerned with the life processes of any and all political

systems rather than with ‘the specific structures or processes that make a particular
kind of regimeviable' . We must ask, however, if systems anaysis, asakind of political



biology, isconcerned with questionsthat are, properly speaking, political innature. As
far as human beings are concerned, we distinguish between the biological problem of
how lifeis sustained and the ethical problem of the way of life that men should choose.
From theethical standpoint, the central phenomenonisnot aman’slife processesbut his
character. Thefact that men have common life processes is of much less significance
than the fact that they have different characters. A man must be alive in order to have
anidentity, but hisidentity is determined not by hisvital processes but by his character
and way of life. Political things must be understood by analogy with ethics rather than
biology. A political society must exist if its membersare to choosearegimeand therewith
away of life, but the society owesitsidentity to the kind of regime and way of life that
is chosen, not to processes that sustain any kind of regime whatever. The study of
identity and changein political life must takeits, bearings by changesin regimes, not by
the disappearance or death of authoritative decision-making as such. If astudy of political
changeisto makeanintelligent distinction between beneficial and harmful changes, it
must be guided by an understanding of the good and just regime. Earlier, we found
reason to doubt that Easton’s conception of knowledge permits areliableanswer tothe
guestion of the good political order. We now find that the question does not arisein his
conceptual framework because he turns away from the regime asthe focus of political
inquiry. It is not merely accidental that Easton hasfailed to develop the * value theory’
which he has long advocated. His theoretical position does not favour the revival of
seriousinquiry about the ends of political life.

Despite these points of criticism, it cannot be denied that general system theory
proper has been utilised very littlein the social sciences and that it is, therefore, difficult
tojudgeits utility in adefinitive manner at this stage. It may be expected that thistheory
may achieve a high standing as an approach to political analysis but it istoo early to
make any definitive judgements onthis question. However, it can be said that theframe
work of system analysis has been found very useful for the comparative analysis of
diversepolitical units, such as, modernised aswell asdevel oping polities. It hasalso been
extensively used for an andysis of theinternational political system. Themode of political
system has also solved as abasis for Gabriel Almond’s model of structural-functional
analysis, as aso for Karl Dutsch’'s model of communication theory. In a nutshell, it
represents asubstantial advancein the direction of constructing atheoretical framework
for within political science.

25 STRUCTURAL FUNCTIONALISM (ALMOND AND
POWELL)

Structural functionalism is a broad perspective in sociology and anthropology which
Sets out to interpret society as a structure with interrelated parts. Functionalism
addresses society as a whole in terms of the function of its constituent elements;
namely norms, customs, traditions and institutions. A common andogy, popularized by
Herbert Spencer, presents these parts of society as ‘organs’ that work toward the
proper functioning of the ‘body’ as a whole. In the most basic terms, it simply
emphasises ‘ the effort to impute, as rigorously as possible, to each feature, custom,
or practice, its effect on the functioning of a supposedly stable, cohesive system’. For
Talcott Parsons, * structural-functionalism’ came to describe a particular stage in the
methodological development of social science, rather than a specific school of thought.
Parsons called his own theory for action theory and argued again and again that the

Impact of Positivism on
Political Science

NOTES

Check Your Progress

5. Define the Systems theory.

6. What was an important step
to introduce the Systems
approach into the
(rationdist) hard sciences of
the 19th century?

Self-Instructional Material 59



Impact of Positivism on
Political Science

NOTES

60 Sdf-Instructional Material

term structural-functionalism was a misleading and inappropriate label to use as a
name of his theory.

Classical functionalist theories are defined by a tendency towards biological
analogy and notions of social evolutionism. Whilst one may regard functionalism asa
logical extension of the organic analogiesfor society presented by palitical philosophers
such as Rousseau, sociology draws firmer attention to those institutions unique to
industrialised capitalist society (or moder nity). Functiondism also has an anthropological
basisinthework of theoristssuchasMarce Mauss, Bronisaw Malinowski and Radcliffe-
Brown. It isin Radcliffe-Brown’s specific usage that the prefix ‘ structura’ emerged.
Durkheim proposed that most stateless, * primitive’ societies, lacking strong centralised
ingtitutions, are based on an association of corporate-descent groups. Structural
functionalism a sotook on Mainowski’sargument that the basic building block of society
is the nuclear family, and that the clan is an outgrowth, not vice versa. Durkheim was
concerned with the question of how certain societiesmaintaininternal stability and survive
over time. He proposed that such societies tend to be segmented, with equivalent parts
held together by shared values, common symbolsor, as his nephew Marcel Maussheld,
systems of exchanges. Inmodern, complicated societies, members perform very different
tasks, resulting inastrong interdependence. Based on the metaphor above of an organism
in which many parts function together to sustain the whole, Durkheim argued that
complicated societies are held together by organic solidarity.

Theseviewswere upheld by Radcliffe-Brown, who, following Comte, believed
that society constitutes a separate ‘level’ of reality, distinct from both biological and
inorganic matter. Explanations of social phenomena had therefore to be constructed
withinthislevel, individuals being merely transient occupants of comparatively stable
social roles. The central concern of structural functionalism is a continuation of the
Durkheimian task of explaining the apparent stability and internal cohesion needed by
societiesto endure over time. Societies are seen as coherent, bounded and fundamentally
relational constructs that function like organisms, with their various parts (or social
inditutions) working together inan unconscious, quasi-autometic fashion toward achieving
an overal socia equilibrium. All social and cultural phenomenaare therefore seen as
functiond inthe sense of working together, and are effectively deemed to have * lives of
thelr own. They areprimarily andyzed interms of thisfunction. Theindividua issignificant
not in and of himself but rather in terms of his status, his position in patterns of social
relations, and the behaviours associated with his status. The socid structure, then, isthe
network of statuses connected by associated roles. It issimplistic to equatethe perspective
directly with palitical conservativism. Thetendency to emphasise ‘ cohesive systems’,
however, leads functiondist theoriesto be contrasted with * conflict theories’ which instead
emphasise socia problemsand inequalities.

2.5.1 Prominent Theorists

Herbert Spencer, aBritish philosopher famousfor applying thetheory of natura selection
to society, was in many ways the first true sociological functiondlist; in fact, while
Durkheim iswidely considered the most important functionalist among positivist theorists,
it is well known that much of his analysis was culled from reading Spencer’s work,
especially his Principles of Sociology (1874-96).

Whilemast avoid the tedious tasks of reading Spencer’s massive volumes (filled
asthey arewith long passages explicating the organic analogy, with referenceto cells,
simple organisms, animals, humans and society), there are someimportant insights that



have quietly influenced many contemporary theorists, including Talcott Parsons, inhis
early work ‘ The Structure of Socia Action’ (1937), Cultural anthropology, too, uses
functionalism consistently.

Thisevolutionary model, unlike mast 19th century evolutionary theories, iscydicdl,
beginning with the differentiation and increasing complication of an organic or * super-
organic’ (Spencer’s term for asocia system) body, followed by afluctuating state of
equilibrium and disequilibrium (or astate of adjustment and adaptation), and, finally, a
stageof disintegration or dissolution. Following Thomas Mathus’ population principles,
Spencer concluded that society is constantly facing selection pressures (internal and
external) that forceit to adapt itsinternal structurethrough differentiation.

Every solution, however, causes anew set of selection pressures that threaten
society’sviability. It should be noted that Spencer was not adeterminist in the sensethat
he never said that:

o selection pressureswill befelt intimeto changethem;
o they will befelt and reacted to; or
¢ thesolutionswill dwayswork.

Infact, hewasinmany waysapoalitical sociologist, and recognised thet the degree
of centralised and consolidated authority in agiven polity could make or break its ability
to adapt. In other words, he saw ageneral trend towards the centralisation of power as
leading to stagnation and, ultimately, pressureto decentralise.

More specifically, Spencer recognised three functional needsor prerequisitesthat
produce selection pressures. they are regulatory, operative (production) and distributive.
Heargued that all societies need to solve problemsof control and coordination production
of goods, services and ideas, and, finally, to find ways of distributing these resources.

Initialy, intribal societies, thesethree needs areinseparable, and thekinship system
isthedominant structurethat satisfies them. As many scholars have noted, all institutions
are subsumed under kinship organisation, but, with increasing population (bothinterms
of sheer numbers and density), problems emerge with regardsto feeding individuals,
creating new forms of organisation—consider the emergent division of labour—,
coordinating and controlling various differentiated social units, and developing systems
of resourcedistribution.

The solution as Spencer sees it, is to differentiate structures to fulfill more
specidised functions; thus achief or ‘big man’ emerges, soon followed by agroup of
lieutenants, and later kings and administrators. Perhaps Spencer’s greatest obstacleto
being widely discussed in modern sociology isthefact that much of hissocia philosophy
isrooted in the social and historical context of Ancient Eqyptian times. He coined the
term ‘survival of thefittest’ in discussing the simple fact that small tribes or societies
tend to be defeated or conquered by larger ones. Of course, many sociologists still use
him (knowingly or otherwise) intheir analyses, asis especially the caseintherecent re-
emergence of evolutionary theory.

Talcott Parsons

Talcott Parsons was heavily influenced by Durkheim and Max Weber, synthesising
much of their work into his action theory, which he based on the system-theoretical
concept and the methodological principle of voluntary action. He held that ‘ the social
system is made up of the actions of individuals.” His starting point, accordingly, is the
interaction between two individuals faced with a variety of choices about how they
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might act, choices that are influenced and constrained by a number of physical and
social factors.

Parsons determined that each individual has expectations of the other’s action
and reaction to his own behavior, and that these expectations would (if successful) be
‘derived’ from the accepted norms and values of the society they inhabit. As Parsons
himself emphasised, however, inageneral context there would never exist any perfect
‘fit’” between behaviours and norms, so such arelationis never completeor ‘ perfect’.

Socia normswere aways problematic for Parsons, who never claimed (ashas
often been alleged) that social normswere generaly accepted and agreed upon, should
this prevent some kind of universal law. Whether social norms were accepted or not
was for Parsons simply a historical question. As behaviors are repeated in more
interactions, and these expectations are entrenched or institutionalised, aroleis created.
Parsons defines a‘role’ as the normatively- regulated participation ‘of apersonina
concrete process of social interaction with specific, concrete role-partners’. Although
any individua, theoretically, canfulfill any role, theindividual is expected to conformto
the norms governing the nature of the role they fulfill.

Furthermore, one person can and does fulfill many different roles at the same
time. In one sense, an individual can be seen to be a ‘ composition’ of the roles he
inhabits. Certainly, today, when asked to describethemselves, most people would answer
with reference to their societal roles. Parsons later developed the idea of roles into
collectivities of rolesthat complement each other in fulfilling functionsfor society. Some
rolesare bound upininstitutions and social structures (economic, educationd, legal and
even gender-based). Thesearefunctiona in the sensethat they assist society in operating
and fulfilling its functional needs so that society runs smoothly. A society wherethereis
no conflict, where everyoneknowswhet is expected of him and where these expectations
are consistently met, isinaperfect state of equilibrium. The key processes for Parsons
inattaining thisequilibrium are socidisation and socia control. Sociaisationisimportant
becauseit isthe mechanism for transferring the accepted norms and values of society to
the individuals within the system. Perfect socialisation occurs when these norms and
vauesarecompletely internalised, whenthey become part of theindividual’s persondlity.

Parson statesthat * thispoint is independent of the senseinwhich [the] individual
isconcretey autonomous or creativerather than‘ passive or * conforming’, for individudity
and creativity, are to a considerable extent, phenomena of the institutionalization of
expectations’; they are culturally constructed. Socidisationis supported by the positive
and negative sanctioning of role behavioursthat do or do not meet these expectations. A
punishment could be informal, like a snigger or gossip, or more formalised, through
institutions such as prisons and mental homes. If these two processes were perfect,
society would become static and unchanging, and inreality thisis unlikely to occur for
long. Parsons recognises this, stating that he treats ‘the structure of the system as
problematic and subject to change’, and that his concept of the tendency towards
equilibrium * does not imply the empirica dominance of stability over change’. Hedoes,
however, believethat these changes occur in arelatively smooth way.

Individua sininteraction with changing situations adapt through aprocessof ‘ role
bargaining’ . Oncetheroles are established, they create normsthat guide further action
and are thus institutionalised, creating stability across socia interactions. Where the
adaptation process cannot adjust, due to sharp shocks or immediate radical change,
structural dissolution occurs and either new structures (therefore anew system) are



formed, or society dies. Thismodel of social change has been described asa* moving
equilibrium’, and emphasises adesirefor socid order.

Robert Merton

Robert K. M erton wasafunctiondist and he fundamentally agreed with Parsons’ theory.
However, he acknowledged that it was problematic, believing that it wastoo generalized.
Merton tended to emphasise middle range theory rather than agrand theory, meaning
that he was able to deal specifically with some of the limitationsin Parsons' theory. He
identified three main limitations: functional unity, universal functionalism and
indispensability. He also developed the concept of deviance and made the distinction
between manifest and latent functions.

Merton criticised functional unity, saying that not all parts of amodern, complex
society work for the functional unity of society. Some institutions and structures may
have other functions, and some may even be generally dysfunctional, or be functional
for some while being dysfunctional for others. This is because not all structures are
functional for society as a whole. Some practices are only functional for a dominant
individual or agroup. Here M erton introduces the concepts of power and coercioninto
functionalism and identifies the sites of tension which may lead to struggle or conflict.
Merton states that by recognizing and examining the dysfunctional aspects of society
we can explain the development and persistence of alternatives. Thus, as Holmwood
states,  Merton explicitly made power and conflict central issuesfor researchwithina
functionalist paradigm’ . Merton also noted that theremay be functional alternativesto
theinstitutions and structures currently fulfilling the functions of society. Thismeansthat
theinstitutions that currently exist are not indispensable to society. M erton states that
‘just asthe sameitem may have multiple functions, so may the samefunction bediversdy
fulfilled by dternativeitems' . This notion of functiond dternativesisimportant because
it reduces the tendency of functionalism to imply approval of the status quo.

Merton's theory of deviance is derived from Durkheim’s idea of anomie. It is
central inexplaining how internal changes can occur inasystem. For Merton, anomie
means a discontinuity between cultural goals and the accepted methods available for
reaching them.

Merton believes that there arefive situations facing an actor:

¢ Conformity occurs when anindividual has the means and desire to achieve the
cultural goassocidised into him.

¢ Innovation occurs when anindividua strivesto attain the accepted cultural gods
but choosesto do soin novel or unaccepted method.

¢ Ritualismoccurswhen anindividual continuesto do thingsas praoscribed by society
but forfeits the achievement of the goals.

¢ Retreatismisthe rejection of both the means and the goals of society.

¢ Rebellion is a combination of the rejection of societal goals and means and a
substitution of other god'sand means.

Thus it can be seen that change can occur internally in society through either
innovation or rebellion. It istruethat society will attempt to control theseindividualsand
negate the changes but as the innovation or rebellion builds momentum, society will
eventually adapt or face dissolution.
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Thelast of Merton’simportant contributionsto functionalismwas hisdistinction
between manifest and latent functions. Manifest functionsrefer to the consciousintentions
of actors; latent functions are the objective consequences of their actions, which are
often unintended. M erton used the example of the Hopi rain danceto show that sometimes
anindividual’s understanding of their motive for an action may not fully explainwhy that
action continuesto be performed.

Almond and Powell

In the 1970s, political scientists Gabriel AlImond and Bingham Powell introduced a
structural-functionalist approach to compare political systems. They argued that in
order to understand a political system, it is necessary to understand not only its
institutions (or structures) but also their respective functions. They also insisted that
these institutions, to be properly understood, must be placed in a meaningful and
dynamic historical context.

This idea stood in marked contrast to prevalent approaches in the field of
comparative politics—the state-society theory and the dependency theory. Thesewere
the descendants of David Easton’s system theory ininternational relations, amechanistic
view that saw al political systems as essentially the same, subject to the same laws of
‘gtimulus and response’ —or inputs and outputs—while paying little attention to unique
characteristics. The structural-functional approach isbased on the view that apolitical
systemis made up of several key components, including interest groups, political parties
and branches of government.

Inadditionto structures, Almond and Powell showed that apoalitical system congists
of various functions, chief among them political socialisation, recruitment and
communication: sociaisation refersto theway inwhich societiespass along their values
and beliefs to succeeding generations, and in political terms describes the process by
whichasociety inculcatescivic virtues, or the habits of effective citizenship; recruitment
denotes the process by which a political system generates interest, engagement and
participation from citizens, and communication refersto theway thet asystem promulgates
itsvaluesand information.

Like system andlysis, structural functional analysis is also based on the concept
of palitical system. This model of palitical analysis has been more widely used in the
sphere of comparative politics because it provides for standard categories for different
types of political systems. The concept of structural functional analysis originated
in the sphere of social anthropology in the writings of Redcliff-Brown and B.
Malinowski. Then it was developed in the field of sociology by Talcott Parsons,
Robert Merton and Marion Levy. Gabriel Almond and his associates developed it into
atool of palitical analysis. In the introduction to a collective work co edited with
James S. Coleman, The Palitics of the Developing Areas (1960) Almond renovated
the concept of comparative palitics. Political system replaced the state and the legal
and institutional apparatus employed by traditional political scientists. Function
substituted for power, role for office, and structure for institution. They identified four
characteristics of the political system:

e all palitical systems have political structures;

¢ the same functions are performed in all political systems with different
frequencies and by different kindsof structures;



o al palitical structuresare multi functiond; and

o all political systems are ‘mist’ systems in the cultura sense, i.e. they are
basad on aculturewhichisalwaysthe mixture of the modernand thetraditional.

Instead of focusing on such conceptsas ingtitutions, organisation or group, Almond
turned torole and structured. Roles being theinteracting units of the political systemand
structures representing the patterns of interaction. He also introduced the concept of
palitical culture, which he concelved of asembedded inaparticular pattern of orientations
to palitical action with these patterns usually extending beyond the boundaries of the
politica system.

Gabriel Almond and GB. Powell in their book Comparative Politics: A
Developmental Approach (1966) further developed this approach. They argued that
all political systems regardless of their type must perform a specific set of tasks if
they are to remain in existence as systems in working order or in equilibrium, i.e. as
‘on going systems'. These are the functional requirements of the system. With this
assumption they sought to modify David Easton’s model of the political system,
suggesting that ‘inputs’ and ‘out puts’ recognised by Easton can be understood as
‘functions’ or ‘ functional requisites’ of political system. They sought to redefine these
inputs and out puts with a deeper understanding of political process and proceeded
to identified various structures corresponding to these function, in order to evolve a
‘structurd-functiond’ framework. According to them in various political systemsthese
functions may be performed by different kinds of political structures and, sometimes,
even by structures which are not overtly recognised as being, primarily, ‘political’.
Almond presents a seven fold classification of the functional variables in his input-
output model. He mentions four input functions and three output functions. Input
functions are: (i) political socialisation and recruitment; (ii) interest articulation; (iii)
interest aggregation and (iv) political communication. He also mentions three variables
in his category of output functions. They are: (i) rule making; (ii) rule application and
(i) rule adjudication. Output functions are correspondent to conventional governmental
functions, which are performed by the formal governmental organs like legislature
(rule making), executive (rule application) and judiciary (rule adjudication). According
to Almond input functions are performed by non-governmental structures or institutions.
Hefurther said that al structures are multi functional, yet some structures are especialy
suited for specific purposes.

Almond elaborates his input functions further. The first function political
socidisation isthe process where by an individual acquires attitudes and orientations
towards political phenomena. It also implies the process where by society transmits
palitical norms and believesform one generation to the next. Recruitment standsfor the
processwhere by political groups obtained membersfor variousimportant rolesinthe
political process, either in addition to the existing members or as replacement for other
members. Since political socidisation preparestheindividual to assume variousimportant
roleinthe social structureit isinstrumental to recruitment also. The main institutions
which perform these functions are family, school and other primary groups. The second
input functions, interest articulation implies the processes where by opinions, attitudes,
believe, preferences etc are converted into coherent demands on the political system.
Thisfunction may be performed y various structures, but interest groups are must suited
to perform thisfunction. Thethird input function the interest aggregation is the process
where by various divergent interest are collated and trandated into concrete demands of
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avery large section of asociety, policy proposals and programmes of action etc. This
function can be performed best by political parties. The last input functions political
communication is the process where by components of a political system, such as,
individuals, groups and institutions, transmit and received information regarding the
functioning of the palitical system. Thisfunction can be best performed by massmedia
or the organisations controlling the media of mass communication.
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Further, AlImond and Powell have identified three chief characteristics of
development of political system that is* palitical development’. Theseare (i) structural
differentiation (ii) secularisation of culture and (iii) expansion of capabilities.
According toAlmond a principal aspect of the development or transformation of the
political systemisroledifferentiation or structura differentiation. By differentiation they
refer to the process where by roles change and become more specialised or more
autonomous or where by new types of rolesare established or are created. Theunderlying
propensities of apalitical system, representing its psychological dimension, have been
described aspalitica culture. Secularisation of culture concernwith thisaspect of palitical
system. The secularisation of culture, to AlImond and Powell is the process where by
traditiona orientations and attitudes give way to more dynamic decision making processes
involving the gathering of information, the evaluation of information, the laying out of
alternative course of action, the selection of acourse of action form among these possible
courses, and the means where by one tests whether or not a given course of actionis
producing the consequences which wereintended. Expansion of capabilitiesimpliesan
increase in four types of capabilities of political system: (i) regulative capability (the
capability of legitimate coercion to control the behaviour of individuals and groups);
(i) extractive capability ( the capability to appropriate the natural and human resources
of society and international environment); (iii) distributive capability (the capability to
distribute various benefitsto individualsand groups) ; and (iv) responsive capability (the
capability to respond to the demands coming form society and international environment).
A baanced development required that regulative and extractive capabilities of palitical
system are suitably matched withits distributive and responsive capabilities.



2.5.2Criticism

Despitethe fact that structural functional approach has occupied avery important place
inthe realm of comparative politics, it cannot be denied that it has some serious short
comings. It has been criticised on various grounds. Firstly, the structura functiond analysis
tends to focus primarily static relationships rather then undynamics. The approachis
concerned, above dl isthe problems of systemic survival, the requirements of the stable
adaptation, and the operation of various functions and structures oriented towards system
maintenance. Therefore this approach is accused of being anti change. This approach
has the serious flow of being concerned with the present and having no perspective of
thefuture. Thefunctionalist defeat the very purpose of their approach by missapplying
their tools of empirical investigation while studying the political systems of the third
world. It failed to provide empirically validated answersto what is happening in the third
world. According to Marion Levy, thisapproach suffersfrom the* fallacy of functional
teleology’ . It meansit suffer from the tendency to explain the origins of acondition or
pattern of action in terms of its being a functional necessity for the survival of the
system. It isalso alleged that the structural functional approach is nothing elsethenan
exercise to defend and justify the status quo. The real pursuit of the functionalististo
saveapoalitical system from changing towards socialism. Thefunctiondist are accused
of being the defenders of the bourgeoisie at home and of imperialism abroad. Itisalso
further criticised that while Easton and Parsons present and elaborate scheme of their
‘system’ Almond talks of functions without referring to a system in which functions
haveameaning that is, heismore concerned with hisown sub-setswithout first explaining
and clarifying the premises of his main set. Moreover, what ever he says about his
palitical system and itsstructural functional mechanismisapplicableto awestern country.
According to Meehan it seems clear that the search for ageneral theory, functionalist
or not, or for an all-encompassing model of politicsis afalse and misleading trail that
leads to conceptual difficulties that are virtually insolubl€e’. It is also aleged that the
structural functional approachis not suited to analysis of power relationsin society.

However, structura functional andysissignifiesasignificant advancein the sphere
of political analysis. It hasits advantages limited to the study of selected affluent western
democratic countries whereaoneit may look quite attractive for acomparativeanalysis
of palitica systems. It may also be added initsfavour that it dedsfor the most part with
amanageable collection of variables; and it provides a set of standardised categories
that can be applied successfully over widely disparate political system.

2.6 COMMUNICATION MODEL (KARL DEUTSCH)

The palitical communication approachisarelatively recent and fast-moving development
in the field of scientific analysis. It leans heavily on the fundamental orientations of
cybernetics-the science of control and communication system. It has received agreat
impetus from the revolutionary developmentsthat occurred after the Second World Wer
inthe spheres of engineering and technology. Some scholars, chief among them Karl W.
Deutsch have developed anew approach inthe sphere of comparative politics where by
theanalysis of political phenomenais made on the basis of communication and control
system. The main purpose of socia theorist subscribing to this approach is that the
developmentsinthe new science of communications haveled to adiminution inimportance
of thedifferences of analytica purposes, between the behaviour of living things and that
of social organisations.
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Karl Deutsch seesthat the new sciences can now without fear of being misleading
isused to State aswell as other types of political systems. The term * communication’
refersto body of basic concepts underlying several contemporary approachesto human
behaviour including the interactions of nation states. Used in awider sense, the term
‘communication’ involves not only oral speech but all human behaviour. In an even
broader sense, it may be used with reference to the ways in which the physical
environment excites signals in the central nervous system-together with the ways in
which the human being operates upon the physical environment. Inthisterm the organism
and the environment form asingle system: the organism affects the environment and the
environment affects the organism. It is for this reason, that the approach of political
communications also known by the name of political cybernetics. According to this
approach, politics and government * appear in essence as processes of steering and
coordinating human efforts towards the attainment of some set of goas'. In this
framework, this approach refers to the basic mechanism through which these processes
manifest themselvesinthedecision.

The study of palitical communication approachisintegrally related to the study of
political systems. It isthe communication that gives dynamics to the political system.
The communication approach adopted by Karl Deutsch may be set to have threemain
characteristics:

¢ It nolonger has six powers as the key variable in the key explanation of the
political phenomena. Power is neither the centre nor the essence of palitics.
Instead the essence of palitics becomes the dependabl e coordination of human
efforts and expectation for the attainment of the goals of the society.

e Thereis a strong emphasis on the empirical nature of the concepts. The
attempt isto‘ operationalise’ is concept through measurement and mapping.
Quantitative datais not seen as asubstitute for other type of analysis but as
complementary inthat it could do much to check, strengthen or conform the
judgement of the historian or political anayst.

e |tisnot restricted toany onelevel of andysis. It isequally revant to groups,
peoples, organisations of any size, including the state, and relationship between
the units.

The poalitical communication gpproach lays stress on the point that al functions of
apolitical system ' are performed by themeans of communications' . It iscommunication
that sustain and nourishes the body of asystem. Hence, one‘ may likenthe communication
tothecirculation of theblood. It is not the blood but wheat it contains that nourishesthe
system. Theblood isthe neutral medium carrying, claims, protestsand demandsthrough
theveins of the heart; and from the heart through the arteries flow the outputs of rules,
regulations and adjudications in response to the claims and demands'. Through this
approach seeks to study the elements of change, it ismore concerned with achangethat
may not bring about the destruction of the system. Assuch, itis concerned withwaysin
which certain kinds of apparatus are maintained through ‘feedbacks', that is to say,
devicesby whichthe entropy of asystem is counteracted by returning some of its output
intoinput.

Karl Deutsch, the chief exponent of the communication approach describesthe
main theme of his model in his famous book The Nerves of Government: Modes of
Political Communication and Control (1963). He sought to apply the concepts and
methods of moderninformation technology aswell as psychology of nervous systemto
ananalysisof palitica system. Asstated earlier he particularly introduced the techniques



of cyberneticsto the sphere of political analysis. Cyberneticsisthe study of the operation
of control and communication systems; it deals both with biological systems and man
made machinery. Deutsch declared that his work was concerned lesswith the bones or
muscles of the body-palitic than with its nerves-its channels of communications and
decisions. Communication theory regards the function of communication asthe centre
of al political activity. An analysis of communication flowing from and flowing into
poalitical systemwould, therefore, be very helpful in the description, classification anaysis
and explanation of theimportant aspectsif political life. Deutsch argued that it might be
profitable tolook upon government somewhat lessasaproblem of power and somewhat
more as aproblem of steering i.e. directing the course of its activity whichisthemain
function of communication. He, therefore, regards political system as a ‘ network of
communication channels'. According to him it is largely a * self-regulating’ or self-
controlling’ system which involvesits own process and mechanism for the acquisition,
collection, transmission, sdection and the storage of information.

Theam of Deutschisto usethe concepts and methods of the science of cybernetics
to provide explanationsfor not simply the surviva but the growth of palitical systemsand
to predict the consequences of changes that affect the structure of systems. Themain
features of Deutsch communication model may be summed up asfollows:

e Society asa machine: according to Deutsch, the social system and political
system as its part survive and develop because they contain mechanisms
which allowed or encourage habit forming and other activitiesthat go with
this: the acquiring of information; the selection and storage of thisinformation;
the selection and the development of normsrelating to the use of information
gan.

¢ New definition of politics: Deutsch’'s one of the important concerns is to
reduce theimportance of the notion of powersas acomponent of continuing
political activity. To him, politics is concerned with the attainment of social
goals. It is the sphere in which the decisions are made with respect to the
whole society-decisionswhich areenforceable.

¢ Newnotion of gover nment: According to Deutsch the function of government
isto control thedirection of informationinto or away form particular channels
of communication. Thus, its main task is to steer information rather then to
exercise power over theindividuals. Miniature communications system: The
infrastructure of apolitica systemiscongtituted by political paritiesand interest
groups. They areinterconnected and open but they are al so capabl e of steering
themselves and with mechanism (human and institutional) that allowed them
to adopt and modify their structures and behaviours.

¢ Homeostatisinstead of equilibrium: Deutsch desiresto furnishamodel that
is not static but dynamic. That is, he is not for equilibrium that indicates a
statuary model of apalitical system. He callsthewholeideaof equilibriumas
being both mechanistic and excessively detached from the impact of
environmental factors. Palitics isachanging phenomenon and thus he stands
for adynamic situation what he termshomeostatis.

e Concept of feedback or servomechanism: Feedback is the key concept of
themodel of Deutsch. It means anetwork of communications that produces
actionsin response to an input of information and includes the results of its
ownactionintheinformation by it modifiesits subsequent behaviour. However,
feedback may be negative or positive. A negative feedback system is one
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which transmits back to it self information that isthe result of decisions and
actionstaken by the system, and which leadsthe system to changeits behaviour
inpursuit of thegoalswhichit hasset itsdf. ‘Load’ indicates thetota amount
of information which a system may possess at a particular time. ‘Lag’ is
indicates the amount of delay that the system experience between reporting
the consequences of decisionsand acting ontheinformation that it hasreceived.
‘Gain’ is anindication of the manner in which the system responds to the
informationthat it hasreceived. ‘Lead’ illustratesthe extent to which asystem
has the capacity to react to predictions about the future consequences of
decisions and actions.

There are some problems of communications which may be studied in three
context: (i) Communication with inthe political system; (ii) Communication between
political system and its environment; and (iii) Communication between two or more
political items. Itsanalysis involvesthe study of several components, including; (i) the
structures meant for sending and receiving messages, (ii) the channels used for the
purpose of communication; (iii) Process of storage of information; (iv) feedback
mechanisms; (v) The code and languages applied for the purpose of communication;
and (vi) the contents of message transmitted etc. Communication by no meansasmooth
process. One has to be very careful in detecting distortions. If the distortion could be
corrected appropriately, lots of problem can be prevented or minimised.

Criticdsm

The political communication approach also is not free from criticisms, which can be
enumerated asfollows:

e Political communication approach, though different from such approach in other
disciplineslike neurophysiology, mathematicsand electrical engineering has been
criticised for elaborating and essentially engineering and mechanistic orientation
towards human behaviour. One may ask asto how thelaw of anatura and fixed
science like that of electrical engineering can be applied to the study of human
behaviour that is never fixed and definite. Man is not amachine and thus society
cannot be regarded as amechanistic arrangement.

e Theentireapproach of political communi cation depends upon the extension of an
analogy between a natural and a social system. A shift from the language of
natural sciences to that of a social science is bound to involve significant
discontinuities and incongruities. Naturally, the model of Deutsch ultimately
becomes so complex that it tends to move away from being aworking model and
towards becoming ascheme.

Thereisnot only the difficulty of applying models picked up from anatural toa
social scienceitisall themoredifficult to make it useful for the purpose of socia
sciences. Someterms of electrica engineering may either remained unapplied or
they may be misapplied and for this reason it is likely that we get a confused
pictureof apolitical modd . Thetheory thus suffersform serious drawbacks both
at thestructural level and in substantive matters.

¢ A cybernetic model isavery general, abstract one, andits principal concepts may
acquiredifferent meanings according to the particular system to which they are
applied, be it a computer, an irrigation system, the human brain and society. It



isalsoremarked that, despite Deutsch attempt to develop eventually atheory of
palitics, national and international, hisown formulationswhere explicitly not theory
but parts of an ongoing enterprise to be devel op into theory at some unspecified
later stage.

Thoughit istruethat the cybernetics model loosely adopted by Karl Deutsch and
others for analysing the stability and instability of political systems in the light of
communication systemsis not rich enough to do all that they intend to do with it, we
cannot ignore the fact that the work of an innovator is always subject to criticism.
Despiteall pointsof weakness, as enumerated above it may be admitted that the approach
looks promising too. In palitical sciencethisapproachis particularly useful for ananadysis
of the processes of bargaining, conflict resolution, decision making, evolution of palicies,
estimating the impact of publicity of propaganda as well as for understanding the
dynamics of international relations.

2.7 SUMMARY

¢ TheRationa ActorsM odel isinfluenced by the positivism and is based onrationa
choicetheory. The crux of themodel isit explainsthe events by taking individual
aswell asthe state as rational actor.

¢ TheRational ActorsM odd has contributed significantly in understanding thevarious
dynamics of the contemporary political system of theworld.

o Palitical philosophy asawhole could be conceived as* philasophy of public choice’ .
But traditional political philosophy should not be regarded as covering ‘ public
choicetheory’ asawhole.

o Now ‘economic theories of palitics', the so-called * new political economy’ (for
exemplary works see Downs (1957), Buchanan and Tullock (1962), Olson (1965),
Brennan and Lomasky (1993)) and more generally speaking the application of
mathematical models of choice have added many insights into the ‘logic’ and
actual workings of public choice processes which go beyond those of traditional
political philosophy.

¢ Along with game theory, Public Choice has been one of thetwo most impressive

theoretical developments in modern economics of the second half of the last
century.

¢ Sincethebehaviour of humanindividualsisalwayswhat it is, human behaviour,
Public Choiceinsists onusing the same model of behaviour throughout.

o Whether it be political or other behaviour, its explanation should be based on a
universal explanatory model for which the ‘rules of the game' are antecedent
clauseswhilethemodel of individual behaviour as such must bethe sameacross
games (which of course does not rule out that some rules of alower order game
areto be explained asemergent or artificially created in ahigher order game).

¢ Systemanalysis has acquired anew significance after the rise of behaviouralism
inAmerican political science particularly after the Second World War.

¢ David Easton by hissystemmodel provided asystematic study of political science.
He applied the methods of genera system theory to politics. He underlined some
basic assumptions through his method of analysiswhichincludes
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0 Thistheory requiresthe construction of a paradigm with the highest order of
generdization;

o Padlitical system should be viewed asawhole;

0 Research on poalitical system isbased on both psychological and situational
data;

o Political life may be described asin disequilibrium.

¢ Though Easton model of the political system hasbeen criticized for hisinadequate
conceptudization, his pre occupation with stability, hisavoidance of human element,
lack of testable hypothesis in his research, operational difficulties with in his
framework and vagueness in his notion of the system’s boundary, his model of
politica analysis has herdded anew dimensioninthe study of political science.

¢ Almond and Powell further enriched the notions of political system by emphasizing
the structural and functional aspects of apalitical system.

e Almond elaborated further the input and output functions of a political system
whichindudeseven variables such aspalitical socidlization and recruitment, interest
articulation, interest aggregation, political communication (input functions) and
rulemaking, ruleapplication and rule adjudication (output functions).

e Critics highlighted the drawbacks of Almond’s structural functionalism as
deterministic and ideological, conservative, lacking methodologica clarity and anti
change concept, never thelessit cannot be rule out that the framework devised
by Almond provides agreater understanding of comparative politica philosophy.

2.8 KEY TERMS

e Rational choice theory: A framework for understanding and often formally
modeling social and economic behavior

¢ Rational choice: A primarily normative theory and assumesthat all individuals
can berational

e Systemstheory: The trans-disciplinary study of systems in general, with the
god of elucidating principlesthat can beapplied to dl types of systemsinall fields
of research

e Cybernetics: The study of the operation of control and communication systems;
it dealsboth with biological systems and man-made machinery

2.9 ANSWERSTO ‘CHECK YOUR PROGRESS

1. Thestepsinvolved in arational decision-making process used by astate are as
falows:

(i) God setting and ranking
(i) Consideration of options
(i) Assessment of consequences
(iv) Profitmaximization
2. Rational choicetheory, also known as choicetheory or rational actiontheoryisa
framework for understanding and often formally modeling social and economic



behavior. It isthemain theoretical paradigm inthe currently dominant school of
MiCroeconomics.

3. Onereason for government involvement in the economy is due to the fact that
markets do not always operate efficiently. When they do not, because of * market
imperfections’ leading to * market failure’, then governments haveto stepinto
correct such inefficiencies.

4. Toimprove economy, government interventions may taketheform of corrective
taxesand subsidies and/or it may take the form of regulation and directives.

5. Systemstheory isthetrans-disciplinary study of systemsin genera, withthegoal
of elucidating principlesthat can be applied to dl types of systemsin al fields of
research.

6. An important step to introduce the systems approach, into (rationalist) hard
sciences of the 19th century, was the energy transformation, by figureslike James
Joule and Sadi Carnot.

7. Herbert Spencer, aBritish philosopher famous for applying the theory of natural
selection to society, wasin many ways thefirst true sociologicd functionalist.

8. Talcott Parsonsheld that the social system ismade up of the actionsof individuas.
9. Thestudy of palitical communication approachisintegrally related to the study of
political systems.

10. Cyberneticsisthe study of the operation of control and communication systems;
it dealsbath with biological systems and man-made machinery.

2.10 QUESTIONS AND EXERCISES

Short-Answer Questions
1. Mention the four salient features of RCT, as identified by Green and Shapiro
(1994)?

2. Greg Cashman provided a useful set of stepsin the rational model. Which are
these steps?

3. List thethree main characteristics of systems outlined by David Apter.

4. According to Merton, which arethefive situations facing an actor?

5. Which arethe main characteristics of the communication approach, adopted by
Karl Deutsch?

Long-Answer Questions

1. Critically examinerational choicetheory.
2. Writein your ownwordsthe meaning of public choicetheory.

3. David Eastonmodd of palitical systemwasapath breaking model in comparative
political analysis. Discuss.

4. Giveacomparativeanadysisof structura functionalism of Almond vis-a-vissystem
model of David Easton.

5. Giveasummary of communication model as advocated by Karl Deustch.
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3.0INTRODUCTION

Inthisunit, you will be acquainted with John Rawlsversion of the contemporary liberalism
where you will learn about histheory of justice. The unit also discusses and elaborates
Nozick'sversion of contemporary liberalism, i.e., libertarianism where you will be made
familiar withthe Nozick’sview of justice. The unit also has adiscussion on the concept
of communitarianism, as developed and defined by many communitarian thinkers.

3.1 UNIT OBJECTIVES

After going through thisunit, you will be ableto:
o |dentify the various aspects of contemporary liberalism as enunciated by John
Rawls
¢ Definethe Rawlstheory of justice
o Explainthelibertarianism of Nozick and histheory of justice

o Explaintheconcept of communitarianism, aspropounded by variouscommunitarian
thinkers, such asAlasdair Maclntyre, Michael Sandel, Charles Taylor, Michagel
Walzer, etc.

3.2 RAWLS

Contemporary liberalism owes muchtothe classica aswell asmodernliberdist thinkers
suchas L ocke, Kant and Mill. However, if one hasto single out oneimportant political
philosopher of the 20" Century whose influence has been the most profound inliberal
thinking it is John Rawls. Before going into the details of the Rawls’ philosophy let us
haveabrief look into hislife profile.
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John Rawlswasbornin 1921 in Maryland, United States. Rawls attended school
in Baltimore for a short time before transferring to Kent School, an Episcopalian
preparatory school in Connecticut. Rawls studied graduation at Princeton University.
After hiscompletion of graduationin 1943, hejoined the Army and participated inWorld
War - I1. After thewar, hereturned to Princeton to pursue adoctoratein mora philosophy.
Rawlsmarried Margaret Fox, agraduate, in 1949. Hefinished his Ph.D. from Princeton
in 1950 and thereafter he taught there until 1952, when hereceived aFulbright Fellowship
to Oxford University, where hewasinfluenced by theliberal palitical theorist and historian
Isaiah Berlin and the legal theorist H.L.A. Hart. After returning to the United States, he
served first asan assistant and then associate professor at Cornell University. In 1962,
he became afull professor of philasophy at Cornell, and soon achieved atenured position
a MIT. That same year, he moved to Harvard University, where he taught for almost
forty years, and where hetrained some of the contemporary figuresinmora and politica
philosophy, including Martha Nussbaum, Thomas Nagel, Onora O’ Neill, Christine
Korsgaard, Susan Neiman and Thomas Pogge. Rawlsis hoted for his contributionsto
liberd political Philosophy.

John Rawlsis Professor Emeritus at Harvard University. Heisthe author of the
well-known and path breaking A Theory of Justice and the morerecent work Political
Liberalism. Hisbook A Theory of Justice provides askeletal account of Rawls's project
of using social contract theory to generate principles of justicefor assigning basic rights
and duties and determining the division of socia benefitsinasociety. Thisbook isregarded
asthe most important work of political philosophy written in English since the Second
WorldWar. It hasinfluenced modern liberalsand socia democrats dlike. Rawls proposed
atheory of ‘justice asfairness' that is based on the belief that social inequality can be
justified only if it is of benefit to the least advantaged. This presumption in favour of
equality isrooted in Rawls sbelief that most people deprived of knowledge about their
own talents and abilities would choose to live in an egalitarian society, rather than an
inegdlitarian one. Asfor most people, thefear of being poor will outweigh thedesireto
berich, redistribution and welfare can be defended on grounds of fairness. Theuniversalist
presumptions of his early work were modified to acertain degreein hisanother famous
work Political Liberalism. Two monumental treaties written by Rawls—A Theory of
Justice (1971) and Political Liberalism (1993) have laid the contemporary terms of
debate and discussions on liberalism and its values. Rawls revived the social contract
tradition of Locke, Rousseau, and Kant, both redeployed and depend Mill’ svindication
of liberty in afree society, and argued against conventional judgements, especially those
of utilitarianism, that treated individual s as means towards attending the collective good.
A libera state, according to Rawls, most not only guaranteethat all its citizens have an
eguality of fundamental liberty rights, such as voting, and freedom of speech, religion
and association; it must also ensure that those who are least well-off are assured as
good alifeaspossible. He assertsthat freedom should never be sacrificed onthegrounds
of anincreaseinmateria well- being. Thisiswhy he givespriority to the equal enjoyment
of liberty (theliberty principle) over the principle that requires the welfare of the least
well-off to betaken care of (the difference principle). Overal Rawls holds out an account
of egdlitarian liberalism that is hospitable to redistributive experiments of the liberal
state.

John Rawls in his celebrated work A Theory of Justice has pointed out that a
good society is characterised by anumber of virtue. Justiceisthefirst virtue of agood
society. In other words, justice is a necessary but not a sufficient condition of a good
society. A well-ordered society according to Rawlsis effectively regulated by apublic



conception of justice. It is asociety which everyone accepts and knows that the others
accept the same principles of justice and the basic institutions satisfy these principles.
For Rawls, what isdirectly relevant for social ethicsand justiceistheindividuals' means
to pursue their own ends and to live whatever ‘ good life’ they choose for themselves.
Thesemeansare* basicliberties’, on the one hand, and * primary goods', onthe other.

Rawlsweaves anintricate and elaborate pattern of enquiry and providesacoherent,
systematic and powerful defence of anew kind of egditarianism that preserves and
extendsindividual liberty. Rawlsoutlines thefeatures of his conceptioninan articlethat
appeared in 1957, entitled Justice as Fairness culminating in A Theory of Justice. The
elaboration and clarification of theory continues through a series of book and two more
books Poalitical Liberalismand The Law of Peopl€e's. According to Rawls, the problem
of justice consist in ensuring ajust distribution of * primary goods' whichincluderights
and liberties, powersand opportunities, income and wealth, means of self respect and so
on. He has described his theory as the theory of pure procedural justice. It means that
once certain principles of justice are unanimously accepted, the distribution resulting
formtheir gpplication will be necessarily just. Rawls has severely criticised those theory
of allocation which ignore moral worth of the individual for the attainment of any pre
determined goal. He has attacked utilitarianism because in calculating the ‘ greatest
happiness of the greatest number’ it does not careif it leads to extreme hardship to any
particular individua . Hehas brilliantly argued that you cannot compensatefor the sufferings
of the distressed by enhancing the joys of the prosperous. Rawls has evolved aunique
methodology for arriving at aunanimous procedure of justice.

Rawls observes: the political constitution and the principal economic and social
arrangements such asthelega protection of freedom of thought and liberty of conscience,
competitive markets, private property inthe means of production and the monogamous
family must be accepted as given. Unfortunately, this system breeds deep inequalities
which cannot possibly be justified by an appeal to the notions of merit or desert. It is
theseinequalities, presumably inevitablein the basic structure of any society, towhich
the principlesof social justicemust inthefirstinstanceapply . ... .. thejustice of asocia
scheme depends essentially on how fundamental rights and duties are assigned and on
the economic opportunitiesand social conditionsin the various sectors of society. Inthis
way, Rawls is interested in developing a conception of justice which can provide a
standard by which the distributive arrangements of agiven society can be assessed but
which need not concern itsef with the fundamenta question of ownership of the means
of production. Hisaimisto present aconception of justicewhich generdisesand carries
to ahigher planethefamiliar theory of the social contract asfound in Locke, Rousseau
and Kant. The guiding idea is that the principles of justice for the basic structure of
society are the object of the original agreement.

Rawls has evolved aunigue methodology for arriving at a unanimous procedure
of justice. Following thetradition of the socid contract’, Rawls hasenvisaged an‘ origina
position’ by abstracting the individuals from their particular social and economic
circumstances. In Rawls own words ‘In Justice as fairness the original position of
equality correspondsto the state of natureinthetraditional theory of the socia contract.
Thisoriginal positionisnot, of course, thought of asan actual historical state of affairs,
much less as a primitive condition of culture. It isunderstood as apurely hypothetical
situation characterised so asto lead to acertain conception of justice. John Rawls,

Theseindividuas are symbalicaly placed behind a* vell of ignorance’ wherethey
are supposed to be deliberating as rational agents. They are totally unaware of their
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wants, interests, skillsand abilitiesas well asof the condition which lead to discrimination
and conflict in the society. But they have an elementary knowledge of the economics
and psychology, and are also endowed with a‘ sense of justice’ . Each individud wantsto
maximise hisor her well being, without being envious. They are self interested but not
egoists. They are not prepared to take arisk or resort to gambling. According to Rawls,
in such a state of uncertainty the national negotiators will choose the least dangerous
path. In other words, eachindividual will hypothetically place himself or her self in* the
least advantage positions’ while recommending the criteria of allocation of the primary
goods. Hence each of them will demand greatest benefit for the least advantaged. R.P.
Wolf observes Rawls revives a version of the theory of the social contract asaway of
discovering avia media between utilitarianism and intuitionism. Morally, heis more
comfortablewith theintuitionists but methodologically his heart iswith the utilitarians
and with the new-classical economists.

Rawls’s basic concern might be put this way: What is the most reasonable
conception of justicefor asociety of freeand equal persons? What principles should our
society mest, if itistobefair to persons conceived of asfreeand equal: both conceived
inliberty and dedicated to the proposition that all men are created equal ? In particular,
should it beutilitarian, libertarian, alessliberd egditarian society, alessegditarianlibera
society? Theory offers athree-part answer to this question:

- Rawlspresentstwo principlesof justice, and offersanargument for those principles
according to which the members of society would choose them in an ‘origina
position’ behinda‘veil of ignorance’, which hides al information about their socia
position and natural endowments.

- He presents asketch of asociety that operates on these principles, to show that
they areredlistic.

- And heargues, findly, that ajust society—ijust by thelights of justice asfairness—
would be stable in part because living in a just society and having a sense of
justiceguided by his principlesis good for thosewho liveinthe society.

As aresult of the hypothetical negotiations under such conditions, three principles of
justicewill beaccepted by all, according to Rawls, inthisorder:

(i) principal of equal liberty (for example, equal right to most extensive liberty
compatiblewith similar liberty of others) which postulatesthat nobody’s liberty
will be sacrificed for the sake of any other benefit (liberty in this sense implies
equd right to political participation, freedom of expresson, rdligious liberty, equdity
beforethelaw etc). O.P. Gauba, An Introduction to Palitical Theory, Macmillan,
Delhi, 2006, p-383.

(i) Theprincipleasoimpliesthat each personisto have an equal right to the most
extensivetotal system of equal basic liberties compatiblewith asimilar system of
liberty of all.

Second principle comprises of two parts:

(a) Principleof fair equality of opportunity, particularly for acquiring offices
and positions; and

(b) Difference principle, which implies that any departure from equal
distribution of the primary goods can be justified only when it could be
proved to bring greatest benefit to the least advantaged. In other words, a
special reward for extraordinary ability and effort to any individual can be
treated asjust only if it resultsin the greatest benefit to the least privileged.



(i) When these conditions have beenfulfilled, the criteriaof efficiency canbejustly
applied in acompetitive economy. In other words, therule of dlocation ‘to each
according tohisability’ canbe applied only if higher efficiency of the concerned
individuasresultsin ameliorating the condition of theleast privileged.

Here Rawlsintroducestheideas of the* chain connection’ whichimpliesthat in order to
strengthen achain we should start with strengthening its weakest link, and then repeat
the process by identifying the weakest link on each occasion. The justifiability of any
special concessions, subsidies or protection depends on empirical factswhether or not
such benefitsfilter down ultimately to help the neediest.

The protections of the basic liberties are especidly stringent. Rawls's equal basic
liberty principle has priority over the second principle. So Rawlsmay seemto beendorsing
alibertarian view. But hisfirst principleisabout specific liberties, not liberty or choices
assuch. In particular, the market liberties that were the concern of the Lochner Court
are not covered by hisfirst principle of justice. So those liberties can be regulated to
achievethe aims of the second principle of justice. Sowhat doesthe ‘ priority of liberty’
come to? It means that justifications for limiting a basic liberty must show how the
proposed limit improves the protection of the basic liberties overall. For example, to
protect thereligiousliberty of religious minorities, we might restrict the scope of majority
rule by adopting a constitutional right to liberty of conscience that ensures the free
exercise of religion: this plausibly counts asarestriction of palitical liberty, asmuchasit
limits the scope of that liberty. So one basic liberty (political liberty) is restricted to
ensure another basic liberty (religious liberty). But this is the force of the priority of
liberty—it isnot similarly permissibleto restrict political liberty in order toimprovethe
economic conditions of theleast advantaged: for example, to restrict the voting rights of
the better off in order to improve the economic circumstances of the less well-off.

Second, the difference principle saysthat inequalities are permissible only if they
maximally benefit theleast advantaged. To appreciatethemoral ideabehind the principle,
let usassumethat asociety guaranteesequd basic libertiesand fair equality of opportunity.
Still, it may show considerable inequalities. In particular, suppose some people have
highly marketable skills based on relatively scarce natural talents, and that otherslack
similarly high-end marketabl e skills. Assume peoplein both groups get up, work hard,
and contribute. Nevertheless, they receive substantially different rewards in the labor
market and those differences inturn have alarge impact on what they aspireto, and on
the extent towhich they can achievetheir aspirations. How, in asociety dedicated to the
propositionthat we all are created equal, can such inequalities, founded asthey areon
the contingencies of natural talent, be acceptable?

The answer provided by the difference principleisthat we need to mitigate these
inequalities owing to differencesin natural talent. M ore positively stated that when the
difference principleisin effect, everyone and in particular the least advantaged group
shares in the benefits that flow from the diversity of talents in the population. ‘ The
difference principle represents, in effect, an agreement to regard the distribution of
natural talents asin somerespects acommon asset and to share in the greater socia and
economic benefits made possible by the complementarities of thisdistribution. . .. The
naturally advantaged are not to gain merely because they are more gifted, but only to
cover the costs of training and education and for using their endowmentsin ways that
help the lessfortunate aswell.’

The difference principle treats the distribution of talents as a common asset in
that it seeksto ensure that the variety in our talents works to the benefit of al, and in
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particular benefit the least well-off. It does not mandate a socialy beneficial use of
one's talents but does say that people canlegitimately expect greater economic rewards
from the use of their talents and abilitiesonly if the use benefits theleast well-off. The
point of thedifference principleisnot torail against the differences of natural endowments,
or toeliminatethem. The question of palitical morality iswhat to do with such differences,
given their potentially large consequences for the fate of morally equal persons. The
difference principle proposes an answer. |n advancing the difference principle, Rawls
urges, in effect, that we rgect the idea that amarket economy should be akind of talent
contest, designed to discover and reward the gifted. Instead, it should work as one part
of afair scheme of cooperation, and ensure areasonablelifefor all members, understood
asfreeand equals persons: ‘ Injustice asfairness', Rawls says, ‘ men agreeto share one
another’sfate. In designing ingtitutions they undertake to avail themselves of the accidents
of nature and social circumstance only when doing soisfor the common benefit’.

Third, the large ambition of justice as fairness is to effect a ‘reconciliation of
liberty and equality’ —to bring elements of bothliberal and egalitarian political thought
together into asingle coherent palitical philosophy. To see, consider how thetwo principles
work incombination. Assumefirst that what mattersto peopleisnot only to havelegally
protected liberties, but for those liberties be valuable: for them to be worth something.
Assume, second, that the value of a person’s liberty isimportantly determined by the
resources available to that person for using the liberty. In particular, assume that the
worth or value of my liberties to meis an increasing function of the resources over
which | exercise control: as my command of resources increases, | can do more with
my liberties.

Now put the two principles together: the first ensures equal basic liberties; the
second guaranteesthat the minimum level of resourcesis maximized. If theworth of a
person’s liberty—its value to the person—is an increasing function of the level of her
resources, then by maximizing the minimum level of resources, weaso maximizethe
minimum worth of liberty. Thusthetwo principlestogether requirethat society ‘ maximize
theworthtotheleast advantaged of the complete scheme of equal liberty shared by all’.
Maximizing theminimum worth of liberty ‘ defines’, Rawlssays, ‘ theend of socid justice’ .

It may beargued that Rawls’ theory does meet the criteriafor atheory of economic
justice sinceit does proposeto regulate distributive arrangementsin society by an ethical
principle. Thisargument cannot be sustained because Rawls places aseverelimit to the
amount of redistribution of incomealowed by his ethical norm. Thislimit isdictated by
themarket economy. His ethica principle of distributivejustice prescribesthat transfers
of income from the rich to the poor should not reach a point at which * greater taxes
interfere so much with economic efficiency that the prospects of the least advantaged in
the present generation are nolonger improved but beginto decline’ .

3.2.1 The Role of Justice

Justiceisthefirst virtue of socid institutions, astruthis of systemsof thought. A theory
however elegant and economica must berejected or revised if itisuntrue; likewiselaws
and institutions no matter how efficient and well-arranged must bereformed or abolished
if they are unjust. Each person possesses an inviol ability founded onjustice that eventhe
welfareof society asawhole cannot override. For thisreason justice denies that theloss
of freedom for someis made right by agreater good shared by others. It doesnot allow
that the sacrificesimposed on afew are outweighed by the larger sum of advantages
enjoyed by many. Thereforeinajust society, the liberties of equal citizenship aretaken



as settled; the rights secured by justice are not subject to palitical bargaining or to the
calculus of socia interests. The only thing that permits usto acquiescein an erroneous
theory isthe lack of abetter one; analogously, an injustice is tolerable only whenit is
necessary to avoid an evengreater injustice. Being first virtues of human activities, truth
and justice are uncompromising. These propositions seem to express our intuitive
conviction of the primacy of justice. No doubt they are expressed too strongly. In any
event | wish to inquire whether these contentions or others similar to them are sound,
and if so how they can be accounted for. Tothisend it is necessary to work out atheory
of justice in the light of which these assertions can beinterpreted and assessed.

3.2.2 The Subject of Justice

Many different kinds of thingsare said to be just and unjust: not only laws, institutions,
and socid systems, but also particular actions of many kinds, including decisons, judgmernts,
and imputations. We aso call the attitudes and dispositions of persons and persons
themselves, just and unjust. Our topic, however, is that of social justice. For us the
primary subject of justiceisthe basic structure of society, or more exactly, theway in
whichthe mgor social ingtitutions distribute fundamental rightsand dutiesand determine
thedivision of advantagesfrom socia cooperation. By major institutionswe understand
thepoalitical constitution and the principal economic and social arrangements. Thusthe
legal protection of freedom of thought and liberty of conscience, competitive markets,
private property inthemeans of production, and the monogamousfamily are examples
of major sociad institutions. Taken together as one scheme, the mgjor institutions define
men’s rights and duties and influence their life-prospects, what they can expect to be
and how well they can hopeto do. The basic structureisthe primary subject of justice
becauseits effects are so profound and present from the start. Theintuitive notion here
isthat this structure contains various socia positions and that men born into different
positions havedifferent expectations of life determined, in part, by the palitical system as
well as by economic and socia circumstances. In this way the institutions of society
favour certain starting places over others. These are especially deep inequalities. Not
only are they pervasive, but they affect men's initial chances in life; yet they cannot
possibly bejustified by an gpped to the notions of merit or desert. Itistheseinequalities,
presumably inevitable in the basic structure of any society to which the principles of
social justice must inthefirst instance apply. These principles, then, regulate the choice
of apalitica constitution and the main elements of the economic and socia system. The
justice of asocial scheme depends essentialy on how fundamental rights and duties are
assigned and on the economic opportunitiesand socia conditionsin the various sectors
of society.

3.2.3Why a social contract?

To defend his principles of justice, Rawls revives the social contract idea associated
with L ocke, Rousseau, and Kant. Thesocial contract tradition argues that the right way
to order asociety is the ordering that the members of the society would unanimously
agreeto. Because of the requirement of unanimity, each person has veto power over the
terms of the agreement, so the terms of the agreement must be justified to each person,
who must find the basics of the society acceptable. We areto live together ontermsthat
each of usfinds acceptable. And as Hobbes said * That which every manwill have so, no
man can say isunjust’.

Thisideaof aunanimousinitial agreement on the basic termsof socia cooperation
has an obvious attraction for a society of equals. But at the same time, a basic fact of
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socid lifeisthat people disagree about issues of morality, palitics, and religion. How
could there ever be unanimous agreement? If there is to be agreement, we need to
impose some specia conditions on the agreement. We cannot simply take a vote that
will simply reveal the points of disagreement, not generate aunanimous agreement. At
the sametime, not just any conditions designed to generate agreement will do. We might
be able to get aunanimous agreement if weinjected everyone withadrug that induces
head-nodding and thus secures agreement, but that would not justify the results.

How then can we navigate between voting and drugging? One thought is that
peoplewho disagree about what justice demands neverthe ess agree, or might be brought
on reflection to agree, on certain fundamentals. Suppose, then, that we could use these
fundamental points of agreement to define the circumstances in which people make a
social contract—to set acceptable conditions on the circumstances of agreement. Then
perhaps we could get unanimous agreement about basic principles of justice. Sowhat
might the points of agreement be, and how could those be expressed in the circumstances
of agreement?

Rawls suggeststhree points of agreement:

1. That certainparticular practicesare unjust—e.g., religiousintolerance and racial
discrimination. Convictions about theinjustice of these practicesare, Rawls says,
‘provisiona fixed points which we presume any conception of justice must fit'.
Sothesocia contract conditionis designed sothat the partieswill agree onthese
points, whatever else they agree on. It is simply built into the situation that the
result hastofit these datapoints'.

2. By a ‘conception of the person’, Rawls means a view about the features of
human beings that are of fundamental importance and relevance about when it
comesto addressing questions of public justice. For theutilitarian, what ismost
fundamental isour capacity to experience pleasureand pain. For justice asfairness,
what matters most when it comes to issues of justice are not the differences
among us—differences of race and sex, socia background, native talents, and
religious, moral, and personal ideds. These differences, asimportant asthey are
in some settings, we should regard, Rawls says, as ‘accidents of natural
endowment and contingencies of social circumstance’; such accidents are
‘arbitrary from amoral point of view’. Instead, what is relevant is that we are
freeand equal moral persons. Thisimportant ideacan beexplained as below:

First, individuals are assumed to have a conception of the good—a set of
goals, attachments, and loyalties, which serve to guide their conduct.
Conceptions of the good may be moreindividualistic or more communal: the
essential point isthat individuas havethem and they vary across people.
Second, we have the capacity to form a conception of the good that is, a
capacity to decide on, to pursue, and to revise our conception of the good. We
might undertake suchrevisioninthelight on new information, wider experience,
new forms of self-understanding, and moral or religious reflection. We are
neither unconditionally committed to our current view of the good, nor arewe
smply abundleof unrelated preferences and godls; instead we haveamsand
aspirations, and are ableto revisethemon reflection.

Third, we have the capacity for asense of justice, i.e. to grasp the principles
specifying fair terms of social interaction and to guide our conduct inlight of
that understanding.



These common potentialities * moral powers’, in Rawls' sterm define usasfree
and equal moral persons. We are equal in that each has to a sufficient degree
should have these basic powers which enable usto participate as full members of
the society. Thisisnot of courseto deny our many differences; of courseweare
very different from one another as well. But the point is to affirm that those
differences of talent and ambition, religious and gender, race and ethnicity do not
touch our standing as equals, for that status, the possession of themoral powers
issufficient. Moreover, as possessors of the basic moral powerswearefree. In
particular, we have and are recognized as having the capacity to ater our goals,
attachments, and loyalties without losing standing as citizens—for example, to
undergo religious conversion or change of political commitment without loss of
rights.

3. Finally, there is agreement about an abstract ideal of social cooperation—in
particular, about theimportance of fairnessin society. While people have different
ends and goals, different backgrounds and talents, we each ought to have afair
chanceto develop our talents and to pursue those goals.

So here is the thought: despite disagreeing about what justice requires, we might be
brought on reflection to agree, asabasis of political argument, on these basics: people
who argue about what justice requires might be thought of as arguing about what are
fair terms of cooperation between freeand equal persons. Rawls' sideaisto takethese
points of agreement, and construct a conception of justice around them by building the
social contract to reflect them. Though wenow disagree, perhaps deeply, about what a
just society is, we agree or could be brought to agree on reflection with the very abstract
idea that justice requires a society that is fair to its members considered as free and
equal moral persons, asociety whose basic structure worksto ‘ nullify the accidents of
natural endowment and contingencies of social circumstance as countersin[the] quest
for political and economic advantage’. The problemisto ensurethat theinitial contract
reflectsthisideal.

3.2.4What is the Original Position (OP)?

So the task is to connect the abstract ideal of fair cooperation among free and equal
persons—eachwith the basic powersrequired for full participation in society—to specific
requirementsof justice. And Rawls proposesto bridgethisgap through the socia contract:
inparticular, acontract built around the points of agreement.

Rawls asksustoimagine ahypotheticd situation—the Original Position—inwhich
people areto choose principles of justicefor their own society. That contract Situationis
constructed to reflect the fundamental points of agreement, in particular, the conception
of the persons asfree and equal. The essential ideaisthat certain of our characteristics
are not relevant in deciding what we are entitled to as amatter of justice. To represent
that ideaof irrelevance, Rawls proposes that we make the choice of principles behind a
‘vell of ignorance’ in which we are assumed to be unaware of the irrelevant features.
Behind thevell, we do not know, for example, whether or not we are blessed by natural
chance, or whether the contingencies of social circumstance arefavorable or unfavorable.

The vell of ignorance can seem like avery artificial device, andinasenseit is:
how could wenot know our socid pasition, our gender, our valuesand religious convictions.
But keep the point inmind: thisisan analytical model, designed to expressamoral idea,
and to make our reasoning about justice more tractable. The moral ideais that certain
factorsareirrelevant tojustice. The veil of ignorance proposesthat wemodel irrelevance
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by ignorance. In particular, we do athought experiment. Imagine, hypotheticaly, that we
aretomakeachoiceof principlesof justice for our society onthe assumptionthat we, as
the parties making the choice, do not know our social class position, natural talents, sex
or race, conception of the good, or anything else that distinguishes any one of usfrom
other free and equal moral persons. Because the parties must reason asif they did not
know thesethings, they will not be ableto tailor principles to advantage themselves, or
members of their class, sex, race, religion, or moral tradition. Not knowing thesefacts,
people have achance of arriving at aunanimous agreement. Though conditionslike the
veil of ignorancemay seem artificia, theideaissimply ‘to make vivid to ourselves that
it seems reasonable to impose on arguments for principles of justice, and therefore on
those principlesthemselves'.

Rawls proposes that people reason about issues of justice as though they were
unaware of the socia contingencies and the accidents of natural endowment, thenthey
would chose histwo principles of justice—with their assurance of maximum worth of
liberty—over aternative conceptions. Because the aim of the original position is not
simply to reach an agreement (we can get that with ahead-nodding drug), but to find
principles suited to theideal of fair cooperation among free and equal persons, weareto
place behind the veil of ignoranceall thefeatures that distinguish among free and equal
moral persons—including their religiousideas, moral philasophies, and views of socia
justice. These ideas are very important to us: who we are, and how we conduct our
lives. But they distinguish people, understood asfreeand equal citizens, sowe put them
aside Thepartiesintheorigina position know only that they represent the interests of a
person who has some conception of the good, perhaps areligious outlook (though they
do not now what that conceptionis); apersonwho has aninterest in be ableto choose
and revise their ends; and who has an interest in forming and acting on a sense of
jutice.

Oncethey know that, however, they also know that advancing those basicinterests
requires certain goods ‘ social primary goods' and so the parties to the social contract
know that they need these goods. In particular, the social primary goods are:

(i) The basic liberties, including freedom of thought and conscience, the political
liberties, liberty of association, the liberties associated with the integrity of the
person, and the liberties associated with the rule of law.

(i) Freedom of movement and choice of occupation, under conditionsinwhichthere
areavariety of opportunities.

(i) Powersand prerogatives of office and positions of responsibility.

(iv) Incomeand wedlth.

(V) Social bases of self-respect.
What is special about these goods? Given the conditions of social cooperation among
human beings, free and equal citizens need these goods whatever their particular
conception of the good may be. They need them because these goods are required for
pursuing awide range of ends, and for developing and exercising the potentialities or
basic ‘moral powers’ that define amoral person. Of course, we need other goods as
well, but these socia primary goods are more directly dependent on social institutions
thanareother primary goods (* hedthand vigar, intelligenceand imagination’). For example,
consider thebasic liberties. Liberty of thought and conscienceisaprimary good in part
becauseit isrequired for the pursuit of the various moral, religious, and philosophical
conceptionsthat serveto support our conceptions of the good: in particular, itisrequired



if wearetofulfill the obligations that our moral and religious views (if we have them)
assigntous. Or inthe case of income and wesalth: we typically need resourcesto pursue
our amsand ambitions. The case of self-respect isespecialy important, and | will come
back toit later on.

3.2.5What is the Intuitive Idea Behind the OP Argument?

Under theveil of ignorance, the parties base their choice of principles on the consequences
of those choicesfor their level of primary goods. The central claim, then, isthat parties
intheoriginal positionwould prefer their expected leve of primary goods under thetwo
principlesthan under any of theadternatives, and therefore would choosethose principles.

The argument itself is complicated, so it will help to have the intuitive line of
thought in mind: You are asked to choose principlesthat will regulate the society you live
in, and you understand that you will not be ableto change your mind after thefact. You
will make the choice under conditions of ignorance about yourself, your ideals, and your
socid position. Because you do not know which person you will be, but haveto livewith
the principles you choose, you want to be sure—if thisis possible—that your situationis
(roughly) acceptable whatever it turns out to be. Because of the veil of ignorance—
remember, it models moral equality asignorance of who you are—you want to be sure
that the society is acceptable from the point of view of each person, because you may
bethat person. In particular, you want to be sure that it will be acceptable even if you
land inthelowest social position, whereit isleast likely to be acceptable. And, according
to Rawls, thisis just the insurance—the strong downside protection— that the two
principles provide: they ensurethat social arrangements are acceptabletoall members
of asociety of equals.

But why focus so much on downside protection? To see the force of the question,
consider the contrast between Rawls' two principlesand the principle of average utility.
According to the principle of average utility, an action or institution is right or ought to
obtainjust in caseit maximizesthe sum of utility divided by the number of people, rather
than just the sum of utility (with evident differencesfor questions of population policy).

A society regulated by either justice asfairness with itstwo principlesor by the
principle of average utility would include arange of different levels of primary goods,
associated with different socid positions. Let’sfocusfor amoment only ontheeconomic
implications of the principles. Thus, the minimum income under the two principlesisa
maximized minimum; it must be at least as high astheminimum level inasociety that
ams not to maximize the minimum but to maximize average utility (assuming that utility
isincreasing inincome). But because the average under AU isamaximized average, it
must be at least as high asthe average under thetwo principles; moreover, the maximum
level may well be higher. That is, the average level of utility may well be greater if a
society permits greater dispersion of circumstances and allows inequalities that do not
contribute to thewell-being of theleast well-off group.

Here, then, isthe question: suppose you are reasoning from behind the V1 you do
not know where you will end up, but you do know that there arearange of possibilities.
Isit retional to take achance with maximizing the average—withfocusing on the centra
tendency—knowing that the worst situationwill amast certainly beless good, or to opt
for thetwo principles? Notice two considerations that are important to the decision, and
they work in different directions. If you opt for justice as fairness, you buy strong
protection against downsiderisks: in effect you buy insurance against luck, or inheritance,
or talent not working out well, sinceyou ensure that the minimumis ashigh aspossible.
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But insurance has acost: if things work out well, you may end up doing lesswell than
you might otherwise have done—you pay the premium but do not collect. How thenare
partiesin the OP to balance the high security level provided by thetwo principles against
the possible gains that could be won by choosing average utility?

A centrd trait of Rawls' liberalismisits political view that citizens areentitled to
liveinaccordancewith their own freely chosen values or ends. Individuals are entitled
to their own conceptions of what constitutes a good life. A conception of the good is
supposed to beinternaly determined by theindividual and not imposed from theoutside
by the larger society of the state. The state is required to be neutral among the many
conceptions of good that individual choose. Neither can the state nor the larger society
passjudgements on how tolead agood life, which religion one must adopt, or the values
onemust live by. A primary ambition of Rawls work isto freetheideaof what isright
and just from the idea of what is good or advantageous for an individual and in giving
primacy totheformer over thelatter—the priority of theright over thegood. Thisalows
Rawls to depart from the utilitarian tradition by insisting, as he rightly does, that the
Utilitarian conceptions of good—say, the greatest good of the greatest number—overrides
both the moral separateness of persons and their self- determining capacities.
Criticism
Asmentioned above, Rawlslibera-egditarian conceptions of socid justice occupiesa
central position with in contemporary political philasophy. But it is not an unchallenged or
unoppased conception. M acpherson points out that Rawls's ethical distributive principle
does not prevail over, but isoverridden by the capitalist market relations of production.
And indeed thisisthe only position consistent with hisfundamental Hobbesian assumption
of unsocid maximising individuals astheirreducible units of modern society. According
to Thomas Nagel, the controversial elements of Rawls theory of justice are its
egalitarianism, its anti-perfectionism and anti-meritocracy, the primacy it givestoliberty
and thefact that is more egadlitarian about liberty than about other goods. The controversy
regarding his monumental work on the theme of justice has taken many forms. Some
have argued that the particular version of Liberalismthat isit iswrong in believing that
Rawls projects are egalitarian or not egalitarian enough. Some have claimed that it
showslittle concernfor the classical notions, like merit or entitlement, guilt, innocence or
retribution connected with the concept of justice. Some liberal criticsfind fault with his
contractarian @pproachto justicefromtheir utilitarian or intuitionist points of view. Others,
whothink that all formsof liberalism areinadequate, would now havethetask of attacking
and refuting apowerful theoreticd defenceaof it. Many political philosophershave criticised
it and have advanced alternative conceptions of justice. Some of these criticisms and
aternativesareindicated below.

Libertarian critiques: Libertarians argue that Rawls has sacrificed liberty for
the sake of equality. Why should weforce for the meritorious and industrious to work
for the benefit of the most disadvantaged sections? M oreover, enterprising persons must
takerisksfor their advancement inlife. Rawls negotiators are not prepared to take risk.
How would they help in socid progress? Robert Nozick who was his colleague has also
criticised him. Robert Nozick, in his book Anarchy Sate and Utopia (1974) draws a
distinction between‘ end state’ and * patterning’ conceptions of justice on the one hand
and ‘historical’ and entitlement based conception of justice on the other. The former
types of justice call for social reconstruction or patterning by the state in the name of
some end stage goal. Rawls conception of justiceis, according to Nozick, such anend
state and patterning conception, which by undermining the liberty rights of theindividuas



isunfair or unjust to them. Instead of prescribing ant end - state or patterning principals
of distributions, Nozick looksfor justice or injusticein the history of the acquisitions of
thetitlesto our property holdings.

Collectivist critiques: Collectivists argue that he has discovered the ground for
thejustification of the existing capitalist system. He has shown that if the rich havethe
freedom to accumulate wealth, the poor would be automatically benefited. Evenif his
principleof fair equality of opportunity isstrictly enforced, the existing disparities between
the rich and the poor will not be substantially reduced. A slight improvement in the
condition of the most disadvantaged sectionswill betreated asan excuseto permit vast
Socio- economicinequalities.

Marxist critiqgue: Marxists contained that Rawls has tried to determine the
principles of justiceinahypothetica condition where people deliberate behind a“ veil of
ignorance . Any deliberations without the knowledge of prevailing social and economic
conditions aremeaningless. Mora system should always be analysed onthe light of the
classrelations and the patterns of ownership of private property. They criticised liberal
egditarians for their preoccupations with just or fair distribution within the capitalist
system and their failure to address its underlying or inherent exploitative or alienating
inequalities between the capitalist and the workers. Theidea communist society, which
Marxism seeksto bring about through the destruction of the system of private ownership
of the means of production, is envisaged asasociety inwhich their will be no scarcity, no
limitsto human benevolence and no state. Sincethe scarcity of social primary goods and
thelimited nature of human benevolencearethe ‘ circumstances of justice’ for Rawls's
theory, their (presumed) absence in the communist society makesany principlesof fair
or just distributions irrelevant to such a society. Instead of any such judicial, super
structurd distributive principle, the higher form of community envisaged by communism
will function according to the principle: ‘from each according to his ability, to each
according to his need’. In the socialist phase, which precedes and gives birth to the
higher and final communist phase, awork- based or contribution- based principle of
distributionwill prevail.

Communitarians critique: Communitarians point out that Rawls's political
philosophy does not grade any conception of good life as superior or inferior to others.
This ethical neutrality evades the opportunity of the pursuit if the common good. The
communitarian theoristscriticise Rawls' liberal-egalitarian conception of justicefor its
emphasis onindividual right at the expense of the good of the community. In his book,
Liberalism and the Limits of Justice (1982), Michael Sandel, of Harvard University
criticiseswhat he calls Rawls's nation of disembodied or unencumbered sdlf or subject,
in opposition to which he advances the notion of the situated self, i.e. the self or subject,
who isinvariably amember of the community. While, for Rawls, therightisto prior to
thegood and justiceisthefirst virtue of asociety, for Sandel, justiceisonly aremedial
virtue that is needed in anindividualistic society. For Sandel, moreover, the common
good of thecommunity isprior totherights of theindividuals. Charles Taylor, whotoois
aleading communitarian political philasopher, bemoansliberaism’s* atomistic’ conception
of theself. According to him, thewell-being of theindividual depend on the good of his
community and therefore, the recognition and protection of the group or cultura rights of
the community is not lessimportant than the just distribution of the freedom and equality
rightstotheindividuals.

These diverse critiques seem to be based on biased interpretations of Rawls's
theory of justice. Infacts Rawls hastried to combinedifferent value systemsin order to
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arrive at his theory of justice. Some tenets of these value- systems are thought to be
incompatiblewith each other. Any attempt to combine them must yield acomplex modd!.
This appliesto the present case also. Rawlstheory of justice represents aconvergence
of libertarianism, egalitarianism and communitarianism.

Whatever may bethe criticism the importance of the Rawlstheory of justicelies
in its complex representation of a convergence of libertarianism, egalitarianism and
communitarianism.

Firstly, Rawlsislibertarian because his conception of man negotiatinginthe* origina
position’ envisagesthosewho are trying to maximisetheir self- interest. Thisconforms
to libertarian point of view. Secondly, his first principle of justice accords priority to
which cannot be compromised for any other benefits.

Rawlsisegalitarian because he conceded ‘ equal’ liberty for all. Further heinsists
that social economic inequalities can be allowed only if they satisfy the condition of fair
equality of opportunity for al. Inother words, he accepts equality asacardina principle,
and insiststhat only inequalities shall be required to bejustified. Again, herulesthat any
reward for merit and effort must satisfy the conditionthat it yields greatest benefit to the
least advantaged. The question arises why should the meritorious accommodate the
interest of theleast advantaged. Here Rawlsinvokesthe principle of the* chain connection’
operating between different individuals. M ore meritorious enjoy the benefits of their
merit inassociation with the lessmeritorious|aot. A chainis no stronger then its weakest
link. Rawls shows that society can be strengthen by strengthening its weakest parts
successively. Theideaof * chain connection’ brings Rawls very close totheimage of a
communitarian.

A classicin political theory emerges by transcending thelocal and focuses on the
universal and perennia. Rawls’ A Theory of Justiceis amasterpiecebecauseit contains
thisintrinsic quality. It transcends the theoretical aswell asthe practical application of
capitalism and sociaism and identified freedom, equity, efficiency and stability ascommon
criteriaof the well-ordered constitutiona democratic society.

3.3 ROBERT NOZICK

Robert Nozick (November 16, 1938—-January 23, 2002) was an American political
philosopher, most prominent in the 1970s and 1980s. He was a professor at Harvard
University. Robert Nozick (1938-2002), an US academic and political philosopher isone
of the principa advocates of libertarianism, whichisthe one of the contemporary version
of liberalism. Nozick was born in Brooklyn, the son of a Jewish entrepreneur from the
Russian shtetl whose name was Cohen. Nozick was married to the poet Gjertrud
Schnackenberg. He died in 2002 after a prolonged struggle with cancer. Nozick was
educated at Columbiawhere he studied with Sidney Morgenbesser, did his Ph.D. at
Princeton and studied at Oxford asaFulbright Scholar.

Robert Nozick’s major work includes. Anarchy, Sate, and Utopia (1974),
Philosophical Explanations (1981), The Examined Life (1989), The Nature of
Rationality (1993/1995), Socratic Puzzles (1997), Invariances: The Sructure of the
Objective World. His other work involved decision theory and epistemology. Heis best
known for his book Anarchy, Sate, and Utopia (1974), alibertarian answer to John
Rawls's A Theory of Justice (1971). It is widely seen as one of the most important
contemporary works of political philosophy, and it has had a profound influence upon
New Right theories and beliefs.



Nozick’s Anarchy, Sate, and Utopia (1974), which received a National Book
Award, argues among other thingsthat adistribution of goodsisjust if brought about by
free exchange among consenting adults and from ajust starting position, evenif large
inequalities subsequently emerge from the process. Nozick appeded totheK antian idea
that people should be treated as ends (what he termed ‘ separateness of persons’), not
merely as ameans to some other end. Nozick here challenges the partial conclusion of
John Rawls's Second Principle of Justice of his A Theory of Justice, that * social and
economic inequalities areto bearranged so that they areto be of greatest benefit to the
least-advantaged members of society’. Anarchy, Sate and Utopia claims a heritage
from John Locke's Second Treatise on Government and tries to base itself upon a
natural law doctrine. Locke only relied on natural law as God-given to counteract the
King of England’s claim to divine right and thus claim to all the property of England.
Nozick suggested, again asacritique of utilitarianism, that the sacrosanctity of life made
property rights non-negotiable. This principle has served as a foundation for many
libertarian pitches into modern politics. Maost controversially, Nozick argued that a
consistent upholding of thelibertarian non-aggression principlewould allow and regard
as valid consensual/non-coercive enslavement contracts between adults. He rejected
the notion of inalienable rights advanced by most other libertarian academics, writingin
Anarchy, Sate and Utopia that the typical notion of a‘free system’ would alow adults
to voluntarily enter into non-coercive slave contracts.

In Philosophical Explanations (1981), which received the Phi Beta Kappa
Society’s Raph Waldo EmersonAward, Nozick provided novel accounts of knowledge,
free will, personal identity, the nature of value, and the meaning of life. He also put
forward an epistemologica system which attempted to deal with both the Gettier problem
and those posed by skepticism. Thishighly influential argument eschewed justification
as anecessary requirement for knowledge.

Nozick’sFour Conditionsfor S's knowing that Pwere:
1. Pistrue
2. Sbelievesthat P
3. If it werethe case that (not-P), Swould not believe that P
4. If it were the casethat P, Swould believe that P

Nozick’s third and fourth conditions are counterfactuals. Nozick calls his theory the
‘tracking theory’ of knowledge. Nozick believes that the counterfactual conditionals
bring out animportant aspect of our intuitive grasp of knowledge: For any givenfact, the
believer’s method must reliably track the truth despite varying relevant conditions. In
thisway, Nozick’ stheory is similar toreliabilism. Dueto certain counterexamplesthat
could otherwise beraised against these counterfactual conditions, Nozick specified that:

(& If Pweren't the caseand Swereto use M to arrive at abelief whether or not P,
then Swouldn’t believe, viaM, that P,

(b) If Pwerethe caseand Sweretouse M to arrive a abdief whether or not P, then
Swould believe, viaM, that P.

Where M standsfor the method by which S cameto arrive at a belief whether
or not P.

The Examined Life (1989), pitched to abroader public, exploreslove, death, faith,
reality, and the meaning of life. The Nature of Rationality (1993) presents atheory of
practical reason that attemptsto embellish notoriously spartan classical decisiontheory.
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Socratic Puzzles (1997) isacollection of papersthat rangein topic fromAyn Rand and
Austrian economicsto animd rights, while hislast production, Invariances (2001), applies
insghtsfrom physicsand biology to questions of objectivity in such areasasthe nature
of necessity and moral value.

He developed a form of libertarianism that was close to Locke's and clearly
influenced by nineteenth-century US individualists such as Spooner and Tucker. He
argued that property rights should be strictly upheld, provided that wedth has beenjustly
acquired inthefirst place or has been justly transferred from one person to this position
means support for minimal government and minimal taxation and undermines the case
for welfare and redistribution. Nozick’ srights-based theory of justice was developedin
response to theideas of John Rawls.

Libertarianism treatsliberty of theindividual asitscentral concern. But it focuses
onformd liberty and insistson minima role of the statein economic activities of individuals.
It regardstheright to property asanimportant ingredient of individua liberty. Itislargely
opposed to theideaof welfare state. This perspectiveis chiefly represented by Nozick's
theory of justice. Libertarianism differs from other right-wing theoriesin its claim that
redistributive taxation is inherently wrong, aviolation of peoples’ rights. People have
right to dispose fregly of their goods and services, and they havethisright whether or not
it isthe best way to ensure productivity. Put another way, government has no right to
interferein the market, evenin order to increase efficiency. As Robert Nozick putsit,
‘Individuals haverights, and there are things which no person or group may doto them
(without violating their rights). So strong and far-reaching aretheserightsthat they raise
the question of what, if anything, the state and its officials may do’ . Because people
have a right to dispose of their holdings as they see fit, government interference is
equivalent toforced labour—aviolation, not of efficiency, but of our basic moral rights.

A libertarianis critical of liberal ideaof justice - utilitarian and contractual and
bases his conception of justice on the ideal of liberty. Nozick’s entitlement theory of
justice provides apowerful philosophical defence of the libertarian position of theminimal
state. Theentitlement theory isproposed as acritique and an alternate model to Rawls
theory. It is purely aprocedural theory of distributive justice which defends whatever
arisesfrom ajust situation by just stepsisitsdlf just.

In hisbook Anarchy Sate and Utopia, Nozick sought to advance an aternative
to Rawls theory of justice. While Rawls sought to moderate his libertarianism by a
modicum of egalitarianism and communitarianism, Nozick stuck to libertarianisminits
pure form. Rawls may be termed as left libera or egalitarian liberal advocating a
substantially redistributive welfare state. But Nozick can betermed asright liberal or
libertarianwhoisthe ardent advocate of alaissez-faire ‘ night watchman’ state. Nozick
writes, ‘our main conclusions about the state are that a minimal state, limited to the
narrow functions of protection against force, theft, fraud, enforcement of contractsand
soon, isjustified: that any more extensive state will violate a person’srights not to be
forced to do certain things, and isunjustified; and that the minimal stateisinspiring as
well asright’.

Robert Nozick’sversion of libertarian theory of justice has threeaspects. (i) principle
of justice in original justification or acquisition; (ii) In transfer; (iii) of rectification of
unjust holdings. Thefirst principle setsthe conditionsfor creation of property. The second
of its passage from one owner to another and the third for remediesin case any of the
other two areviolated. Various aspects of Robert Nozick’ stheory need more el aboration
whichisasfollows:



0]

(if)

(iii)

(iv)

Modes of acquisition: Nozick has criticised John Rawls approach which seeks
to determine the principle of distribution of certain goods asif they have cometo
us as a gift from heaven. Nozick has adopted arealistic approach which stood
account for the different modes of acquisition of goods and entitlement of different
individuals to own those goods. According to Nozick, there are three sources
throughwhichindividual acquired various goods, such as

(8 Throughther sdvesi.e. throughtheir bodies, brain cellsetc. Nozick points
out individuas have absoluteright over them. Anindividual isfreetousehis
limbs and brainto do whatever helikes,

(b) Throughthenatural worldi.e. throughland, water, resources, mineralsetc.
They may acquire bits of the natural world through several methods and
may become entitled to their use as they like. This is precisely the area
where principles of entitlement are required to be determined according to
logic;

(c) Throughapplying themsdvestothenatura worldi.e. totheagricultural and
industrial products etc. Anindividual’s entitlement to these products may
not be questioned. Voluntary transfer of these goods will establish others
entitlement tothem.

Principleof Entitlement: Nozick’s entitlement theory regards social distribution
of goodsasjust it isgenerated by processesthat arejust, succinctly summed up
as ' from each asthey chose, to each asthey are chosen’ . Peopl€e’s entitlement to
self ownership of their body and mind-their physical and mental faculty is obvious
which needs no further justification. Their entitlement to bits of the natura world
and the products of their labour should be based on the principlesof justice. More
precisaly, therearethree main principles of Nozick’s‘ entitlement theory’ :

(&) A principleof justinitial acquisition—an account of how peoplecomeinitially

to own the things which can be transferred in accordance with,
(b) A principleof transfer—whatever isjustly acquired can befredy transferred

(c) A principle of rectification of injustice—how to deal with holdingsiif they
were unjustly acquired or transferred

Initial acquisition: it isthe method where by anindividual comesto appropriate
some previously unwound bits of the natural world. Those who cometo settlein
an uninhabited continent may legitimately acquireitsland and natural resources
on first come first served basis, as long as no body is made worse off by their
doing so. Thismeansthat this mode of acquisitions should not result in creating
scarcity for others—a condition which may scarcely be satisfied. Thisissimilar to
the condition spelled out in John L ocke's Second Treaties of Gover nment (1690)
inthe case of similar acquisitions, viz. aslong as enough and as good is left for
others. Thehistorica answer is often that natural resources cameto be someone’'s
property by force. According to Nozick, the use of force makes acquisition
illegitimate, so current title is illegitimate. Hence those who currently possess
scarce resources have no right to deprive others of accessto them—e.g. capitalists
are not entitled to deprive workers of access to the products or profits of the
existing means of production.

voluntarytransfer: Thisprinciple appliestodl property whether acquired through
initial acquisition or by mixing one’slabour with the natural world, i.e. by meansof
onestalents, efforts, enterprise etc in amarket situation. In other words, if | use
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others' labour and pay them as per market rates. | become owner of the product
of their labour. This must be based on voluntary contract, without force of fraud.
Inall suchtransactions, anindividual shal betreated as* end-in-itself’, and not as
ameans to others' ends. This is similar to the moral principle enunciated by
Emanud Kant, aGerman philosopher. Hence acontract through which anindividua
sdlshimsef or any other individual to slavery will bevoid.

(v) rectification: thisprinciplesisrelated to theideawherethe state or theinternational
community will bejustified tointervenein order torestorejustice. Nozick concedes
that the history of the world abounds with voluntary transfers as well as unjust
acquisitions of natural resources. As long as economic disparities result from
voluntary transfers, Nozick is not bothered. But if some country has gained control
over rare natural resources depriving others of their legitimate share, Nozick
would step into register his protest. If the inventor of the cure of a dreaded
diseaselike cancer demand exorbitant chargesfrom his patients, thereis nothing
wrong inthisdeal for Nozick, because he does not make any body worse off by
treating his patients. But if thereisasingle source of water which is needed by
human beings, nobody has the right to takeit into his control.

Theconclusion of Nozick’s entitlement theory isthat ‘aminimal state, limited to
thenarrow functions of protection against force, theft, fraud, enforcement of contracts,
and so on, isjustified; any more extensive state will violate persons’ rights not to be
forced to do certain things, and is unjustified. Hence thereis no public education, no
public hedlth caretransportation, roads, or parks. All of theseinvolvethe coercivetaxation
of some people against their will, violating the principle ‘ from each as they choose, to
each as they are chosen.

Rawls and Nozick differ, however, on the question of which rights are most
important intreating people as endsin themselves. To oversimplify, we can say that for
Rawls, one of the most important rightsisto have aright to acertain share of society’s
resources. For Nozick, on the other hand, the most important rights are rights over
oneself-the rights which constitute ‘ self-ownership’. In his book Anarchy, Sate and
Utopia, Nozick writes in the first sentence that individuals have rights, and there are
thingswhich no individua or group can do to them (without violating theserights) which
can be termed as the heart of his theory. He further say society must respect these
rights because they ‘ reflect the underlying K antian principle that individuals are ends
and not merely means; they may not be sacrificed or used for the achieving of other
ends without their consent.

Criticism

Nozick’s theory of justiceis also not free from limitations and has been subjected to
severecriticism. Many criticsarguethat Nozick ismistakenin believing that sdf-ownership
necessarily yid dsabsolute property sights. Self-ownership may becompatiblewithvarious
regimes of property-ownership, including a Rawlsian one. Critics also argue that the
principle of self-ownership isan inadequate account of treating people as equals, even
onNozick’s own view of what isimportant in our lives. Nozick claimsto discover the
principles of justice for all human beings, but this biasis white clear. Hewas astaunch
supporter of acompetitive market society which favours the rich and the resourceful
and letstheweak gotowall. He absolvestherich of al socia responsibility, not to speak

of social indebtedness. Inavery large part of the contemporary world, justiceisthought
tobe*voiceof the oppressed’ . But Nozick wantsto maintain the prevailing operationin



the nameof justice! Even his principle of rectification isdesigned to legitimate the huge
riches of the manipulators, and hit at the only assets of oil producing countries because
oil is needed world over and its resources are confined to a small region. It is aso
criticised that Nozick invokes moral principlesto demolisharedistributive, welfare state.
He approves of taxation only for the provision of common services, life streets and
street lights, police and defence etc. When apart of taxesimposed ontherichis spend
onwelfare of the poor, Nozick would termitimmoral, asit isakinto‘forced labour’. In
Nozick’s view, it involves using abilities and efforts of one section as means to other
ends; it involves unvoluntary transfer and, therefore, violatesthe moral principle. The
lucky should have freedom to help the unlucky, if they show like! Nozick makeswelfare
of the poor dependent on charity, not on justice. Heis not prepared to concede that the
operation of competitive markets society may itself create certain conditions of injustice.

3.4 COMMUNITARIANISM

The terms community standsfor aform of society whose membersareinformed by the
‘community spirit’ or ‘asense of community’. It denotes a‘ network of relationships’
which are characterised by intimacy and durability. It may be distinguished from
‘association’ which is based on impersonal and contractua relations. Liberal theory
equates society with ‘ association’, whereas communitarian theory equates society with
‘community’ to determinethe nature and extent of social obligation. Communitarians
arguethat anindividual cannot assure full development of his personality unlessheis
committed to the spirit of community toward his fellow-beings.

Communitarianism isthe belief that the self or person is constituted through the
community, in the sense that individuals are shaped by the communitiesto which they
belong and thus owe them a debt of respect and consideration; there are no
‘unencumbered selves'. Although it is clearly at odds with liberal individualism,
communitarianism hasavariety of political forms. L eft-wing communitarianism holds
that community demands unrestricted freedom and social equdlity (theview of anarchism).
Centrist communitarianism holds that community isgrounded inan acknowledgement of
reciprocal rights and responsibilities (the perspective of Tory paternalism and social
democracy), Rightwing communitarianism holds that community requires respect for
authority and established values (the view of the New Right). Communitarianismisa
contemporary philosophy. It marks adeparturefrom the philosophy of liberalism because
it places the relation between individual and society in a new perspective. The
communitrianism repudiatesthe picture of the* sdf-implied inthelibera theory. Libera
theory implied an * unencumbered detached from pre-existing socia form, asexemplified
by the concept of * possessive individualism’ which postulatesthat individual isthe sole
proprietor of his own person or capacitiesfor he owes nothing to society. Suchaview
denieshis commitment to other individuals, traditions, practices and conception of the
good. It holdsthat self isprior toitsends. It isfully competent to chooseitsends aswell
as its roles and dispositions. In contrast to this ‘atomistic’ view of individual,
communitarianism advances the concept of situated self, as constituted by social role,
practicesand situations, in other words, communitarianism holdsthat an agent’sidentity
is constituted by specific commitmentsto hissocid situations. Whileliberalism insistson
‘liberty’ of individual his interest and rights, communitarianism focuses on his social
identity and upholds acceptance of * authority’ becauseit expresses our commonwill or
reflects our common identity, our shared values and believes. It issignificant to note that
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liberalism had oneliberty of theindividual but atomistic view of society held by liberalism
let to the erosion of the sense of responsibility and the moral standards attached thereto.
Communitarianism seeksto restore that sense of responsibility and reconstruct moral
standards on that basis.

Amajor critique of contemporary Anglo-American liberalism certainly thecritique
that resonates most in East Asiahas beentermed ‘ communitarianism’ . The basic themes
of the communitarian critique have along history, but modern day communitarianism
began intheupper reaches of Anglo-American academiaintheform of acritical reaction
to John Rawls’ landmark 1971 book A Theory of Justice. Drawing primarily upon the
insightsof Aristotleand Hegd, palitica philosopherssuch asAlasdair Macintyre, Michael
Sandel, Charles Taylor and Michael Walzer disputed Rawls’ assumption that the principal
task of government isto secure and distributefairly the liberties and economic resources
individuals need to lead freely chosen lives. These critics of liberal theory never did
identify themselveswith the* communitarian movement’ (the* communitarian’ label was
pinned onthem by others, usudly critics), much less offer agrand communitarian theory
asasystematic alternativeto liberalism. Nonetheless, certain core arguments meant to
contrast withliberalism’s deva uation of community recur intheworks of thefour theorists
named above, and for purposes of clarity one can distinguish between claims of three
sorts: ‘ontological’ or ‘metaphysical’ claims about the social nature of the self,
methodological claims about theimportance of traditionand socia context for moral and
palitical reasoning, and normative claims about the value of community. Each strand of
the debate haslargely evolved from fairly abstract philosophical disputesto moreconcrete
political concernsthat may have motivated much of the communitarian critiquein the
first place.

Communitarian accounts of the ontology of the self werergjected by early liberal
criticsasinterndly contradictory, but they are now widely accepted as essential to most
formsof liberalism. Retrospectively, thiscommunitarian-liberal ‘ merger’ makes sense,
because close textual analysis shows that every argument made by the major
communitarian philosopherswas, in fact, political—not metaphysical. Towit, dl of the
communitarians’ arguments|ed to the conclusion that communitarianism would provide
afirmer political grounding for the liberal ideal of equal individua freedom than was
offered by individudist ontologies. The Politics of Communitarianismand the Emptiness
of Liberalismtracesthis political mode of philosophizing to the British New L eft that
shaped Alasdair M aclntyreand Charles Taylor; and to thethreat to Rawlsian liberalism
represented by Robert Nozick, against whom both Michagl Sandel (Taylor’s student)
and Michael Walzer werearguing.

Communitarianism pointsto theshortcomings of liberalism and attemptsto redefine
the relation between individua and the community. Liberalism promotesindividudismto
focusonindividual freedom which underminesindividud’s affinity with the community.

Liberals base their theories on notions of individua rights and personal freedom,
but neglect the extent towhich individua freedom and wellbeing are only possiblewithin
community. Once we recognize the dependence of human beings on society, then our
obligationsto sustain the common good of society areasweighty asour rightstoindividua
liberty. Hence, communitarians argue, thelibera ‘ palitics of rights’ should be abandoned
or, or at least supplemented by, a‘ palitics of the common good’ . When every individual
turns to seek his own good, no one is emotionally attached to any one. An individual
would manage to have many means of comfort at the expense of hisemotiond security.
Inother words, if anindividual devotes himself to the pursuit of sef-interest, he cannot
securegood lifeinthefullest sense of theterm. Communitarians hold that only community



is capable of realising the common good. Individual can derive their respective goods
from the sourceif all theindividualsfor their effortsfor the attainment of the common
good fromwhichthey would beableto derivether individual goods. Thisview necessitates
individud’sfirst commitment to the community and not to himself. For communitarians,
individud’s own existence and personality are the product of hissocia situation, roles
and conventions which are embedded in society. Whileliberals leave the individual to
pursue his self-appointed goals, communitarians want him to pursue the community—
determine goas. Whileliberals declare theindividua to be the sole proprietor of all his
faculties, communitariansfocus on hisindebtednessto society for thesefaculties. While
liberalsinsist onindividual’srights and liberties, communitarians emphasise his duties
and obligations. Communitarianisminsists on our common identity and eulogizesthose
values and believes which aredear to all of us.

Broadly speaking, communitarians have attacked the liberal mode of thought on
the ground that it istoo focused on theimportance of individual liberty, and insufficiently
appreciative of the way in which human beings require a place in awell functioning
community inorder toflourish.

Liberasbelievethat each person should define and seek hisown * good’ withina
political structure which defines and enforces what is ‘right’. On the other hand,
communitarians hold that apolitical structure has an important role to define what is
‘right’ aswell as*good’ and to help the citizensto seek thegood. Liberalsdefine* common
good’ asasumtotal of thegood of dl individualswhichisexemplified by thereconciliation
of their conflicting interests. Onthe contrary, communitarians define the * common good’
asauniform entity where the good of al individual would converge. They believe that
government should striveto create awell- functioning society which would enable all
citizensto achieve agood life by participating initsfunctioning. However, likeliberals,
communitarians also subscribeto democratic form of government.

Theideas of communitarianism can be traced back to the thought of Aristotle,
Jean Jacgeues Rousseau, G. W. F. Hegel and T.H. Green etc. However, it’smost ardent
advocates of contemporary communitarian theory areMichel Sanddl, Alasdair Macintyre,
Michel Walzer, Charles Taylor and Will Kimlicka. These contemporary thinkerswere
deeply inspired by the thought of Aristotle, Hegel and Rousseau. Here, it would be
pertinent to discussin brief the contribution of Greento the communitarianism. Greenis
theforerunner of communitarianism. In his celebrated work Lectureson ThePrinciples
of Political Obligation publishedin 1982 he argued that human beings, as self-conscious
creatures, attain the knowledge of the common good in association with the members of
their community. According to him men knew the common good more intimately then
their self- interest or individual good. The common good not only comprehendsthe good
of al member of the community, but their conception of thecommongood isasoidentical.
The stateand politics comeinto existencefor the realisation of the commongood. The
ideaof the common good isthe foundation of palitical obligation. Green assertsthat the
state is authorised to make only those laws which, promote the common good; and the
individual is obliged to abide by only those laws which conform to the common good. If
anindividua thinksthat he can protect the common good more effectively by opposing
aparticular order of the state, his political obligation odes not stop him from going a
head. It is the consciousness of the common good which induces peopleto accept their
duties. They are prepared tofore go their personal choice and self-interest for the sake
of realising the common good. They are convinced that they can attain self- realisation
only by pursuing the common good.
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The emphasis on community can befoundinMarxismaswell, and is of coursea
defining feature of the communist idea. However, the kind of communitarianismwhich
has recently cometo prominence with thewriting of Michagl Sandel, Michael Walzer,
Alasdair Maclntyre, Daniel A. Bell and Charles Taylor isquite different from traditional
Marxism. Marxists see community as something that can only be achieved by a
revolutionary change in society, by the overthrow of capitalism and the building of a
socialist society. The new communitarians, on the other hand, believe that community
already exists, in the form of common socia practices, cultural traditions, and shared
socid understandings. Community does not need to be built de novo, but rather needsto
berespected and protected. To some extent, communitarians see community inthevery
social practicesthat M arxists see as exploitative and alienating.

Communitarians have sought to deflate the universal pretensionsof liberd theory.
Themaintarget has been Rawls description of the original positionasan * Archimedean
point’ from which the structure of asocia system can be appraised, a position whose
specid virtueisthat it allows ustoregard the human condition ‘ from the perspective of
eternity’ from all social and temporal points of view. Whereas Rawls seemed to present
his theory of justice as universally true, communitarians argued that the standards of
justice must befound informsof lifeand traditions of particular societies and hence can
vary from context to context. Alasdair Maclntyreand Charles Taylor argued that moral
and political judgment will depend on the language of reasons and the interpretive
framework withinwhich agents view their world, hencethat it makesno sensetobegin
the political enterprise by abstracting from theinterpretive dimensions of human beliefs,
practices, and institutions. Michael Walzer devel oped the additional argument that effective
socia criticism must derive from and resonate with the habits and traditions of actua
peopleliving in specific times and places. Evenif thereis nothing problematic about a
formal procedure of universalizability meant to yield adeterminate set of human goods
and values, ‘any such set would have to be considered in terms so abstract that they
would beof little usein thinking about particular distributions’. In short, liberalswho ask
what isjust by abstracting from particular socia contexts are doomed to philosophical
incoherence and libera theorists who adopt this method to persuade peopleto dothejust
thing are doomed to political irrelevance.

Rawls hassincetried to iminatethe universalist presuppositionsfrom histheory.
In Political Liberalism, he arguesin acommunitarian vein that his conception of the
personasimpartia citizen providesthe best account of liberal-democratic palitical culture
andthat hispalitical aimisonly towork out therulesfor consensusin palitical communities
where people are willing to try for consensus. In the Law of Peoples, he explicitly
allowsfor the possibility that liberalism may not be exportable at all times and places,
sketching avision of a‘ decent, well-ordered society’ that liberal societiesmust tolerate
intheinternational realm. Such asociety, he argues, need not be democratic, but it must
be non-aggressive towards other communities, and internally it must havea‘ common
good conception of justice', a‘ reasonable consultation hierarchy’, and it must secure
basic humanrights. Having said that, one still getsthe sensethat theliberal visionlaid out
in ATheory of Justiceisthe best possible palitical ideal, onethat all rational individuals
would want if they were able to choose between the available political alternatives.
There may bejustifiable non-liberal regimes, but these should be regarded as second
best to be tolerated and perhaps respected, not idealized or emulated.

Other liberal theorists havetaken aharder line against communitarian concessions,
arguing that liberal theory can and should present itself asauniversally vaidided. Brian
Barry, for one, opens hiswidely cited book Justice as Impartiality by boldly affirming



the universdlity of histheory: ‘1 continueto believeinthe possibility of putting forward a
universaly valid caseinfavor of liberd egdlitarian principles . Barry doesrecognizethat
atheory of justice must be anchored in substantive mora considerations, but hisnormative
vision appearsto belimited to the values and practices of liberal Western societies. He
seemsdistinctly uninterested inlearning anything worthwhile from non-Western political
traditions: for example, hisdiscussion of things Chineseis confined to brief criticisms of
the Cultural Revolution and thetraditional practice of foot-binding. One might consider
thereaction to a Chineseintellectual who putsforward auniversal theory of justice that
draws onthe Chinesepalitical tradition for inspiration and completely ignoresthe history
and mora argumentationinWestern societies, except for brief criticisms of slavery and
imperiadism.

Still, it must be conceded that 1980s communitarian theorists were less-than-
successful at putting forward attractive visions of non-liberal societies. Thecommunitarian
casefor pluralismfor the need to respect and perhaps learn from non-liberal societies
that may beasgood as, if not better than, theliberal societies of the West may have been
unintentionally undermined by their own use of (counter) examples. In After Mrtue,
Alasdair Maclntyre defended theAristotelian ideal of theintimate, reciprocating local
community bound by shared ends, where people smply assumeand fulfill socialy given
roles. But this pre-modern Gemeinschaft conception of an all-encompassing community
that members unreflectively endorse seemed distinctly ill-suited for complex and conflict-
riddenlarge-scaeindustridized societies. In Spheres of Justice, Michael Walzer pointed
tothelndian caste system, ‘ where the social meanings areintegrated and hierarchical’
asan example of anon-liberal society that may be just according to its own standards.
Not surprisingly, few readerswereinspired by thisexample of non-liberd justice (not to
mention the fact that many contemporary Indian thinkers view the caste system as an
unfortunate legacy of the past that Indians should strive hard to overcome). In short, this
useof ill-informed examples may have unintentionally reinforced the view that there are
few if any justifiabledternativestoliberalism inmodern societies. Communitarians could
score sometheoretical points by urging liberal thinkersto be cautious about developing
universal arguments founded exclusively on the moral argumentation and political
experience of Western liberal societies, but few thinkerswould really contemplate the
possibility of non-liberal practices appropriate for the modern world so long as the
alternativesto liberalism consisted of GoldenAges, caste societies, fascism, or actudly-
existing communism. For the communitarian critiqueof libera universalismto have any
lasting credibility, thinkers need to provide compelling counter-examplesto modern-day
liberd-democratic regimes and 1980s communitarians came up short.

By the 1990s, fairly abstract methodological disputes over universalism versus
particularism faded from academic prominence, and the debate now centers on the
theory and practice of universal humanrights. Thisislargely dueto theincreased political
sdience of human rights since the collgpse of communismintheformer Soviet bloc. On
theliberal side, thenew, morepalitical voicesfor liberal universalism have been represented
by thelikes of Francis Fukuyama, who famously argued that liberal democracy’ striumph
over itsrivals signifiesthe end of history. This view aso revived (and provoked) the
second wave communitarian critique of liberal universalism and the debate became
much more concrete and political in orientation.

Needlessto say, the brief moment of libera euphoriathat followed the collapse of
the communism in the Soviet bloc has given way to asober assessment of the difficulties
of implementing liberal practices outsidethe Western world. It isnow widely recognized
that brutal ethnic warfare, crippling poverty, environmental degradation, and pervasive
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corruption, to name some of the more obvioustroubles afflicting the developing world,
pose serious obstacles to the successful establishment and consolidation of liberal
democratic political arrangements. But these were seen as unfortunate (hopefully
temporary) afflictions that may delay the end of history when liberal democracy has
finally triumphed over itsrivals. They were not meant to pose achallengeto theideal of
liberal democracy. It was widely assumed that liberal democracy is something that all
rational individuals would want if they could get it.

The deeper challenge to Western liberal democracy has emerged from the East
Asianregion. Inthe 1990s, the debate revolved around the notion of ‘ Asian values', a
term devised by several Asian officials and their supportersfor the purpose of chalenging
Western-style civil and political freedoms. Asians, they claim, place special emphasis
uponfamily and socid harmony, withtheimplicationthat thosein the chaotic and crumbling
societies of theWest should think twice about intervening inAsiafor the sake of promating
human rights and democracy. As Singapore’'s Lee Kuan Yew put it, Asians have ' little
doubt that a society with communitarian values where the interests of society take
precedenceover that of theindividua suitsthem better than theindividualism of America .
Such clamsattracted international attention primarily because East Asian leaders seemed
tobepresiding over what aU.N. human development report called ‘ the most sustained
and widespread development miracle of the twentieth century, perhapsal history’. In
1997-98, however, the East Asian miracle seemed to have collapsed. And it lookslike
Asian values was one casualty of the crisis.

The political factorsthat focused attention on the East Asian challengeremainin
place, however. East Asian economiesdid eventually recover (though exportingAsian
economies were hard hit by the 2008 financial crisis). Chinain particular looks set to
become an economic and poalitical heavyweight with the power to seriously challenge
the hegemony of Western liberal democratic valuesin international forum. Thus, one
hearsfrequent calls for crass-cultural dialogue between the West and the East designed
to understand and perhapslearn from the other side. Failing to take seriously the East
Asian palitical perspectivesrisks, widening misunderstandings and setting the stagefor
hostilitiesthat could have been avoided.

From atheoretical point of view, however, it must be conceded that the officia
debate on Asian values has not provided much of a challenge to dominant Western
political outlooks. The main problem is that the debate has been led by Asian leaders
who seem to be mativated primarily by political considerations, rather than by asincere
desire to make a constructive contribution to the debate on universalism versus
particularism. Thus, it was easy to dismiss—rightly so, inmost cases—theAsian chalenge
as nothing but asdf-serving ploy by government leaderstojustify their authoritarian rule
in the face of increasing demands for democracy at home and abroad.

Still, it would be amistake to assumethat nothing of theoretical significance has
emerged from East Asia. The debate on Asian values has also prompted critical
intellectuals in the region to reflect on how they can locate themselves in adebate on
human rights and democracy inwhich they had not previoudly played asubstantia part.
Neither wholly rgjecting nor wholly endorsing the values and practices ordinarily realized
throughaliberal democratic palitica regime, theseintellectuas are drawing on their own
cultural traditions and exploring areas of commonality and difference with the West.
Though often less provocative than the views of their governmentsin the sense that few
arguefor thewholesaerejection of Western-style liberal democracy with an East Asian
alternative these unofficial East Asian viewpoints may offer morelasting contributions
tothe debate. L et us (briefly) note threerelatively persuasive East Asian argumentsfor



cultural particularism that contrast with traditional Western arguments for libera Contemporary Liberalism
universalism:

1. Cultural factorscan affect theprioritizing of rights, and this matterswhen rights
conflict and it must be decided which oneto sacrifice. In other words, different
societies may rank rights differently, and even if they face a similar set of
disagreeable circumstances they may come to different conclusions about the
right that needsto be curtailed. For example, U.S. citizensmay be morewilling to
sacrifice asocia or economic right in cases of conflict with a civil or political
right: if neither the constitution nor a majority of democratically elected
representatives support universal access to health care, then the right to health
careregardless of income can be curtailed. In contrast, the Chinese may bemore
willing to sacrifice acivil or political liberty in cases of conflict with asocia or
economic right: there may be wide support for restrictions on the right to form
independent labor associationsif they are necessary to provide the conditions for
economic development. Different priorities assigned to rights can also matter
when it must be decided how to spend scarce resources. For example, East
Asian societies with a Confucian heritage will place great emphasis upon the
vaue of education, and they may help to explainthe large amount of spending on
education compared to other societieswith similar levels of economic development.

2. Cultural factors can affect the justification of rights. Inline with the arguments
of * 1980scommunitarians’ such as Michael Walzer, it isargued that justifications
for particular practicesvalued by Western-style liberal democrats should not be
made by relying on the abstract and unhistorical universalism that often disables
Western liberal democrats. Rather, they should be made from the inside, from
specific examples and argumentative strategies that East Asians themselvesuse
ineveryday mord and political debate. For example, the moral language (shared
even by some local critics of authoritarianism) tends to appeal to the value of
community in East Asia, and this is relevant for social critics concerned with
practical effect. One such communitarian argument is that democratic rightsin
Singapore can bejustified on the grounds that they contribute to strengthening
tiesto such communities as the family and the nation.

3. Culturd factors can provide moral foundationsfor distinctive palitical practices
and institutions (or at least different from those found in Western-style libera
democracies). In East Asian societies, influenced by Confucianism, for example,
itiswidely held that children have a profound duty to carefor elderly parents, a
duty to beforsaken only inthemost exceptional circumstances. In palitical practice,
it meansthat East Asian governments have an obligation to provide the socia and
economic conditions that facilitate the realization of this duty. Political debate
tendsto center on the question of whether theright tofilial piety isbest realized
by means of a law that makes it mandatory for children to provide financia
support for elderly parents asin mainland China, Japan, and Singapore or whether
the state should rely more on indirect methods such as tax breaks and housing
benefits that simply make at-home care for the elderly easier, as in Korea and
Hong Kong. But theargument that thereis a pressing need to securethisduty in
East Asiais not amatter of political controversy.

In contrast to 1980s communitarian thinkers, East Asian critics of liberal universalism
have succeeded in pointing to particular non-libera practices and institutions that may be
appropriate for the contemporary world. Some of these may be appropriate only for
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societies with a Confucian heritage; others may also offer insights for mitigating the
excesses of liberal modernity in the West. What cannot be denied is that they have
carried forward the debate beyond the implausible alternativesto liberalism offered by
1980s communitarian thinkers. It isworth emphasizing, however, that contemporary
communitarians have not been merely defending parochial attachments to particular
non-liberal moralities. Far from arguing that the universalist discourse on humanrights
should be entirely displaced with particular, tradition-sensitive politica language, they
have criticized liberalsfor not taking universality seriously enough, for failing to dowhat
must be doneto make human rights atruly universal ideal. These communitarians—Ilet
uslabel themthe ' casmopoalitan critics of liberal universalism’—have suggested various
means of improving the philosophical coherence and political appeal of humanrights. In
fact, there is little debate over the desirability of a core set of human rights, such as
prohibitions against davery, genocide, murder, torture, prolonged arbitrary detention, and
systematic racia discrimination. Theserights have become part of internationa customary
law, and they are not contested in the public rhetoric of the international arena. Of
course many gross violations occur off the record, and human rights groups such as
Amnesty International have the task of exposing the gap between public allegiance to
rights and the sad reality of ongoing abuse. This is largely practical work, however.
Thereisnot much point writing about or deliberating about the desirability of practices
that everyone condemns at thelevel of principle.

But political thinkers and activists around the world can and do take different
sides on many pressing human rights concerns that fall outside what Walzer termsthe
‘minimal and universal moral code’. This gray area of debate includes criminal law,
family law, women'srights, social and economic rights, therights of indigenous peoples,
and the attempt to universalize Western-style democratic practices. The question is:
how canthe current thinlist of universal human rights be expanded to include some of
these contested rights?

Charles Taylor has put forward the following proposal. He imagines a cross-
cultural dialogue between representatives of different traditions. Rather than arguefor
theuniversd validity of their views, however, he suggeststhat participants should alow
for the possibility that their own beliefs may be mistaken. This way, participants can
learn from each others' ‘moral universe'. There will come a point, however, when
differences cannot be reconciled. Taylor explicitly recognizes that different groups,
countries, religiouscommunities, and civilizations hold incompatiblefundamenta views
ontheology, metaphysics, and human nature. Inresponse, Taylor arguesthat a‘ genuine,
unforced consensus on humanrightsnormsis possibleonly if weallow for disagreement
ontheultimatejustifications of thase norms. Instead of defending contested foundational
values when we encounter points of resistance (and thus condemning the valueswe do
not likein other societies), we should try to abstract from those beliefs for the purpose of
working out an ‘ overlapping consensus’ of human rights norms. As Taylor putsit, ‘we
would agree on the normswhile disagreeing on why they weretheright norms, and we
would be content to livein this consensus, undisturbed by the differences of profound
underlying belief’.

While Taylor’s proposal movesthedebate on universal humanrights forward, it
still faces certain difficulties. For onething, it may not be redistic to expect that people
will bewilling to abstract from the vauesthey care deeply about during the course of a
global dia ogueon humanrights. Evenif people agreeto abstract from culturaly specific
ways of justifying and implementing norms, the likely outcome is a withdrawa to a



highly general, abstract realm of agreement that fails to resolve actual disputes over
contested rights. For example, participantsinacross-cultural dialogue can agreeonthe
right not to be subject to cruel and unusual punishment whileradically disagreeing upon
what thismeansin practice—acommitted Mudlim can argue that theft canjustifiably be
punished by amputation of the right hand, whereas aWestern liberal will want to label
thisanexampleof cruel and unusual punishment.

As we have seen, the debate on universalism versus particularism has moved
fromfairly abstract methodological disputes between Anglo-American philosophersto
relatively concreteinternational palitical disputes between philosophers, socid scientists,
government officials, and NGO activigts. The distinctive communitarian contribution has
been to cast doubt on universal theories grounded exclusively intheliberal moralities of
theWesternworld, onthe groundsthat cultura particularity should both make one sensitive
tothe possibility of justifiable areas of difference between the West and therest and to
the need for more cross-cultural dialogue for the purpose of improving the current thin
human rights regime. Various contributions from East Asiaand elsewhere have given
some mest to these challengesto liberal universalism. Inany case, let usnow turnto the
second main area of controversy between liberals and communitarians—the debate
over the self that has similarly moved from philosophy to palitics.

3.4.1 The Debate Over the Self

Communitarianthinkersin the 1980s such asMichael Sandel and Charles Taylor argued
that Rawlsian liberalismrests on an overly individualistic conception of the salf. Whereas
Rawls argues that we have a supreme interest in shaping, pursuing, and revising our
own life-plans, he neglects the fact that our selves tend to be defined or constituted by
various communal attachments (e.g., tiestothefamily or toardigioustradition) soclose
tousthat they can only be set aside at great cost, if at all. Thisinsight led to the view that
politics should not be concerned solely with securing the conditions for individuals to
exercisetheir powers of autonomous choice, aswe also need to sustain and promotethe
social attachments crucial to our sense of well-being and respect, many of which have
been involuntarily picked up during the course of our upbringing. First, however, let us
review the ontological or metaphysical debate over the self that led to this political
conclusion.

In an influential essay titled * Atomism’, Charles Taylor objected to the liberal
view that ‘men are self-sufficient outside of society’. Instead, Taylor defends the
Arigtotelianview that ‘M anisasocid animd, indeed apalitical animal, becauseheisnot
self-sufficient alone, and in an important sense is not self-sufficient outside a polis'.
Moreover, thisatomistic view of thesalf can undermineliberal society, becauseit failsto
grasp the extent to which liberalism presumes acontext whereindividual s are members
of, and committed to, a society that promotes particular values such as freedom and
individual diversity. Fortunately, most people in liberal societies do not redly view
themselves as atomistic selves.

But do liberal thinkers actually defend theideathat the self is created ex-nihilo,
outside of any social context and that humans can exist (and flourish) independently of
all socia contexts?Infact, Taylor’s essay wasdirected at thelibertarian thinker Robert
Nozick. Asit turns out, the communitarian critique of the atomistic self does not apply to
Rawslian liberalism: in Part |11 of Theory of Justice, Rawls pays close attention to the
psychological and socia conditionsthat facilitate the formation of libera selvescommitted
tojustice. But few readers ever got to
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Part 111 of Rawls massive tome, so communitarians got quite a bit of mileage
from their critique of libera atomism. Thischargedidn’t stick, however.

Whileliberals may not have been arguing that individua s can completely extricate
themselvesfrom their sociad context, the liberal valuation of choice still seemed to suggest
an image of a subject who impinges his will on the world. Drawing on the insights of
Heidegger and Wittgenstein, communitarians argued that this view neglects the extent
towhichindividuas are embodied agentsin theworld. Far from acting in ways designed
torealize anautonomoudly arrived-et life-plan, vast areas of our lives areinfact governed
by unchosen routines and habitsthat liein the background. M ore often than not we act
inways specified by our socia background when wewalk, dress, play games, speaks,
and so on without having formulated any goals or made any choices. It is only when
things break down from the normal, everyday, unchosen mode of existence that we
think of ourselves as subjects dealing with an external world, having the experience of
formulating various ways of executing our goals, choosing from among thoseways, and
accepting responsibility for the outcomes of our actions. In other words, traditional
intentionality is introduced at the point that our ordinary way of coping with thingsis
insufficient. Yet this breakdown modeiswhat we tend to notice, and philosophers have
therefore argued that most of our actions are occasioned by processes of reflection.
Liberals have picked up this mistaken assumption, positing the idea of a subject who
seekstoreslize an autonomously arrived-at life-plan, losing sight of thefact that critical
reflection upon ones ends is nothing more than one possibility that arises when our
ordinary ways of coping with thingsis insufficient to get things done.

Someliberashavereplied by recognizing the point that vast areas of our livesare
governed by unchosen habits and routines, that thedeliberate, effortful, choosing subject
mode may be the exception rather than the rule. They emphasize, however, that the
main justification for aliberal politics concerned primarily with securing the conditions
for individualstolead autonomouslivesrests on the possibility and desirability of normative
self-determination, that is, on the importance of making choices with respect to things
that we value. While it may be true that certain communal practices often, or even
mostly, guide our behavior behind our backs, it doesn’t follow that those practices ought
tobevalued, or reflectively endorsed in non-ordinary moments of existence, much less
that the government ought somehow to promote these practices. And what liberals care
about ultimately isthe provision of therights, powers, and opportunitiesthat individuals
need to develop and implement their own conceptions of the good life.

Thisqualified version of theliberal sdlf, however, still seemstoimply that moral
outlooks are, or should be, the product of individual choice. On€e's socia world,
communitarians can reply, provides more than non-moral social practices like table
manners and pronunciation norms—it also provides some sort of orientation in moral
space. We cannot make sense of our moral experience unless we situate ourselves
within this given moral space, within the authoritative moral horizons. What Charles
Taylor calls* higher, strongly evaluated goods’ the goods we should feel committed to,
those that generate moral obligations on us regardless of our actual preferences are not
somehow invented by individuals, but rather they are located within the social world
which provides one' sframework of thelower and the higher. Thus, thelibera ideal of a
sdf whofreely invents her own mora outlook, or private conception of the good, cannot
dojusticeto our actual moral experience.

But onceagain, liberalsneed not deny the assumption that our socia world provides
aframework of the higher and the lower nor need it be presumed that we must regard



our ownmora outlook asfredy invented. Will Kymlicka, for example, explicitly recognizes
that things have worth for usin so far asthey are granted significance by our culture, in
sofar asthey fitinto apattern of activitieswhichisrecognized by those sharing acertain
formof lifeasaway of leading agood life. That one's socia world provides therange
of things worth doing, achieving, or being does not, however, undermine the liberal
emphasis on autonomy;, for thereis still substantial room for individual choiceto be made
withinthis set. The best lifeis still the one wheretheindividual chooseswhat isworth
doing, achieving, or being, though it may be that this choice has to be made within a
certain framework whichisitself unchosen.

Communitarians can reply by casting doubt on theview that choiceisintrinsically
vauable, that acertainmoral principle or communa attachment ismore vauable smply
because it has been chosen following deliberation among alternatives by anindividua
subject. If we have a highest-order interest in choosing our central projects and life-
plans, regardless of what ischosen, it ought tofollow thet thereis something fundamentally
wrong with unchosen attachments and projects. But thisview violates our actual self-
understandings. We ordinarily think of ourselves, Michael Sandel says, ‘ as members of
thisfamily or community or nation or people, asbearers of thishistory, as sonsor daughters
of that revolution, ascitizens of thisrepublic’, social attachmentsthat more oftenthan
not areinvoluntarily picked up during the course of our upbringing, rationd choicehaving
played no rolewhatsoever. | didn’t chooseto love my mother and father, to care about
the neighborhood in which | grew up, to have special feelings for the people of my
country, and it is difficult to understand why anyone would think I have chosen these
attachments, or that | ought to have done so. In fact, there may even be something
distasteful about someone who questions the things he or she deeply cares about—
certainly no marriage could survivetoo long if fundamental understandingsregarding
love and trust were constantly thrown open for discussion! Nor isit obviousthat, say,
someonewho performs agood deed following prolonged calculation of prosand consis
morally superior than aM other Teresatype who unreflectively, spontaneously actson
behalf of other peopl€e’sinterests.

Liberalscan reply that thereal issueisnot the desirability of choice but rather the
possibility of choice. There may well be some unchosen attachments that need not be
criticaly reflected upon and endorsed, and it may even be the case that excessive
ddiberation about thethings we care about can occasionally be counter-productive. But
some of our ends may be problematic and that is why we have afundamental interestin
being able to question and revise them. Most important is not choosing our own life-
plans, rather, liberalism founded on the value of self-determination requires only that we
be able to critically evaluate our ends if need be, hencethat ‘ no end or goal is exempt
from possible re-examination’ . For example, an oppressed woman has afundamental
interest in being ableto criticdly reflect upontraditiona understandings of what it means
to beagood wife and mother, and it would be unjust toforeclose her freedomtoradicaly
revise her plans.

This response, however, still leaves open the possibility of a deep challengeto
liberal foundations. Perhapswe are able to reexamine some attachments, but the problem
for liberalism arisesif there are others so fundamental to our identity that they cannot be
set aside, and that any attempt to do so will result in serious and perhaps irreparable
psychological damage. In fact, this challenge to liberalism would only require that
communitarians be ableto identify one end or communal attachment so constitutive of
one'sidentity that it cannot be revised and rejected. A psychoanalyst, for example, may

Contemporary Liberalism

NOTES

Self-Instructional Material 103



Contemporary Liberalism

NOTES

104  Self-Instructional Material

want toarguethet (at least in some cases) it isimpossibleto chooseto shed the attachment
one feels for one’'s mother, and that an attempt may lead to perverse and unintended
consequences. A feminist theorist may point to the mother-child relationship asanexample
of aconstitutive feature of one' sidentity and argue that any attempt to deny thisfailsto
be sensitiveto women's special needs and experiences. An anthropol ogist may argue on
thebasisof field observationsthat it isimpossiblefor an Inuit person from Canada's far
north to suddenly decide to stop being an Inuit and that the only sensible responseisto
recognize and accept this congtitutive feature of hisidentity. Or agay liberation activist
may claimthat it is bothimpossible and undesirable for gaysto represstheir biologicaly-
given sexua identity. These argumentsare not implausible, and they seem to challenge
theliberd view that no particular end or commitment should be beyond criticd reflection
and opentorevision.

Let us assume, for the sake of argument, that we can identify one particular
attachment so deeply-embedded thet it isimpossibleto really bring to conscious avareness
and so significant for one’ swell-being that anindividua can only forsake commitment to
its good at the cost of being seriously psychologically disturbed. This end is beyond
willed change and onelosesacommitment to it at the price of being thrown into astate
of disorientation where one is unable to take a stand on many things of significance.
Doesthisredly threatenliberal politics? It may, if liberal paliticsredly restsonthelibera
self. Fortunately, that is not the case. Rereading some of the communitarian textsfrom
the 1980s, there seemsto have been an assumption that once you exposefaulty foundations
regarding theliberal sef, thewholeliberal edificewill cometumbling down. Thetask is
to criticize the underlying philosophy of the self, win people on your side, and thenwe
can move on to a brand new communitarian society that owes nothing to the liberal
tradition. This must have been an exhilarating time for would-be revolutionaries, but
more level-headed communitarians soon realized that overthrowing liberal rightswas
never part of the agenda. Evenif liberals are wrong to deny the existence of congtitutive
ends—even if the philosophical justificationsfor aliberal form of social organization
founded on the value of reflective choice are rotten to the core—there are still many,
relatively pragmatic reasonsfor caring about rightsin themodern world. To name some
of themore obvious benefits, liberal rights often contribute to security, political stability
and economic modernization.

In short, the whole debate about the self appears to have been somewhat
misconcelved. Liberalswerewrong to think they needed to provideiron-clad philosophies
of the sdlf to justify liberal politics, and communitarians were wrong to think that
chdlenging thosefoundationswas sufficient to underminelibera padlitics. Not surprisingly,
both sides soon got tired of debating the pros and cons of the liberal self. By the early
1990s, thislibera-communitarian debate over the self had effectively faded from view
inAnglo-American philosophy.

So what remains of the communitarian conception of the self? What may be
distinctive about communitariansisthat they are moreinclined to arguethat individuas
haveavital interest inleading decent communa lives, with the palitical implication that
there may be aneed to sustain and promote the communal attachments crucial to our
sense of well-being. Thisis not necessarily meant to challengetheliberal view that some
of our communal attachments can be problematic and may need to be changed, thusthat
the state needs to protect our powers to shape, pursue, and revise our own life-plans.
But our interest in community may occasionally conflict with our other vital interest in
leading freely chosen lives, and the communitarian view is that the latter does not



automatically trump theformer in cases of conflict. On the continuum between freedom
and community, communitarians are moreinclined to draw thelinetowardsthelatter.

Communitarians begin by positing aneed to experience our lives as bound up with
the good of the communities out of which our identity has been congtituted. Thisexcludes
contingent attachments such as golf-club memberships, that do not usualy bear on ones
sense of identity and well-being (the co-authors of Habits of the Heart employ theterm
‘lifestyle enclaves’ to describe these attachments). Unlike pre-modern defenders of
Gemeinshaft, however, it is assumed that there are many valued forms of communal
lifeinthe modernworld. So the distinctive communitarian political project isto identify
valued forms of community and to devise palicies designed to protect and promote them,
without sacrificing too much freedom. Typically, communitarians would invoke the
following types of communities:

1. Communities of place, or communities based on geographical location. Thisis
perhaps the most common meaning associated with the word community. Inthis
sense, community is linked to locality, in the physical, geographical sense of a
community that islocated somewhere. It canrefer toasmall villageor abig city.
A community of place also has an affective component—it refers to the place
onecalls*home’, often the place where oneis born and bred and the placewhere
onewould liketo end one' sdaysevenif homeisleft asan adult. At thevery least,
communitarians posit aninterest in identifying with familiar surroundings.

Interms of political implications, it meansthat, for example, political authorities
ought to consider the existent character of thelocal community when considering
plansfor development Jane Jacobs famously documented the negative effects of
razing, instead of renovating, run-down tenementsthat are replaced by functionaly
adequate but characterlesslow-incomehousing blocs. Other suggestionsto protect
communitiesof placeinclude: granting community councilsveto power over building
projectsthet fail to respect existent architecturd styles; implementing lawsregulating
plant closures so asto protect loca communitiesfrom the effects of rapid capital
mobility and suddenindustrial change; promating local-ownership of corporations,
and imposing restrictions on large-scale discount outlets such asWal-Mart that
threaten to displace small, fragmented, and diverse family and locally owned
stores.

2. Communities of memory, or groups of strangerswho shareamoraly-significant
history. This term—first employed by the co-authors of Habits of the Heart—
refers to imagined communities that have a shared history going back severa
generations. Besidestying usto the past, such communitiesturn ustowardsthe
future—members strive to realize the ideals and aspirations embedded in past
experiences of thosecommunities, seeing their effortsasbeing, inpart, contributions
to acommon good. They provide asource of meaning and hopein peoplelives.
Typica examplesincludethe nation and language-based ethnocultural groups.

InWesternlibera democracies, thistypically trandatesinto various nation-building
exercises meant to nourish the bonds of commonality that tie people to their
nations, such as national service and national history lessonsin school textbooks.
Sdf-described republicans such asMichael Sande place special emphasisupon
the national political community and argue for measures that increase civic
engagement and public-spiritedness. However, thereisincreased recognition of
the multi-national nature of contemporary states, and modern Western states
must also try to make room for the political rights of minority groups. These
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palitical measures havebeenwiddy discussed in therecent literature on nationalism,
citizenship, and multiculturaism.

3. Psychological communities or communities of face-to-face personal interaction
governed by sentiments of trust, co-operation, and dtruism. Thisreferstoagroup
of persons who participate in common activity and experience a psychological
sense of togetherness as shared ends are sought. Such communities, based on
face-to-face interaction, are governed by sentiments of trust, cooperation, and
atruisminthe sensethat constituent members havethe good of the community in
mind and act on behaf of the community’ sinterest. They differ from communities
of place by not being necessarily defined by locality and proximity. The differ
from communities of memory in the sense that they are more ‘red’, they are
typicaly based onfacetoface socia interaction a one point intimeand consequently
tend to berestrictedinsize. Thefamily isthe prototypica example. Other examples
include small-scalework or school settings founded on trust and social cooperation.

Communitarianstend to favor policies designed to protect and promotetiesto thefamily
and family-like groups. Thiswould include such measures as encouraging marriage and
increasing the difficulty of legal marriage dissolution. These policies are supported by
empirical evidence that points to the psychological and social benefits of marriage.
Communitarians also favor palitical legislation that can help torestructure educationin
such away that peoples deepest needsin membership and participationin psychologica
communities are tapped at a young age. The primary school system in Japan, where
students learn about group cooperation and benefits and rewards are assigned to the
classroom asawholerather than to individual students, could be auseful model.

What makesthe palitical project of communitarianism distinctiveisthat it involves
the promotion of all three forms of valued communal life. Thisleads, however, to the
worry that seeking the goods of various communities may conflict in practice. Etzioni,
for example, arguesfor awhole host of pro-family measures: mothers and fathers should
devote moretime and energy to parenting (in view of thefact that maost childcare centers
doapoor job of caring for children), labor unions and employers ought to makeit easier
for parentsto work at home, and the government should force corporationsto provide
six months of paid leave and another year of unpaid leave. The combined effect of these
changes of the heart and public policiesin all likelihood would be to make citizensinto
largely private, family-centered persons.

Michad Sandel (1982) usesthe communitarian leve to criticiseliberdismthough
subsequently hetermed himself arepublican. He arguesthat libera theoriesjustifiesan
individualism radically unembedded in concrete social institutions and in thewrong thus
giving priority to the pursuit of abstract equal justice over acommunal, mora good.
Pointing to Rawls conception of theindividualsintheorigina positions as adisconnected
and disembodied, he concludesthat liberd theory isfail to understand our ‘ embeddedness
inaparticular times, place and culture. Thisisafact that apolitical theory hasto recognise
if it isseeking to generate laws, ingtitutions and practicesthat are truly good for usand
congtitutive if an ideal and fully just society. Justice must be theorised not only as the
basis of individual who areindependent and separate desiring to profit from one another
but from peoplewith attachmentsthat partialy constitute their identities, who cometo
know and relate to one another. In his book Liberalism and the Limits of Justice
(1982), Miched Sandel has asserted that aperson can only be understood in the context
of his*embededness inaparticular times, placeand culture. Only with thisunderstanding
apolitical theory can generate laws, institutions and practices that would be genuinely



good for us and contribute to a fully just society. This alone will create a ‘ deeper
commundity’ whichwill beinformed by * shared sdf-understanding’ aswell asaffection.

Micheal Sandel inhisbook Liberalismand the Limits of Justice (1982) attacked
John Rawls's A Theory of Justice (1971), for his conception of rational negotiators
deliberating asthe disconnected and disembodied individualsin the so-called * original
positions' who have come together to find out the principle of justice. It is atypical
representation of theliberd attitude whichtriesto understand human beingsindependently
of al activities; desires, ideas, roles and pursuits that characterise human lives in an
actual society. Sandel observesthat after subtracting al these characteristics, nothingin
left of the person whom wewant to understand. Sandel asserts that the person can only
be understood inthe context of his* embeddedness’ inaparticular time, place and culture.
Only withthisunderstanding, apolitical theory can generatelaws, ingtitutions and practices
that would be genuinely good for us and conduciveto afully just society. Thisalonewill
createa’ degper commonality’ whichwill beinformed by * shared self understanding’ as
well as affection.

Michael Walzer, a left communitarian, argues for what he calls ‘ complex’ as
opposed to ‘ simple equality’ ; that is, anotion of distributive justice based on different
rules of distribution for different social goods, rather then one procrustean rulerequiring
equa holdings of everything for everyone. Palitics, the economy, thefamily, theworkplace,
the military are is different spheres having different principles of distribution. Justice
required that theintegrity of its sphere should be maintained as atransgression from the
others. Inanimplicit critique of Rawls, Walzer points out that the various principles of
justiceineach sphere arelocal rather then universal and these have to be based only on
the common understandings of a particular people with an historical identity. In other
words, thereisnosingle principleof distributivejustice, which holdstruefor all societies,
inal places and at all times. Philosophical systems could advance such aprinciplein
view of cultura diversity and plurdistic political choices. Walzer believesthat questions
about justice can only be answered by exploring the ‘ shared meaning’ of a particular
society. The problem, however, remains about the objectivity of these shared meanings?
Only on this basis it is possible to create a deeper community with shared self
understanding and affection.

Michel Walzer (Spheres of Justice, 1983) has sought to reconstruct the liberal
approach to justice—as the problem of determining suitable criteria of distribution-by
introducing acommunitarian approach to this problem. Walzer has argued thet criteria
of distribution should correspond to the * spheres’ inwhich distributionisbeing considered,
sothat, for instance, economicjusticewill bedifferent from political justice. According
to Walzer, each sphere of justice will haveits ownright reason (or relevant reason) for
distribution of good that it distributes. Thusthe sphereof palitics, or hedth, or education,
should be uncontaminated by the domination of money, for money properly, rulesinthe
sphere of commodities; the sphere of office should not (beyond acertain limit point) be
contaminated by nepotism, which belongsto the sphere of kinship and love; the sphere
of kinship should not be contaminated by mae domination. The market properly conceved
asthe placefor the distribution of various social goods on areasonable basis should be
freefor al. Asthe dominance of money (above all) isincompatible with theintegrity of
palitics, merit, kinship etc., sothe dominance of money in al these spheres must finally
disappear. Walzer’s vision of a new social order comprehends the appropriate
arrangements of adecentralized democratic socialism: astrong welfare staterun, in part
at least, by local and amateurs officials; aconstrained market; an open and demystified
civil service; independent public schools; the sharing of hard work and free time; the
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protection of religious and familial life; a system of public honouring and dishonouring
freefromall considerationsof rank and class, workers' control of companiesandfactories;
apoliticsand parties, movements, meetings and public debate. In his book Spheres of
Justice (1983), he hasled down elaborate criteriafor the distribution of various socia
goodsaccording to the proper spheresof their applications, wherethey would contribute
to the smooth functioning of the community.

Inhisbook After Mrtue (1981), Alasdair Maclntyre has argued that individuals
flourish only within an atmasphere of * socialy established cooperative human activity' .
If the state treatsindividual s as disconnected entities and lets them loose to realise their
rightswithout realising that duties, the result would be social disintegration and moral
disaster. MeacIntyre constructs anideaof the narrative self: anotion of personal identity
that comes from thewave of social and communal bond. He arguesthat ‘ individuality’
owesitsoriginto the framework of an established community; it cannot be the product
of an individual’s choice. MacIntyreridiculestheliberals’ concept of individual asan
‘autonomous moral agents', disconnected from the social fabric. Hearguesthat individua
flourish only within an atmosphere of * socialy established cooperative human activity' .
The state must promote and protect this activity and their by encourage the devel opment
of human excellence. MacIntyre and other communitarians believe that if the state
treats individuals as disconnected beings and let them loose to realize their rights (as
liberd seemtowish), theresult would be socia disintegration and mord disaster. Such
disaster hasalready becomevisibleinmodernliberal states as evident in the prevaence
of crimeand violence, the breakdown of the family, and the rampant drug abuse.

Charles Taylor in his book Philosophical Papers (1985) echoed Maclntyre's
attack ontheliberal conception of *atomistic’ individual and conformed the tenants of
communitarianism. Taylor argued that if human beings want their genuine devel opment,
they must acknowledge first that they are situated in a society. They can realise their
good only through cooperationin the pursuit of the common good. According to Taylor
liberds claim that the freedom to choose our projectsisinherently valuable, something to
be pursued for its own sake, aclaim that can be regjected asempty. Instead, he say, there
hasto be some project that isworth pursuing, sometask that is worth fulfilling.

In acommunitarian society, the common good is conceived of as a substantive
conception of the good life which defines the community’s way of life. This common
good, rather than adjusting itself to the pattern of people’ s preferences, providesastandard
by which those preferences are evaluated. The community’ sway of lifeformsthebasis
for apublic ranking of conceptions of the good, and theweight givento anindividuas
preferences depends on how much she conforms or contributes to this common good.

Communitarianstalks of two-leve relationship withtheindividud at oneleve and
the state at the other and the intermediate position between theindividual and the state
isoccupied by groups and communities. Communitarianthinkers criticiseliberd political
theory mainly for it’ soveremphasisonindividua. They argued that thelibera conception
of the self and the relationship between theindividua and the state are inherently flawed,
unduly limited aswell asthe misrepresentative of thetrue nature of society. They criticised
liberal individualismfor it's prioritising therightsand freedom of individua’s and neglecting
theimportance of community membership to social and palitical life. Communitarians
arguethat the guarantee of afree and just state is deeply intertwined with thewellbeing
of the community. The main objective of an ideal state is two employ its power and
authority to encourage the continuation and health of those cultural traditionsand vaues
that serveto determine the common good.



Inanutshell, the supporter of communitarianism advocates astate with apositive
function of promoting the common good, unlikethelibera individualism who assigned a
negative function to the state for ensuring an absence of interference in the domain of
individual rights. The advocates of communitarianism focus on particular socia value
structures and reject the overtly abstract individualism of liberdism. Itsemphasisison
the importance of particularistic moral traditions by expressing a preference for the
collective pursuit of virtue rather then the defence of individual rights asaprinciple of
socid order.

Criticiam

The communitarianism has alsoits limitations. It is criticised that in spite of its strong
ethical base, it has no mechanism to ensure that its principles will be adopted as the
general rules of behaviour. Though communitarianism is endowed with strong moral
philosophy;, it is not founded in equally strong political philosophy. Liberalsarguethat any
“thicker’ conception of community isincons stent with two basic aspects of modernlife:
the demand for individua autonomy, and theexistence of socia pluralism. As Rawls put
it the* fact of pluralism’ meansthat ‘ the hope of political community must be abandoned,
if by such acommunity we mean a political society united in affirming ageneral and
comprehensive conception of the good. Communitarians object to the neutral state.
They believeit should be abandoned for a“ palitics of the common good’ . According to
Stephen Holmes, the contrast betweenthe politics of neutrality’ and communitarianism’s
‘politics of thecommongood’ can be misleading. Thereisa‘commongood’ presentin
liberal paliticsaswell, sincethe palicies of aliberal statein at promoting the interests of
the members of the community. The political and economic processesby whichindividual
preferences are combined into asocial choicefunction areliberal modes of determining
the common good. To affirm state neutrality, therefore, is not to reject the idea of a
common good, but rather to provide aninterpretation of it.

35S UMMARY

¢ Thediversecritiques seem to bebased on biased interpretations of Rawls'stheory
of justice.
¢ Rawlshastried to combinedifferent vaue systemsin order to arrive at histheory

of justice. Some tenets of these value-systems are thought to be incompatible
with each other.

¢ Any attempt to combine them must yield a complex model. This appliesto the
present case also.

¢ Rawlstheory of justicerepresents aconvergence of libertarianism, egditarianism
and communitarianism.

¢ John Rawls, inthecourse of aclose and protracted discussion of justice, has set
out amode of liberal-democratic society which he believes satisfies the concept
of justice as propounded by him.

¢ Rawls’ substantive doctrineisarather pure form of egalitarian democracy. Itis
true that Rawls contemplates to retain the capitalist system on some specified
conditions.

e However, it should not be forgotten that once these conditions are fulfilled, the
capitalist system is bound to assume a new human look. In fact, Rawls has
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discovered amethod for making procedural justice an instrument of meeting the
requirements of social justice.

¢ Robert Nozick hasprovided aforceful critique of Rawls concept and put forward
his theory of justice, which has very thought provocative arguments despiteits
seriouslimitations.

e Though his bias towards the market based extreme form of liberalism e.g.
libertarianism is obvious; the importance of hisargument liesin thefact that he
has highlighted the limitations of the Rawls theory of justice and provided an
alternative version to think about for the political scientist of the contemporary
world.

¢ Thegreatest merit of communitarianism insists on cooperation and not competition
between individualsand thereby promotes socid solidarity. It inspirestheisolated
individual’sto establish cordia relations between each other, and showsthemthe
way to obtain emotional security.

e Communitarians insists that each of us, as an individual, develops an identity,
talentsand pursuitsin life only asamember of the community and by sharingin
itscorporatelife.

¢ According tocommunitarians, palitical life should, therefore, focus on therights
of the community, not onthose of individua.

¢ Inanutshell, communitarian notion of the common good request theindividual to
pursue his goals withinthe structure of society, and tolook for hisgood as part of
the good of whole society.

3.6 KEY TERMS

e Principal of equal liberty: A principle which postulates that nobody’s liberty will
be sacrificed for the sake of any other benefit
¢ Differenceprinciple: A principle which implies that any departure from equal

distribution of the primary goods can bejustified only whenit could be proved to
bring greatest benefit to the least advantaged

e Community: A ‘network of relationshipswhich are characterized by intimacy
and durability

3.7 ANSWERS TO ‘CHECK YOUR PROGRESS

1. John Rawls' book A Theory of Justice provides a skeletal account of Rawls's
project of using socia contract theory to generate principles of justicefor assigning
basic rightsand duties and determining the division of socia benefitsin asociety.

2. Theprincipal of equal liberty (for example, equal right to most extensive liberty
compatiblewith similar liberty of others) postulatesthat nobody’s liberty will be
sacrificed for the sake of any other benefit (liberty in this senseimpliesequd right
to political participation, freedom of expression, religiousliberty, equality before
the law etc).

3. Robert Nozick (November 16, 1938—-January 23, 2002) wasanAmerican political

philosopher, most prominent inthe 1970s and 1980s. Hewas aprofessor at Harvard
University.



4. Some of Robert Nozick’s major works include: Anarchy, Sate, and Utopia
(1974), Philosophical Explanations (1981), The Examined Life (1989), The
Nature of Rationality (1993/1995), Socratic Puzzles (1997), Invariances: The
Sructure of the Objective World. His other work involved decision theory and
epistemology. Heis best known for his book Anarchy, Sate, and Utopia (1974).

5. Theterms community standsfor aform of society whose members areinformed
by the * community spirit’ or ‘a sense of community’. It denotes a‘ network of
relationships’ which are characterized by intimacy and durability.

6. Communitarianism pointstotheshortcomingsof liberalism and attemptsto redefine
therelation between individua and the community.

3.8 QUESTIONSAND EXERCISES

Short-Answver Questions

1. Whicharethe principles of justice presented by Rawls?

2. How isNozick’stheory similar to rdiabilism?

3. What arethethree main principles of Nozick’s‘ entitlement theory?
4. What are the beliefs of theliberals?

5. Whichtypes of communitieswould beinvoked by communitarians?

Long-Answer Questions

1. Write anote on the Rawlstheory of Justice.

2. Write an essay on the relevance of Rawls theory of Justice in the present day
society.

3. Criticdly examinethe Nozick’sviews.

4. Compare and contrast betweenthe Rawls and Nozick’sview.

5. Writeacritical analysisof Communitarianism.

3.9 FURTHER READING
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Atlantic Publishers.
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Oxford University Press.

Elster, Jon. 1993. Political Psychology. Cambridge University Press.

Agarwal, R. C. 1991. Palitical Theory: Principles of Political Science. S. Chand
Publishers.

Hoffman, John. 2007. A Glossary of Political Theory. Stanford University Press.
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4.0 INTRODUCTION

In this unit, we will get acquainted with the Marxists view of Science and Marxist
Approach. Wewill also be madefamiliar with the structuralist and M arxist analysis of
political economy. We will learn about the Neo Marxist perspective on development.
Therewill be adetailed analysis onthe mode of production. Thenature of statewill also
be analysed wherewe will learn about the theory of relative autonomy and the concept
of authoritarian statism.

4.1 UNIT OBJECTIVES

After going through thisunit, you will be ableto:

o CategorizetheMarxist view of scienceand Marxist approach
¢ Definestructuralist and Marxist anadysis of political economy
o Explainthe viewsof Neo Marxists on development

o |dentiry theanalysis of mode of production

¢ Describe the nature of state, theory of relative autonomy and the concept of
authoritarian statism

4.2 MARX'SVIEW OF SCIENCE AND MARXIST
APPROACH

Karl HeinrichMarx wasbornonthe 5" May 1818in Trier. Hewas aGerman philosopher,
sociologist, historian, political, economist, political, theorist and revolutionary socialist
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who developed the socio-palitical theory of Marxism. His ideas have since played a
significant rolein both the devel opment of socia scienceand alsointhe socialist political
movement. He published various books during hislifetime with the most notable being
The Communist Manifesto (1848) and Capital (1867—1894), many of whichwere co-
written with hisfriend, thefellow German revolutionary socialist Friedrich Engels.

Bornintoawedthy middleclassfamily in Trier, Prussia, Marx went on to study at
both the University of Bonn and the University of Berlin, where he becameinterested in
the philosophical ideas of the Young Hegelians. Following the completion of hisstudies,
he became a journalist in Cologne, writing for aradical newspaper, the Rheinische
Zeitung, where he began to use Hegelian concepts of diaectical materiaism to influence
his ideas on socialism. Moving to Paris in 1843, he began writing for other radical
newspapers, the Deutsch-Franzosische Jahr biicher and Vorwarts!, aswell aswriting
aseries of books, several of which were co-written with Engels. Exiled to Brusselsin
Belgium in 1845, he became aleading figure of the Communist League, beforemoving
back to Cologne, where hefounded his own newspaper, the Neue Rheinische Zeitung.
Exiled oncemore, in 1849 hetravelled to Londonwhere, living in poverty, he proceeded
to continue writing and formulating histheories about the nature of society and how he
believed it could be improved, as well as campaigning for socialism and becoming a
significant figureinthe International Workingmen’sAssociation.

Marx’stheories about society, economics and palitics, which are collectively known
as Marxism, hold that all society progresses through class struggle. He was heavily
critical of the current form of society, capitalism, which hecalled the ' dictatorship of the
bourgeoisi€’, believing it to be run by thewealthy middle and upper classes purely for
their own benefit, and predicted that, like previous socioeconomic systems, it would
inevitably produce interna tensions which would lead to its self-destruction and
replacement by anew system, socialism. Under socialism, he argued that society would
be governed by theworking classinwhat he called the * dictatorship of the proletariat’,
the ‘workers state’ or ‘workers’ democracy’ .He believed that socialism would, inits
turn, eventually be replaced by a stateless, classless society called pure communism.
Along with believing in the inevitability of socialism and communism, Marx actively
fought for the former’s implementation, arguing that both social theorists and
underprivileged peopleshould carry out organised revolutionary actiontotopple capitalism
and bring about socio-economic change.

While Marx remained arelaively obscurefigurein hisownlifetime, hisideasand
theideology of Marxism beganto exert amgjor influence on sociaist movements shortly
after hisdeath. Revolutionary socialist governments following Marxist concepts took
power in avariety of countries in the 20th century, leading to the formation of such
socidist states asthe Soviet Unionin 1922 and the People’ s Republic of Chinain 1949,
whilst various theoretical variants, such as Leninism, Trotskyism and Maoism, were
developed. Marx istypically cited, with Emile Durkheim and Max Weber, asone of the
three principd architects of modern social science. Ina1999 BBC poll Marx was voted
the ‘thinker of themillennium’ by peoplefrom around the world.

Marx and Engelsdid indeed apply what we now call Scientific M ethod—empirica
observation, description, hypothetical explanation, and so forth—to aconsiderable extent
intheir common work. Precisely by so doing, and to the extent that they did, they made
great contributions to the socia sciences. They drew attention to the brutal facts of
socia and economic life. They combated the customary glossing over of actualitieswith
arguments taken from theology, from some custom-made ideology or from wishful



thinking, at least if not of their own making. They pointed to interrelations between
political and economicfactorsinhistory that had been widdly neglected. They refused to
accept the ethical valuejudgements of their own epoch or of earlier periods, denouncing
theinfluence of economic and classinterests onmoral standards.

Marx’s materiaistic view focused on the devel opment process. Marx saw most
theories, except his own, as bourgeois and ideological. In his Theses on Feuerbach,
Marx rejected speculative and philosophical views of reality and indicted both idealist
and materialist. The eleventh thesis states, for example, *the philosophers have only
interpreted theworld, invariousways, the point isto changeit’. Marx urged the scientific
study of redlity, of ‘the actua life process’ and consequently he focused most of his
attention on acritic of bourgeoisie capitalist society rather than on speculation about the
future of society. Thus, Marx sought a clear and direct view, a materialist view of the
world and, in particular, its developmental process through historical process. His
perspective of development wastried to hisunderstanding of dialectical and historical
materiaism.

Marx intended his understanding to be scientificin the sense of avoiding materiaist
or idealist abstractions in favour of ‘human science’. With Engels in The German
Ideology, hewrotethat where speculation ends, inred life, there positive science begins:
the depiction of the practical activity, of the practical process of development, of man.
The use of science herewas not positivistic inthe Comtian sense. ‘ Marx usestheword
throughout hiswritingsin such way that it is always quite incompatible with acrude,
positivistic usage, dthoughnot dl of Engd’ sformulations areincompatiblewith positivism
inanything like the sameway.’

4.3 ANALYSISOF POLITICAL ECONOMY-MARXIST
AND STRUCTURALIST

Webster’s dictionary identifies political economy inthe eighteenth century as afield of
Government concerned with directing policiestoward the enhancement of Government
and community wedth. Thedictionary addsthat in the nineteenth century political economy
was a social science related to economies but primarily concerned with Government
rather than commercial or personal economics. Webster also defines palitical economy
asa'socid sciencededing withtheinterrelationship of political and economic processes .
Curiously, nogreat tradition of political economy seemsto have establisheditself inthe
discipline of Government or political science, and only recently has it come in vogue.
During the early decades of the twentieth century, thework of political scientiststended
to be more descriptive than theoretical and focused on formal legal and governmental
institutions. The work of the mid-twentieth century followed in this tradition but also
turned attention to informal institutions and processes and to problems often limited in
scope and significance. The contemporary revival of interest in political economy is
more the consequence of efforts by radical economists and sociologists than of efforts
by political scientists.

Economist usually stresses the economic ramifications of political economy.
Mandd, for example, dated palitical economy to ‘ the devel opment of asociety based on
petty commodity production’. Marx’s maor work, Capital, is subtitled A Critique of
Political Economy and emphasizes commodities, money, surplusvaue, and accumulation
of capital. Itisathree-volumework, of which only thefirst volumewas published in his
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lifetime (the others were published by Friedrich Engels from Marx’s notes). One of
Marx’'s early works, Critique of Political Economy, was mostly incorporated into
Capital, especially the beginning of VolumeI. Marx’s notes made in preparation for
writing Capital were published years|ater under thetitle Grundrisse. Marx’s economics
took as its starting point the work of the best-known economists of hisday, the British
classical economists. Among these economists were Adam Smith, Thomas Malthus,
and David Ricardo.

Adam Smith, in The Wealth of Nations, argued that the most important
characteristic of amarket economy was that it permitted arapid growthin productive
abilities. Smith claimed that agrowing market stimulated agreater * division of labour’
(i.e., specidization of businesses and/or workers) and this, in turn, led to greater
productivity. Although Smith generally said littleabout laborers, hedid notethat anincreased
division of labour could at some point cause harm to those whaose jobs became narrower
and narrower asthe division of labor expanded. Smith maintained that a laissez-faire
economy would naturally correct itself over time.

Marx followed Smith by claiming that the most important (and perhaps only)
beneficid economic consequence of capitalismwasarapid growthin productivity abilities.
Marx aso expanded greatly on the notion that laborers could cometo harm as capitalism
became more productive. Additionally, in Theories of Surplus Value, Marx noted, ‘ We
see the great advance made by Adam Smith beyond the Physiocratsin the analysis of
surplus-value and hence of capital. Intheir view, it isonly one definite kind of concrete
labour—agricultural labour—that creates surplus-value. . . . But toAdam Smith, itis
generd socia labour—no matter inwhat use-valuesit manifestsitsaf—the mere quantity
of necessary labour, which creates value. Surplus-value, whether it takes the form of
profit, rent, or thesecondary form of interest, isnothing but apart of thislabour, appropriated
by the owners of the material conditions of labour in the exchangewith living labour’.

Malthus claim, in* An Essay onthe Principleof Population’, that population growth
wasthe primary cause of subsistence level wagesfor laborers provoked Marx todevelop
analternative theory of wage determination. Whereas M althus presented an ahistorical
theory of population growth, Marx offered atheory of how ardative surpluspopulation
in capitalism tended to push wages to subsistence levels. Marx saw thisrelative surplus
population as coming from economic causes and not from biologica causes (asinMathus).
This economic-based theory of surplus populationis oftenlabeled asMarx’s theory of
the reserve army of labour.

Ricardo developed atheory of distribution within capitalism, that is, atheory of
how the output of society isdistributed to classeswithin society. Themost mature version
of thistheory, presented in‘ On the Principles of Political Economy and Taxation’, was
based on alabor theory of valuein which the value of any produced object isequal to the
labor embodied in the object. (Adam Smith a so presented alabor theory of valuebut it
was only incompletely realized.) Also notable in Ricardo’s economic theory was that
profit was a deduction from society’s output and that wages and profit were inversely
related: anincrease in profit came at the expense of a reductionin wages. Marx built
much of the formal economic analysis found in Capital on Ricardo’s theory of the
€conomy.

In his preface A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, Marx
beganwith such terms as capital, landed property, and wagelabour. Inhisintroduction,
Marx focused on * all material production by individuals as determined by society’, and
heindicated his predecessors Adam Smith and Pierre Joseph Proudhon, among others,



for basing their conceptions of palitical economy uponillusions of an eighteenth-century
society of free competitioninwhichtheindividual appearsliberated from the constraints
of nature. Marx reminded us that notion of individual freedom evolved with the breakup
of feudal forms of society and, since the sixteenth century, with the creation of new
forcesof production. By the eighteenth century, bourgeois society had implanted itself.
It was a period in which the view of the isolated individual prevailed, yet was onein
whichtheinterreationshipsof individual and society had reached suchahighleve that
theindividual could develop only in society, notinisolation from it. Against thisillusion of
individudism, personified in Daniel Defoe's Robinson Crusoe, Marx set his critique of
the early bourgeois conceptions of political economy. Thework of Adam Smith tended
to perpetuate this bourgeois conception, influencing David Ricardo whose theory of
value served the utopian socialists such as Robert Owen in England and Pierre Joseph
ProudhoninFrance. Marx’sdiscovery of Ricardo’ sthought led him to areassessment,
critique, and anew understanding of political economy.

Marx employed alabour theory of vaue, which holdsthat the value of acommodity
is the socially necessary labour time invested in it. Capitalists, however, do not pay
workersthefull value of the commoditiesthey produce, but compensatethe worker for
the necessary labour only (the worker’s wage, which cover only the necessary means
of subsistencein order to maintain himworking inthe present and hisfamily inthefuture
asagroup-theworking class-absolutely necessary for the existence of the capital-labour
relation, the essence of the capitalist mode of production). This necessary labour is, in
fact, only afraction of a full working day, and the rest, the surplus-labour, is, in fact,
pocketed by the capitalist. Marx theorized that the gap between the value a worker
produces and hiswageisaform of unpaid labour, known as surplus value. Moreover,
Marx notes that markets tend to obscure the social relationships and processes of
production, aphenomenon hetermed commodity fetishism. People are highly aware of
commodities, and usually don’t think about the relationships and labour they represent.

In his critique of Hegel, Marx examined the emergence of the state in modern
times. The separation between civil society and the state, he argued, was a modern
phenomenon reinforced by capitalism. Although Easton credited Marx with thissight,
Easton himself influenced and set in motion the movement in palitica sciencetodiscard
the state as aconcept, replacing it with political system. The Marxist understanding of
state had also been denuded of its significance by the attention of German positivist
political scientistswho emphasized thelegal and constitutional aspects of the state and
influenced theearly U.S. palitical scientists. In his political and economic studies, Marx
discovered this conception of the state, early inthe 1840s, embarrassed by hisignorance
on economic questions; Marx shifted his attention from jurisprudenceto materia interests.
In 1845-1846 Marx and Engels related their conception of the state to the productive
base of society through successive periods of history. They examined the interests of
theindividua, inindividual family, and the communal interestsof dl individuas. Division
of labour and private property tend to promote contradictions between individual and
community interests so that the latter takes on an independent form asthe state separates
fromthereal interests of individual and community. In showing this separation of state
from society, Marx and Engels argued that we should not look for categoriesin every
period of history; that would beidedlistic. Instead we must be ableto explaintheformation
of ideas from material practice; we should examine the whole or the totality of
interrelationships between material production and the state along with its forms of
consciousness, reigion, and thelike.
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Marx and Engels are quoted to show that inthis early period they had worked out
aconception of baseand superstructurethat M arx later delineated in 1859. Accordingly,
the base of economic structure of society becomesthereal foundation onwhich people
enter, into essentia relations over which they exerciselittle contral. In contrast, thelegal
and political superstructure is areflection of that base, and changes in the economic
foundation bring about transformationsin the superstructure. Thefamous passageinthe
prefaceto A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, inwhich this conception
of base and superstructureisdepicted, has been attacked as determinist, dogmatic and
static. Admittedly Marx’s synthesis of his own perspective appears to reduce societal
relationshipsto adichotomy of categories and to simplistic formulations. Yet one also
finds in this passage the essential concepts of Marxism aswell as departure point for
comprehending the relationship of palitics and economics.

Marxist thought is halistic, broadly ranged, unified and interdisciplinary in contrast
to ahistorical, compartmentalised, and often narrow parameters of the mainstream
paradigm. Marx believed that dialectics should be combined with amaterialist, not an
idedlist, view of history. Hegel’'s diaectic was idealist and mystical and was set forth
rigidly asasystem. Marx’sdiaectic wasintended to be aflexible method of analysis, not
adogma or acomplete and closed system. Dialectics allows for the building of theory
upon new factsaswell asfor theinterpreting of factsinrelationto new theory. Didectics
does not need to beintended as aset of universal lawsthat solveall problems and relate
to all knowledge of past and present history. Thereis no precise formulafor dialectical
inquiry, but some guiddines might be employed. Marxist methodology includesaplethora
of concepts. Necessary production, for example, satisfies the basic human needs for
food, drink, and so on. Surplus production evolved with intentions and new knowledge
that made possibleincreasesin the productivity of labour. Surplus production led to the
division and speciaisation of labour. Changesintheforces of production affected relations
of production so that revolution and class struggle became possible at certain junctures
of history.

Marx used didectics, amethod that he adapted from theworks of GeorgeWilhelm
FriedrichHegel. Diaecticsfocuses onrelation and change, and triesto avoid seeing the
universe as composed of separate objects, each with essentially stable unchanging
characteristics. One component of dialecticsis abstraction; out of an undifferentiated
mass of dataor system conceived of asan organic whole, one abstracts portionsto think
about or to refer to. Onemay abstract objects, but dso—and more typically—réations,
and processes of change. An abstraction may be extensive or narrow, may focus on
generalitiesor specifics, and may be madefrom various points of view. For example, a
sale may be abstracted from abuyer’s or aseller’s point of view and one may abstract
aparticular sale or salesin general. Another component is the dialectical deduction of
categories. Marx uses Hegel’s notion of categories, which are forms, for economics:
The commodity form, the money form, the capital form etc. haveto be systematically
deduced ingtead of being graspedin an outward way asdone by the bourgeoiseconomists.
This correspondsto Hegel’s critique of Kant’stranscendenta philosophy.

Marx regarded history as having passed through several stages. Thedetails of his
periodisationvary somewhat through hisworks, butit essentialy is: primitive communism—
dave soci eties—feudai sm—capitalism—socialism—communism (capitalism being the
present stage and communism the future). Marx occupied himself primarily with
describing capitalism. Historians placethe beginning of capitalism sometime between
about 1450 (Sombart) and sometimein the 17th century (Hobsbawm). A distinguishing



feature of capitalism isthat most of the products of human labour are produced for sale,
rather than consumed by the producers or appropriated, essentially by force, by ruling
eliteasin feudalism or slavery. (For examplein feudalism, most agricultura produce
was either consumed by the peasantswho grew it, or appropriated by feudal masters. It
almost never was sold for money.) Marx defines acommodity as aproduct of human
labour that is produced for saleinamarket. Thusin capitalism, most of the products of
human labour are commodities. Marx began his major work on economics, Capital,
with adiscussion of commodities; Chapter oneiscalled * Commodities .

Marx transcended the theory of the utopian socialists as well as the classica
liberal thinkers. He worked out a theory of surplus value as well as a synthesis that
allowed for an explanation of class struggle. He developed theories on the prices of
production and the tendency of the rate of profit to fall. He set forth basic laws of
development: ‘ through hisworking out of atheory of the reproduction of capita and of
national income, and through his adumbration of atheory of crises, he simultaneously
achieved afirst practica synthesis of micro-economic and macro-economicidess . Marx's
early work attacked the utopian socialists, and his later work concentrated on all his
predecessors, but in particular ontheclassical liberal economists Ricardo and Smith, for
example, inthe Poverty of Philosophy Marx exposed the * metaphysics’ of Proudhon’s
politica economy, and he argued against theuse of * fixed immutable eterna categories'.
Instead, one should examine ' the historical movement of production relations’, not their
theoretical expression as categories nor as spontaneous or abstract ideas. In addition, he
insisted that the production relations of every society form awhoale; the parts cannot be
separated from the whole so that one can explain society in terms of al relations
simultaneously coexisting and supporting one another.

Marx examined commaodities and money, noting differencesin use and exchange
values. He looked at the circulation of commodities and capital, the transformation of
money into capitd, labour power and surplus value, and the process of capitalist production
aswhole. Thelast sections of thefirst volume of capital concern primitive accumulation
and the accumulation capital. Marx described the process by which money and
commodities transform into capital and in which the owner of money and means of
production confront workers.

Primitive communal production, in which labour collectively participatesinand
owns the means of production and in which there is no exploitation of classes, had
disappeared long before. Slavery, inwhich the owner of the means of production owns
theworker and inwhich accumulation wealth fallsinto the hands of afew, aso had been
largely overcome. However, competitive capitalism grew out of feudalism, inwhichthe
feudal lord ownsthe means of production but does not fully own the worker. Alongside
feuda ownership there was some private property in the hands of peasants and artisans
whaose ownership was based on personal labour. Marx described how capitalist
accumulation disrupted thoserelations of production aslarge millsand factoriesreplaced
handicraft shops and large farmswith machinery took the place of the old feudal estates
and peasant farms.

For Marx, there are no eternal economic laws, valid in every epoch of human
prehistory and history. Each mode of production has its own specific economic laws,
whichlosetheir relevance oncethe general socia framework hasfundamentally changed.
For Marx likewise, there are no economic laws separate and apart from specific relations
between human beings, in the primary social relations of production. All attempts to
reduce economic problemsto purely materid, objective ones, to relations betweenthings,
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or between things and human beings, would be considered by Marx as manifestations of
mystification, of false consciousness, expressing itsalf through the attempted relocation
of human relations. Behind relations between things, economic science should try to
discover the specific relations between human beings which they hide. Real economic
science has therefore also a demystifying function compared to vulgar ‘ economics’,
which takes acertain number of *things’ for granted without asking the questions: Are
they really only what they appear to be? From where do they originate? What explains
these appearances? What lies behind them?Where do they lead? How could they (will
they) disappear? Problemblindheit, the refusal to see that facts are generally more
problematic than they appear at first sight, is certainly not areproach one could address
to Marx’seconomic thought.

Marx’seconomic analysisistherefore characterized by astrong ground current
of historica relativism, with astrong recourseto the genetical and evolutionary method
of thinking (that iswhy the parallel with Darwin has often been made, sometimesinan
excessiveway). Theformula* genetic structuralism’ has also been used in relation to
Marx’s genera approach to economic analysis. Bethat as it may, one could state that
Marx’seconomic theory isessentially geared to the discovery of specific ‘ laws of motion’
for successive modes of production. While histheoretical effort hasbeen mainly centered
around the discovery of these laws of motion for capitalist society, his work contains
indications of such laws—different ones, to be surefor pre-capitalist and post-capitaist
social formationstoo.

Themain link between Marx’s sociology and anthropol ogy on the one hand, and
his economic analysis on the other, lies in the key role of social labour as the basic
anthropological feature underlying al forms of socia organisation. Social labour canbe
organised in quite different forms, thereby giving rise to quite different economic
phenomena (‘facts’). Basically different forms of socia labour organisation lead to
basically different sets of economic institutionsand dynamics, following basicaly different
logics (obeying basically different * laws of mation’).

All human societies must assure the satisfaction of a certain number of basic
needs, in order to survive and reproduce themselves. This leads to the necessity of
establishing some sort of equilibrium between social recognised needs, i.e. current
consumption and current production. But this abstract banality does not tell us anything
about the concrete way in which socia labour isorganised inorder to achievethat goal.

Society can recogniseal individual labour asimmediately social labour. Indeed, it
does so in innumerable primitive tribal and village communities, as it does in the
contemporary kibbutz. Directly social labour can be organised in a despotic or in a
democratic way, through custom and superstition aswell asthrough an attempt at applying
advanced science to economic organisation; but it will alwaysbeimmediately recognised
social labour, inasmuch asit is based uponapriori assignment of the producersto their
specificwork (again: irrespective of theform this assignation takes, whether it isvoluntary
or compulsory, despatic or simply through custom etc.).

But when social decision-taking about work assignation (and resource allocation
closely tied toit) isfragmented into different units operating independently from each
other—asaresult of private control (property) of the meansof production, inthe economic
and not necessarily thejuridical senseof theword-then socia labour inturnisfragmented
into private labours which are not automatically recognised as socially necessary ones
(whose expenditure is not automatically compensated by society). Then the private
producers haveto exchange partsor all of their productsin order to satisfy someor all



of their basic needs. Then these products become commodities, the economy becomes
a(partial or generalised) market economy. Only by measuring the results of the sale of
his products can the producer (or owner) ascertain what part of his private labour
expenditure has been recognized (compensated) as social labour, and what part has not.

Evenif we operate with such simple analytical tools as ‘ directly social labour’,
‘private labour’, * socialy recognised social labour’, we haveto make quite an effort at
abstracting from immediately apparent phenomenain order to understand their relevance
for economic analysis. Thisistruefor dl scientificandysis, in natural aswell asin socid
sciences. Marx’s economic analysis, as presented in his main books, has not been
extremely popular reading; but then, there are not yet so many scientists in these
circumstances. This has nothing to do with any innate obscurity of the author, but rather
with the nature of scientific analysis as such.

Therelatively limited number of readers of Marx’s economic writings (thefirst
English paperback edition of Das K apital appeared only in 1974) isclearlytiedtoMarx’s
scientificrigour, hiseffort at asystematic and all-sided analysis of the phenomenaof the
capitalist economy. But while his economic analysislacked popularity, his palitical and
historical projections became more and moreinfluential. With the rise of independent
working-class mass parties, an increasing number of these proclaimed themselves as
being guided or influenced by Mar, at least in the epoch of the Second and the Third
Internationass, roughly the half century from 1890 till 1940. Beginning with the Russian
revolution of 1917, agrowing number of governments and of states claimed to basetheir
policies and constitutions on concepts developed by Marx. (Whether thiswas legitimate
or not is another question.) But the fact itself testifies to Marx’s great influence on
contemporary socia and political developments, evolutionary and revolutionary alike.

Likewise, hisdiffused influence on socia science, including academic economic
theory, goes far beyond general acceptance or even substantial knowledge of hismain
writings. Some key ideas of historical materialism and of economic analysis which
permeate his work—e.g. that economic interests to a large extent influence, if not
determine, political struggles; that historic evolution islinked to important changesin
material conditions; that economic crises (‘ the business cycle’) are unavoidable under
conditions of capitalist market economy—have become near-platitudes. It issufficient to
notice how major economists and historians strongly denied their validity throughout the
19th century and at least until the 1920s, to understand how deep has been Marx’s
influence on contemporary social sciencein general.

Thus, political economy fundamentally addresses this broad historical sweep of
capitalism, especially over the past hundred years. In Grundrise and Capita, Marx gave
usthefoundationsfor such study. Paul Sweezy in The Theory of Capitalist Development
and Ernest Mandel in Marxist Economic Theory summarised and interpreted Marx’s
findings, emphasising the economic implicationsin particular, whereasthe synthesis by
Stanley W. Moore in The Critique of Capitalist Demaocracy focussed on the political
ramifications. Duncan K. Foley and Makoto Ito are particularly instructive with their
interpretation and guidanceto understanding M arx’ selaboration and critique of capitalism.

Mandel asked how the history of the past hundred yearsrelatesto ‘ the unfolding
development of internal conditions’ inthe capitalist mode of production, to* its combination
of expanding capital and pre-capitalist spheres. He distinguished competitive and
imperidist capitalism from *late Capitalism, which has evolved since the Second World
War. Mandel’s L ate Capitalism attemptsto integrate theory and history inthetradition
of Marx, dialectically moving from abstract to concrete and concrete to abstract, form
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the partsto the whole and from the wholeto the parts, from essence to appearance and
from appearanceto essence, from totality to contradiction and contradictionto totality,
from object to subject and subject to object. Although Mandel failed give usamodern
version of Capital, hiswork isaserious holistic effort tofill agap in politica economy.

Samir Aminin Accumulation on a Wor|d Scale combined theory with history on
aholisticlevel. Heargued that accumulation or expanded reproductionis essentid to the
capitalist mode of production aswell asto the socialist mode of production, but not to
pre-capitaist modes of production. Heinsisted that analysisincorporate capitaist modes
in combination with pre-capitalist modes. In fact, al modes and formations of the
contemporary world reflect accumulation on aworld scale. Primitive accumulation does
not belong to prehistory of capitalism but is contemporary aswell. Capitdist and socidist
world markets are not distinguishable, for thereis only one, theworld capitalist market,
inwhich socialist countries marginally participate. Furthermore, capitalismisaworld
system, not amixture of national capitalisms.

Other ambitious attemptsto provide ahalistic overview of palitical economy include
Perry Anderson’s Passages from Antiquity to Feudalism and Lineages of the Absolute
State; in them Anderson delved into questions relevant to feudalism and capitalism as
Europe emerged from the MiddleAges. Immanuel Wallersteinin The Modern World-
System dated the modern world system from the sixteenth century but saw four periods
initsevolution: origins (1450-1640), M ercantile consolidation (1640-1815), industrial
expansion (1815-1917), and the contemporary capitdist world (191 7—present). Walerstein
elaborated and refined Andre Gunder Frank’s theory of capitalist development of
underdevel opment and emphasised market relations. Robert Brenner took both thinkers
totask for locating their andlysis of the origins of capitalism in market processesidentified
inthework of Adam Smith.

Four thinkers-Mandel, Amin, Anderson, and Wallertein-among others have
rekindled an interest in the history of political economy. However imperfect their work
may be, it orients ustoward old and new questions neglected by some of the contemporary
work ineconomicsand palitical science. All four drew heavily onfoundation of Marxist
thought. Their work also helpsto transcend some of the problems found in many theories
of development and underdevelopment. Underdevelopment cannot be understood in
isolation from devel opment. Both devel opment and underdevelopment are unified and
integrated into theworld capitdist system accumulation

4.3.1 Structuralist

Thefundamental thesis of this structuralist perspectiveisthat the functionsof the state
are broadly determined by the structures of the society rather than by the people who
occupy positions of state power. Oppositeto instrumentalism, those who advocate the
structuralist perspective examine the constraints and contradictions of capitalismwithin
the structure in which the state is embedded. This structure, rather than astruggle by
individuals, classes, and thelike, is of central concern. Althusser provided afoundation
and Nicos Poulantzas elaborated apolitical side of this structuralism. He argued that the
bourgeoisieis unable as aclassto dominate the state, that the stateitself organises and
unifiestheinterest of thisclass. Theeconomic side of astructuralist gpproachisexemplified
by the work of Paul Baran and Paul Sweezy. They stressed the activity of the state in
resolving economic contradictions and averting crises related to monopoly capitalism.
Criticsof the structurdist perspective arguethat it cannot explain class action that arises
from class consciousness.



Theoriginsof structuraism havebeentraced to Marx and the French anthropol ogist
Claude, Levi-Strauss. Withinthe structural school political and economic currentsare
evident. Political structuralist likeAlthusser and Poulantzas focus on state mechanism of
repression and ecology and the way they provide and ordered structure of capitalism.
Thispoalitical structuralism contrast with the economic structuralist approach, examples
of whicharefound inthewritingsof Paul Baran, Sweezy and O’ Connor. In edition there
istheeffort to develop aclass analysis of world economy introduced by Wallerstein.

Structural Marxism arosein oppositionto the humanistic Marxism that dominated
many western universities during the 1970s. In contrast to Humanistic Marxism, Althusser
stressed that M arxism was ascience that examined objective structures, and he believed
that humanistic, historistic and phenomenological Marxism, whichwasbased onMarx’s
early works, was caught ina‘ pre-scientific humanisticideology’ .

Toward themiddle of the 1970s and throughout the 1980s, M arxist theoristsbegan
todevdop structurdist Marxist accountsof the state, law, and crime. Structuralist Marxism
disputesthe instrumentalist view that the state can be viewed asthedirect servant of the
capitdist or ruling class. Whereas the instrumentaist position arguesthat theinstitutions
of the state are under the direct control of those members of the capitalist class in
positionsof state power, the structuralist perspectivetakesthe position that theinstitutions
of the state must function in such away asto ensure ongoing viability of capitalism more
generally. Another way that Marxists put this is that the institutions of the state must
function so as to reproduce capitalist society asawhole.

Structurdistsview the stateinacapitaist mode of production astaking aspecificdly
capitalist form, not because particular individualsare in powerful positions, but because
the state reproduces the logic of capitalist structureinits economic, lega, and political
institutions. Hence, from astructuralist perspective onewould argue that the ingtitutions
of the state (including itslegal institutions) function in the long-term interests of capital
and capitaism, rather than inthe short term interests of members of the capitalist class.
Structurdistswould thus argue that the state and its institutions have a certain degree of
independence from specific elitesin the ruling or capitalist class.

Inan essay on structure and the contradictions of Capitalism analysed in Marx,
Maurice Godelier outlined the proximity of structuraismand Marxism. Marx, heclamed,
described socid lifeintermsof structure by referenceto infrastructure and super structure.
Marx aso offered ascientific understanding of the capitalist system by discovering ‘ the
internal structures hidden behinditsvisiblefunctioning’. Godelier believed that Marx
initiated the modern structuralist condition; he carefully distinguished thistradition from
the US and British belief in empirical social scienceinwhich astructure must bedirectly
visble.

Levi Strauss's work represents a significant theoretical contribution to
contemporary anthropol ogy and although it isnot Marxist it has been incorporated intoa
Marxist modd. Jonathan Friedman analysed similaritiesin the thought of Marx and Levi
Strauss and concluded that although work such as Levi Strauss's Les Sructures
Elementaries de la Parente and Marx Capital are different, ‘they both attempt to
exploreredlity interms of what are conceived of as fundamental underlying relations’.

The concept of political structuralismisfound intheworks of Gramsci, Althusser
and Poulantzas. Gramsci’s main ideas are found in his book Prison Notebook and
S ections from Political Writings (1910-1920). Gramsci’s note on the state provides
onebasisfor structurdist thought and hasinfluenced Althusser and Poulantzas. Gramsci
directed ustoward aMarxist theory of palitics. His emphasis on hegemony or dominance
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of some social group or class in power has promoted some critics to suggest he was
advocating reformist interpretations or undia ectically separating politics from economics.
Gramsci tended to utilize categories of analysis, for example, in distinguishing between
stateand civil society, asdid Hegel and Marx, inhisearly work. Gramsci’s conception of
stateisvaried, however, Crises occur inthe hegemony of theruling class becauseit fails
in some political undertaking and the masses become discontented and actively resistant.
Such acrisis of hegemony is a crisis of authority or crisis of the state. Under such
conditions aruling class may seize control and retain power by crushing its adversaries.
Gramsci examined this activity intermsof the experiences of Italy and other nationsin
Europe. He seemed to be agreeing with the structuralist position that the activities of the
state are determined by the structures of society rather than by persons in positions of
state power.

Thefact that the state or government, conceived as an autonomous force, should
reflect back its prestige upon the class uponwhichit is based, is of the greatest practical
and theoretical importance, and deservesto be analysed fully if onewantsamoreredistic
concept of the stateitself . . . It can, it seems, beincorporated into the function of elites
on vanguards, i.e. of parties, in relation to the class which they represent. This class,
often, as an economic fact . . . might not enjoy any intellectual or moral prestige, i.e.
might beincapable of establishing its hegemony, hence of founding astate.

There are scattered references to Gramsci on the work of French structuralist
LouisAlthusser. For example, in For Marx (1970), Althusser commented, * Thejottings
and developments in his Prison Notebooks touch on al the basic problems of Italian
and European history: economic, social, political and cultural. There are also some
completely origina and in some cases general insightsinto the problem, basic today, of
superstructure. Also, asawayswith true discoveries, there are new concepts, for example,
hegemony; aremarkable example of atheoretica solutionsin outlineto the problem of
theinterpretation of the economic and political’ . Althusser’s mgjor worksin English, in
addition to For Marx, include Reading capital, Lenin and philosophy and Other
Essays (1971), and Politics and History: Montesgque, Rousseau, Hegel and Marx
(1972). Althusser’s thought was shaped by an attack on Marxist humanists and by an
effort to sharply distinguish thehumanistideasinMarx’ s early writing from the structuralist
formations found in the later writings. Marx poster (1974) characterised Althusser’s
structuralism as ‘an escape from ideology into science’, and ‘a theoretically more
sophisticated Marxism that could analyse various segments of society without reducing
them all to the economy’.

Inhisessay onideology and the state, Althusser sketched Marx representation of
thestructure of every society intermsof levels: infrastructure or economic base composed
of productive forces and relations of production, on the one hand, and superstructure
composed of political-legal andideological aspects, onthe other hand. Althusser referred
to this representation as a representation as a spatial metaphor, that is, it remains
descriptive, and he set forth adifferent formulations. Following Marx he conceived of
the state as arepressive apparatus that permitsthe ruling classesto dominate over and
exploit theworking class. This gpparatusinclude the bureaucracy palice, courts, prisons
and the army, which intervenesintimes of crisis. The state then isaforceof repression
and intervention that shieldsthe bourgeoisieand itsdliesinthe class struggle against the
proletariat. Indeed the whole of the political class struggle revolves around the state.
The objective of the class struggle concerns state power, for the proletariat must seize
state power, destroy the bourgeois state apparatus, replace it with a proletarian state
apparatus, and then inthe end destroy the state itself.



Althusser thus distinguished between state power and repressive state apparatus,
and heidentified the structural elements of this state apparatus. In conjunctionwiththe
repressive state apparatus he aluded to a plurality of ideological state apparatuses,
which gppear to the observer intheform of distinct and specialised ingtitutions, including
the religious system of churches, schools, family, political parties, trade unions,
communications and cultural enterprises. Theseideological state apparatuses, which
arepublic. Theformer function predominantly by ideology; the letter, by violence. Such
diversity should not distinguish the real unity of the ruling class, which hold state power
and may utilize both the repressive and ideol ogical state apparatuses. These conditions
ensurethe reproduction of relations of production through historical periods.

Nicos Poulantzas el aborated an Althusserian struturalist model of the state and
class. In line with the French structuralist perspective, Poulantzas believed that the
structures of society rather than influential people generally determine the functions of
thestate. He examined the structure of classin society in order to identify the contradictions
in the economy and to analyse how the state attempts to mitigate or eliminate those
contradictions. Poulantzas' theory of the capitalist state wasintroduced in his Political
Power and Social Classes (1973). Other contributions include his Fascism and
Dictatorship (1974) and Classes in Contemporary Capitalism (1975). Although
Poulantzas' writings have been received with interest if not acclaim, it is clear that
English and U.S. critics recognise their contribution to a Marxist theory of politics,
especially in conceptualisations of state, class, and power. Hiswork, however, suffers
from an abundance of formal terminology, abstraction, and failure to elucidate and
explicate many terms. Thewriting isobscure and often reluctant. Despitetheselimitations,
someessential aspects of histhought are summarised below.

In Political Power and Social Classes, Poulantzas offered atheory that relates
to the functions of the capitalist state and to the impact of the state on the capitalist and
working classes. The state functionsin several waysto reproduce the capitalist society
asawhale. The state maintains cohesion and equilibrium on behaf of the politicd interests
of dominant class. The state characterises al social relations as competitive so that
workers and capitalist owners appear to be free and equal, thereby isolating them as
individuals and obscuring their divisioninto classes. Second, the state attemptsto represent
itself on behalf of the ‘unity’ of the mass of isolated individuals as if a class struggle
could not exist. Third, the state functionsto alow classes to organisetheir own parties,
which left to themselves promoteinterna contradiction and fractionalisations, resulting
in struggles with in the working class and disunity within the bourgeoisie so that it is
unableto riseto hegemonic domination as aunited class. Thusthe structure of the state
permits the working class to organise and place demands on the state in ways that may
conflict with the economic interests of the dominant classes. Thisdemonstratesthat the
stateis not simply theinstrument of the dominating classes. Instead the state through its
relative autonomy is able to ensure the stability of theinterests of the dominating capitalist
classes. The state structures stands above the special interests of individual capitalists
and capitalist classfractions.

Inhis Classesin Contempor ary Capitalism, Poulantzas systematically examined
classesin capitalist society. Thiswork has been digested by Erik Olin Wright (1976),
whoidentified three basic premises. First, classes are defined interms of class practices
asreflected inantagonistic socid relations, division of [abour, these positions representing
the structured determination of class. Third, classesare structured at economic, politica
and ideological levels. Poulantzas argued that anew petty bourgeoisie of white-collar
employees, technicians, and civil servants has arisen asthe traditional petty bourgeoisie
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of artisans and small shopkeepers has declined. He analysed therelationship of thisnew
petty bourgeoisietotheworking class, distinguishing between productive and unproductive
labour. He also looked at the economic ownership and control that the bourgeoisie has
over the means of production. Wright attacked thisdistinction between this productive
and unproductivelabour and argued further that Poulantzas' use of political and ideological
criteriaunderminesthe primacy of economic relationsin determining class position. He
also questioned Poulantzas' insistencethat thetraditiona and new petty bourgeciseare
of the same class.

Other criticisms of Poulantzas abound. Although acknowledging that Althusser
and Poulantzas seek to rescue Marxism from empiricists, idealist, and historicist
tendencies, Dae Johnson (1978) concluded that structuralism‘ isserioudy pressed interest
inthe’ Weberian-sounding conception of thethree-dimensional sort of new middleclass.
Finally, heindicated structuralism for its static formalism of functionalism in which the
Marxist concept of reproduction becomes transformed into an almost parsonian
preoccupationwith ‘ system maintenance’ . Gold, Lo, and Wright (1975) were concerned
with thefailure of Poulantzasto explain the social mechanisms that guarantee that the
state will function autonomously to protect the interests of the dominant class. Amy
Bridges argued that Poulantzas was anti-materialist, anti-humanist, a historical, and
decriptivein hisview of thestateasadua structurethat isboth cohesiveand transforming.
Ernesto L aclau condemned Poulantzasfor theoreticism and formaism, whichresultina
neglect of concrete analysis. In admitting the validity of some of these criticisms,
Poulantzasretorted with his own criticism and self-criticism. Inthis process herebutted
Miliband’s charges and argued that the debate between them was based on false
midleading premises.

Ina 1971 paper for Socialist Register, Polish philosopher Leszek K olakowski
undertook adetailed critique of structura Marxism, arguing that the concept was serioudy
flawed onthree main points:

‘I will arguethat thewhole of Althusser’ stheory is made up of thefollowing dements:
1. common sense banalities expressed with the help of unnecessarily complicated
neologisms; 2. traditional Marxist conceptsthat are vague and ambiguousin Marx

himself (or in Engels) and which remain, after Althusser’s explanation, exactly as
vague and ambiguous asthey were before; 3. somestriking historical inexactitudes'.

Kolakowski further argued that, despite Althusser’s claims of scientific rigor,
structura Marxism was unfalsifiable and thus unscientific, and was best understood as
aquasi-religiousideology. In 1980, sociologist Axel van der Berg described Kolakowski's
critiqueas‘ devastating’, proving that * Althusser retainsthe orthodox radica rhetoric by
simply severing all connectionswith verifiablefacts'.

4.3.2 The New Sructuralism

Some scholars prefer not to be labelled with the theoretical legacy of structuralism.
Nevertheless, thediscourse and theoretical categories of structuraism (socid formation,
modes of production, and over determination, to name just a few) are pervasive in
contemporary Marxian literature. The new structural Marxism embodies diverse and
often contradictory theories and strivesto transcend the limitations of rigid theoretical
formulations, reductionism, and intransigent policy, yet it incorporates and explicitly
structural framework. In their Knowedge and Class, Stephen Resnick and Richard
Wolff illustrated these concerns. In their 1982 review of Marx’s theory of class they
emphasized the class process of extracting surpluslabour through different formsranging



from primitive communist, ancient, feudal, slave, and capitalist and they distinguished
between fundamental classes and subsumed classes. They identified examples of
subsumed classes in Marx’s writings—merchants, money lenders, and supervisory
managers of joint—stock companies—and delineated Marx’s explanation of how these
classes produced neither value nor surplusvalue; thisanalysisled them to adistinction of
productive and unproductive labour. Drawing from Althusser and Marx, Resnick and
Wolff employed theterm over determination to suggest that: each processhasno existence
other than asthe site of the converging influences exerted by al the other socia processed.
Of each processit can be said that all the other process that combineto over determine
it areits conditions of existence. . . the class processis acondition of existence of each
and every other social process.

4.3.3 Economic Sructuralism

In The Theory of Capitalist Devel opment Paul Sweezy distinguished between atheory
of class mediation and atheory of class domination. Liberal theorists advocate aclass-
mediation conception of the state, which assumesthe existence of acertain class structure
and recognises the state as the mediator of conflicting interests of various classes.
Marxist theorists employ aclass-domination conception of the state. Asthe instrument
of theruling classesthe state maintains and guarantees agiven set of property relations
and enforces and ensures the stability of the state itself. In this view the state is and
economic instrument within capitalism. Specifically the state may act to solve particular
crises of capitalism, it may be used on behalf of theinterests of the bourgeoisie, and it
may serve to blunt class antagonisms and revolution by providing concessions to the
working class. Sweezy, whaose criticism of power-structure research alluded to Marxist
theory, which had largely been ignored. His perspective of the state as an economic
instrument of the ruling classes also accounted for the constraints of bourgeois democracy.
Democracy, he argued, brings the contradictions and conflicts of capitalist society into
the open so that capitalists may not freely use the state in their own interests.

This perception of state response to economic contradictions also reflectsaview
of economic structuralism. In this view political influences on economic policy are
considered to be of secondary importance. In Monopoly Capital, Sweezy and Baran
combined instrumentalist and structuralist analysis. Baran and Sweezy focused on how
the state facilitates the process of surplus absorption. The state acts to avert crises of
monopoly capitalism, there by guaranteeing absorption of surplus.

James O’ Connor in The Fiscal Crisis of the Sate, expanded on this view by
arguing that the stateisacomplex structure of authority relations and itself to possesses
some autonomy. O’ Connor did not seethe state as merely aninstrument for theruling
class or even specific segments of that class. O’ Connor argued that the state does not
produce but instead appropriates surplus to enhance the conditions requisite for capital
accumulation. The state shapes the conditionsfor monopoly and competitive capitalism.
Althoughthemonopoly sector constantly reproduces asthe conditionsfor the competitive
sector, competitive capitalism occupiesasubordinateroleto monopoly capitalism, which
isthedriving forceinthe productive process.

Somewheét related to economic structuralismisthework of Immanuel Wallerstein
onclassinthecapitdist world economy. Hisargument runsasfollows. Classisaconcept
historically linked to the capitalist world economy or the modern world system. This
world system consists of three basic el ements: asingle market, aseries of state structures
or nations that affect theworkings of the market, and three levels (core, semi periphery,
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and periphery) inan exploitative process involving the appropriation of surpluslabour.
Class struggle emanates from the relationship among these levels. Those ontop dways
seek to ensurethe existence of threetiersin order the better to preservetheir privilege,
whereas those on the bottom conversely seek to reduce the tree to two, the better to
destroy this same privilege. This fight over the existence of the middle tier goes on
continually, both in political terms and in terms of basic ideological constructs. Inthis
struggle classes areformed, consolidated, disintegrated, and reformulated as capitalism
evolves and develops. Thischanging struggleislocated inthe capitalist world economy.
Wallerstein expanded a conception of centre and periphery that originated with the
Argentine economist Raul Prebischand the UN Economic Commissionfor LatinAmerica
He came close to the formulations of the unequal development thesis of Samir Amin
who, however, attempted to give weight to productive process of capitalism aswell as
the market. Wallerstein also attempted to move beyond a conception of class within
nations, thereby escaping some of the problemsin aclass analysis of internal coloniaism,
such as advocated by Mexican political sociologist Pablo Gonzalez Casanova, or the
attention to national bourgeoisie found inwritings by Marxistsand non-Marxists alike.

Terence K. Hopkins clarified and elaborated on this formulation of classto the
capitalist world economy. He argued that Wallerstein provided atheory of the global
capitalist economy as a world system, not a theory of the development of national
economiesor of an international economy. Hopkins believed that with the evolution of
thisworld system there has been the establishment of an organised world capitalist class
in contrast to aliances among national bourgeoisies. A parallel development has been
theformation of aninternational movement of |abor through the organisation of aworldwide
labour market. The multinational corporations have proved effectivein organising this
world system along such classlines.

This imaginative yet somewhat ecletic theory of Wallerstein has been widely
criticised for its attention to market rather than to production as basis of andysing class
relations in the contemporary capitalist world. However, Wallerstein concern with
structure transcended national state boundaries and attempted to explore the roots of
the world capitalist economy. Wallerstin elaborated and recast dimensions of the
dependency theory and thus has influenced may mainstream social scientists to alter
their perspectives of development, state, and class.

4.3.4 Criticism of Sructuralist Theory

Infact both the structuralist and the instrumentalist perspectives are criticised interms
of systemicinputsand outputs. Instrumentalists tend to relate anaysisto contemporary
class activity rather than to historically known constraints of the system. Structuralist
tendsto downplay classactivity.

A major problem of structuralist theory isthat it doeslittleto explain classaction
arising from class consciousness, aconcern of Marx, especialy in hisearly works, and
of the critical school. Esping, Andersen, Friedland and Wright deplored alack of theory
that ties political inputs and constraints to outputs of state activity; neither structuralist
nor instrumentalist theory solvesthis problem. John Mollenkopf believed that structurdists
have offered useful critiques of instrumentalism, which studies of power structure
exemplify. At the sametime both economic and paliticd structuralism remainsinadequate.
First, economic structuralism limits the state to a superficial conception, to akind of
systemic checklist. It assigns solely economic, rather than political motivestothestatein
the face of substantial evidence to the contrary. It also projects an economistic



‘inevitability’ for crises which politics should not be able to alay, but somehow does.
Second, political instrumentalists such as Poulantzas focus on the ideological and
repressive institutions that sustain capitalism. This emphasis on the political aspects of
structuralism leads to what Miliband called structuralist ‘ abstractionism’ or ‘ super
determination’ . The state becomesan al pervasive palitical/ideological realm shorn of
institutional location, visible boundaries, or even palitical struggle. Thestructuralist work
tends to be highly abstract and oriented to conceptual schemes rather than theory. It
permits an understanding of the workings of the capitalist state and its agencies and
policies. It also alows for distinctions between class and group interests, athough
M olenkopf advocated work on atheory of class political action that would explainthe
aimsand actions of late capitalism.

4.4 NEO-MARXISTSVIEW ON DEVELOPEMENT

The devdopment of Neo-Marxism cameforth through severd palitical and socid problems
which traditional Marxist thought was unable to answer. Examplesto thiswere: Why
socidist and socia-democratic political parties did not band together against WWI, but
instead supported their own nations entrance into the Great War. Why athough the
timing seemed to beright for aworkersrevolutioninthewest, nolarge scalerevolutions
occurred. Also how at this time the rise of Fascism could occur in Europe. All these
guestionsled to internal problemswithin Marxist theory which caused renewed study
and reandysisof Marx’sworksto begin. Thereisnoforma Neo-Marxist organization
and seldom do people call themselves Neo-Marxists, so it is difficult to describe who
belongs to this movement. Also thereis no set definition asto what aNeo-Marxist is,
which makes grouping and categorizing thisideaeven moredifficult.

One idea that many ‘branches of Neo-Marxism share is the desire to move
away from the idea of a bloody revolution to one of a more peaceful nature, moving
away from the violence of thered revolutions of the past while keeping the revolutionary
message. Neo-Marxist concepts can aso follow an economic theory that attempts to
move away from thetraditional accusations of classwarfare and create new economic
theory models, such as Hans Jurgen Krahl did. Several important advances to Neo-
Marxism cameafter World War | from Georg L ukécs, Karl Korsch and Antonio Gramsci.
FromtheInstitute of Socid Researchfounded in 1923 at the University of Frankfurt am
Main, grew one of the most important schools of neo-Marxist interdisciplinary social
theory, The Frankfurt School. Itsfounders Max Horkheimer und Theodor W. Adorno
whose critical theories had great influence on Marxist theory especially after their exile
to New York after therise of National Socialismin 1933.

Neo-Marxists have given their own view on development. When it comes to
deciding appropriate path of development for the present day devel oping countries, Marxist
and New-Marxist writers have argued that capitalist path will not suit them. Thesituation
prevailing inthese countriesisbasically different from that where the Western countries
started their development. Thus Paul Baran (The Political Economy of Growth; 1957)
observed that the advanced capitalist countries of today had managed accumulation of
capital by exploiting their colonial territories. The present day developing countries have
no access to such resources. Capitalists of the developing countries are incapable of
developing theforces of production. Hence, capitalist path would hardly promote their

progress.
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In Capitalismand Underdevel opment in Latin America, 1967, Andre G. Frank
argued that nationd capitalism and the national bourgeoisie, unliketheir counterpartsin
England and the United States, cannot promote development in Latin America. Inthe
Western countries capitalism played adifferent role becauseit wasrooted inimperidism.
Frank advanced a centre-periphery mode to elucidatetherole of imperialism. Helikened
metropolis to centre and satellite to periphery. They are linked in such away that the
development of the centreleads to corresponding underdevelopment in the periphery.
Thisrelationship continued even when satdllites had gained politica independence. Frank
suggested that in order to stop underdevelopment of the new nations, they should be de-
linked from the capitalist economies. Walter Rodney in his book How Europe
Underdevel oped Africa, 1974 and B. Cumingsin The Origins of Development of the
Northeast Asian political Economy, 1984, confirmed Frank’s conclusionsinthe context
of Africaand Asiarespectively. Similarly, Samir Aminin his book Accumulation on a
World Scale : A Critique of the Theory of Underdevelopment, 1974 argued that the
industrialised countries and the less developed countries are integrated in a manner
which inhibits capitalism from performing itshistorical role of developing the productive
forcesinthe underdeve oped countries. Amin also confirmed Frank’s conclusionsinthe
context of Africa. Thus most Marxist and Neo-Marxist scholars have advanced
‘dependency theory’ in order to explain the phenomenon of underdevelopment. Ina
nutshell, the exponents of the dependency theory argued that third world countries had
remained underdeveloped because their social and economic development was being
conditioned by external forces. Historically, these countries had remained colonies of
the advanced capitalist nations; their looting and plunder by the metropolitan countries
was the initial cause of their underdevelopment. In fact, industrial growth of the first
world waslargely secured by the blatant exploitation of the material as well ashuman
resources of the present-day third world countries. After the liquidation of colonialism,
the advanced countries are continuing the process of exploitation of the third world
through * Unequd exchange' intheinternationa trade. Thisexplanation marksadeparture
from the conventional Marxist position which sought to explain the phenomenon of
domination and exploitationinterms of forces and relations of production. The principa
tenet of the neo-Marxist theory of underdevelopment isthat underdevelopment of third
world countriesis not astage on theroad to capitalism; it is acondition or symptom of
their domination by the capitalist world. Advanced industrial societies of theWest have
throughout been responsible for economic and political underdevelopment of thethird
work. Under the present day conditions underdevel oped societies are still economically
dependent on the export of primary products, various raw materials and agricultural
products. The markets for these products are controlled by the capitalist economies;
hence they are beyond the control of producing countries. Again, industriadly advanced
countries invest their capital in the former colonies and use them as suppliers of raw
materials and labour at throw-away prices and as potential markets for manufactured
goods at the market prices. Thus, the former metropolitan countries continue to reap
economic profits asearlier without incurring the palitical costsof coloniaism.

Theneo-Marxist views on development which isalso called Dependency Theory
isananswer to the problem of neo-colonia exploitation of third world countries. However,
answers must aso be found to other social, economic and political problems of these
countries. Developing nations will have to adopt a concerted approach for solving their
common problems. The developing countries can exemplify a blend of material and
spiritua vauesto solvethe globa problemsafflicting al humanity.



4.5 ANALYSISOF MODE OF PRODUCTION-KEY
DEBATE

What is specific about the* capitalist mode of production’ isthat most of theinputsand
outputs of production are supplied commercialy through the market (i.e. they are
commodities). This has the important consequence that the whole organization of the
production processis reshaped and reorganized in linewith the economic rationdity of
capitalism, whichis expressed in price relationshi ps between inputs and outputs (costs,
sdes, profits, incomes).That is, thewhole processis organized and reshaped in order to
conformto‘ commercia logic’ . Another way of saying thisisthat capital accumulation
becomesthedriving motivefor production.

In this context, Marx refers to a transition from the ‘formal consumption’ of
production under the power of capital tothe* real consumption’ of production under the
power of capital. Inwhat he callsthe ‘ specifically capitalist mode of production’, both
the technology worked with and the social organization of labour have been completely
refashioned and reshaped in acommercial (profit and market-oriented) way; the ‘old
ways of producing’ (for example, crafts and cottage industries) have been completely
displaced by modernindustrialism.

In general, capitalism as an economic system and mode of production can be
summarized by thefollowing:

e Capital accumulation: Production for profit and the need for producers to
accumulate capital in order to produce.

e Commodity production: Production for exchange on a market; to maximize
exchange-vaueinstead of use-value.

¢ Private ownership of the means of production (MoP): Ownership of the M oP by
aclass of capital owners, either individually, collectively (see: Corporation) or
through astate that servestheinterests of the capitalist class (see: State capitalism).

¢ Primacy of Wage labour: The dependence on wages or salaries by amajority of
the population who are coerced into work by the socia conditions fostered by
capitalism, and then exploited by the capitaist owners of themeans of production.

A ‘mode of production’ (in German: Produktionsweise) means simply ‘the
distinctive way of producing’, which could be defined in terms of how it is socially
organized and what kinds of technologies and tools are used. Under the capitalist mode
of production: (i) both theinputs and outputs of productionare mainly privately owned,
priced goods and services purchased in the market; (ii) production is carried out for
exchange and circulation in the market; (iii) the owners of the means of production
(capitdists) arethedominant class (bourgeoisie) who derivetheir incomefromthesurplus
product; (iv) A defining feature of capitalism is the dependency on wage-labour for a
large segment of the population; specifically, the working class (proletariat) do not own
capital and must live by selling their labour power in exchange for awage.

Marx was amaterialist who held that to understand any society we must examine
theway in whichit organises production. According to Marx, this depends ontwothings:
(&) Theforces of production-and, raw materials, technology, skillsand knowledge; and
(b) the socia relations of production—who controls the forces of production and how.
Marx argues that (a) and (b) are related—given a certain level of development of the
forces of production, only certainrelations of production arepossible. Itisalso possible
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for theforces and relations of production to comeinto conflict. Theforcesof production
may changeinsuchway that the relations of production beginto hold them back, stunting
their further development. Or, therelations of production may evolveto the point where
they becomeincomparablewith the existing forces of production.

The relations of production define the class structure of society. For most of
human history, societies have been sharply divided into different classes, with those at
the top controlling most of the wealth and those at the bottom doing most of the work
that producesthewealth. This exploitativerelationship isthe basis of social conflict. In
slave societies, slave holders control the wealth while slaves do the work. In feuda
societies, lordsdon’'t own peasants but they arelegally entitled to most of thewealth that
peasants produce. Despite the fact that under modern capitalism slavery isillegal and
therearenolonger laws determining the place of individualswithin societies, according
to Marx westill liveinaclass society in which capitalist (bourgeoisi€e) control most of
thewesalth and that workers (the proletariat) produce. Marx arguesthat capitalismis not
based on exchange between equals. To avoid poverty, workers areforced to sale their
labour power to capitalist. Capitalist will only buy it if they think they get can more out of
theworker that they receivesinwages. So, at root, just as are slave and feudal societies,
capitalismis based on exploitation. Moreover labourerswork is alienating rather than
rewarding.

Theforces and relations of production together make up the economic base of
society. According to Marx, the economic base shapestherest of society, particularly its
political and legal super structure. The class that has economic dominance aso has
dominance elsewhere. It controls the political state and uses its economic powers to
shape societiesmain ingtitutions and ideas—socid, legal, religious, philosophical, artistic
etc to support itsinterests, thus propagating an ideology that supports the status quo.
Marx condemns capitalism as an exploitative and dienaing system, but dso asanirrationd
one. While capitalism has created technologica wonders and greatly raisesthelevel of
production it has also created huge inequalities. In capitalist societies the economic
power of the bourgeoisie undermines genuine democracy.

InMarx’s critique of political economy, the capitalist mode of productionisthe
production system of capitalist societies, which began in Europe in the 16th century,
grew rapidly inWestern Europe from theend of the 18th century, and later extended to
most of theworld. It is characterised by: the predominance of private ownership of the
means of production and of labour power; distribution and exchangeinamainly market
economy; and capital accumulation.

At acertain stage of their development, the materia forces of production in society
comein conflict withtheexisting relations of production, or—what isbut lega expression
for the same thing—with the property relations within which they had been at work
before. From forms of development of the forces of productiontheserelationsturninto
their fetters, then comes the period of social revolution. With the change of the economic
foundation the entire immense superstructure is more or less rapidly transformed. In
considering such transformations the distinction should always be made between the
materia transformation of the economic conditions of productionwhich can be determined
with the precision of natural science, and the legal, political, religious, aesthetic or
philosophic—in short ideologica formsinwhich men become conscious of thisconflict
andfightitout . .. Nosocial order ever disappear before al the productive forces for
whichthereisroominit have been developed; and new higher relations of production
never gppear beforethe material conditions of their existence have matured inthewomb
of the old society.



The essential elements of Marx’s thinking that may be relevant to a critical
discussion of state theory are ruling class, super structure and structural base, reality
and ideology, material forcesand relations of production, aswell asmode of production
that have characterised epochs of history. The state exist alongside the ruling classand
managesits affairs. The structural base of found inthe material forces and relations of
production-the mode of production or the real foundation that determines divisionin
labour and class. The superstructure consists of the legal and political conceptions or
theories that envision society as it should be, not asit is; their ideals, abstracted from
concrete historical phenomena, but such ideals perpetuate the falseideology about the
world inwhich peoplelive.

Marx believed that economic change can transform the superstructure of ideology,
because human actions are dependent on changesin economic structurein transformations
affecting the dominant mode of production. Changefor Marx isareflection of dialectica
contradictionin the diverse socid forces emerging from conflict. Carl Mayer described
Marx’s notion of dialectic asfollows. First, the conflict isonly alatently and potentialy
present and hidden by a relative harmony of interests and then it becomes actual. It
continues to rise, finally reaching a point where it puts the existence of the society in
questionform.

Marx in his Introduction to the Critic of Political Economy demonstrates the
dialectica method. Marx refuted the prospective of those economists who tended to
treat for economic activities (production, distribution, exchange, and consumption) in
isolation from each other. He began by demonstrating that production and consumption
areoneand the sameand that is providesameans of bringing the other about. Production
isthus at the sametime consumption, and consumptionis at the same time production.
Eachis simultaneoudly its opposite. But anintermediary movement takes place between
the two at the same time. Production leads to consumption, for which it provides the
materia; consumption without production would have no object. But consumption also
leadsto production by providing for its products the subject for whomtheir products.

Thedialectic method stimulates a continuous reassessment of theories according
to new facts. It also promotes the search for anew fact and their interpretations according
to new theories. Accordingto Marx and Engels history is nothing but the succession of
the separate generations, isof which exploitsthemateria, the capital funds, the productive
forceshanded downtoit by all presiding generations. This conception of history depends
on our ability to expound the real process of production, starting out from the material
production of lifeitself, and to comprehend the form of intercourse connected with this
and created by this mode of production. . . asthe basisof all history.

Marx believed that in history human consciousnessis conditioned onthedidectica
interplay between human beings and material world. Accordingly, history isacontinuous
process of creating and satisfying human needs. Once needs are satisfied, new needs
arecreated. Marx analysed varioustypes of society, including those manifesting Asiatic,
ancient, and feudal modes of production in a capitalist society. His theory of capitalist
development isfound in Capital: ‘ The wealth of those societiesin which the capitalist
mode of production prevails, present itself asanimmense accumulation of commodities,
itsunit being asingle commodity’.

According to Marx a commodity is an object outside us that satisfies human
wants of some sort. Every commodity hasa‘usevalue' or utility aswell as* exchange
value' or thevalue of aproduct offered in exchange for other products. Marx related
both of thesevauesto labour inthe production of acommodity. Labour itself isviewed
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ascommodity and isexchanged onthe market. Theworker produce enoughto cover his
cost of subsistence, but whatever he produces over and beyond is surplusvalue. Surplus
valueisasource of profit and capital accumulation.

In Germanideology, Marx described theruling classasaforcethat rulesmaterialy
over production and intellectually over ideas. According to him, theideas of theruling
classarein every epochtherulingidess, i.e. the classwhichisthe ruling material force
of society, isat thesametimeitsruling intellectual force. The classwhich hasthe means
of material production at its disposal has control at the same time over the means of
mental production, so that there by, generally speaking, theideas of thosewho lack the
means of mentd production are subject toit. Theruling ideas are nothing more than the
ided expression of thedominant materia relationships, the dominant material relationships
grasped as ideas; hence of the relationships which make the one class the ruling one,
therefore, theideas of its dominance.

Marx never provided acompletedefinition of the capitaist mode of production as
ashort summary, although in his manuscripts he sometimes attempted one. In asense,
DasKapital asawholeprovideshis* definition’. Nevertheless, it ispassibleto summarise
theessentia defining characteristics of the capitalist mode of production asfollows:

e The means of production (or capital goods) and the means of consumption (or
consumer goods) are mainly produced for market sale; output is produced with
theintention of salein an open market; only through sale of output, canthe owner
of capital claim part of the surplus-product of human labour, and realize profits.
Equally, theinputs of production are supplied through the market, as commodities.
The prices of both inputs and outputs are mainly governed by the market laws of
supply and demand (and ultimately by thelaw of value). Inshort, acapitalist must
use money to fuel both the means of production and labour in order to make
commodities. These commodities are then sold to the market for a profit. The
profit once again becomes part of alarger amount of capital which the capitalist
reinveststo make more commodities and ultimately more and more capitd.

e Private ownership of the means of production (private enterprise) as effective
private control and/or legally enforced ownership, with the consequence that
investment and management decisions are made by private owners of capital
who act autonomously from each other and, because of business secrecy and the
constraints of competition, do not co-ordinate their activitiesaccording to collective,
conscious planning. Enterprises are ableto set their own output priceswithin the
framework of theforces of supply and demand manifested through the market,
and the development of production technology is guided by profitability criteria.

e Thecorallary of that iswage labour (employment) by the direct producers, who
are compelled to sell their labour power because they lack accessto alternative
means of subsistence (other than being self-employed or employers of [abour, if
only they could acquire sufficient funds) and can obtain means of consumption
only through market transactions. These wage earners are mostly ‘free’ in a
doublesense: they are‘ freed’ from ownership of productive assets, and they are
freeto choosetheir employer.

¢ Being carried out for market onthe basis of aproliferation of fragmented decision-
making processes by owners and managers of private capital, socia productionis
mediated by competition for asset-ownership, political or economic influence,
costs, sales, prices, and profits. Competition occurs between owners of capital



for profits, assets and markets; between owners of capital and workers over
wages and conditions; and between workers themselves over employment
opportunitiesand civil rights.

e The overall aim of capitalist production, under competitive pressure, is (a) to
maximise net profit income (or realise a net super profit) as much as possible,
through cutting production costs, increasing sales, and monopolisation of markets
and supply, (b) capital accumulation, to acquire productive and non-productive
assets, and (c) to privatize both the supply of goods and services and their
consumption. Thelarger portion of the surplus product of labour must usualy be
reinvested in production, since output growth and accumulation of capital mutualy
depend on each other.

¢ Out of preceding characteristics of the capitalist mode of production, the basic
class structure of thismode of production society emerges: aclass of ownersand
managers of private capital assetsinindustries and on the land, a class of wage
and salary earners, apermanent reserve army of labour consisting of unemployed
people, and variousintermediate classes such as the self-employed (small business
and farmers) and the‘ new middleclasses’ (educated or skilled professionalson
higher salaries).

¢ Thefinanceof thecapitalist stateis heavily dependent on levying taxes fromthe
population and on credit; that is, the capitalist state norma ly lacks any autonomous
economic basis (such as state-owned industries or landholdings) that would
guarantee sufficient incometo sustain state activities. The capitalist state defines
alegd framework for commerce, civil society and politics, which specifies public
and private rightsand duties, aswell aslegitimate property relations.

o Capitalist development, occurring on privateinitiativein asocially uncoordinated
and unplanned way, features periodic crises of over-production (or excess capacity).
Thismeansthat acritical fraction of output cannot be sold at all, or cannot be sold
at prices realising the previously ruling rate of profit. The other side of over-
production isthe over-accumulation of productive capital: more capitd isinvested
in production than can obtain anormal profit. The consequenceisarecession (a
reduced economic growth rate) or in severe cases, adepression (negative rea
growth, i.e. an absolute decline in output). As a corollary, mass unemployment
occurs. Inthe history of capitaist development since 1820, there have beenmore
than twenty of such crises; nowadays the under-utilisation of installed productive
capacity isapermanent characteristic of capitalist production (average capacity
utilisation rates nowadays normally range from about sixty percent to eighty five
percent).

In examining particular manifestations of the capitalist mode of production in
particular regions and epochs, it is of course possible to find exceptionsto these main
defining criteria. But the exceptions prove the rule, in the sense that over time, the
exceptional circumstancestend to disappear.

4.6 NATURE OF STATE-THEORY OF RELATIVE
AUTONOMY AND AUTHORITARIAN STATISM

A theory of stateand classwas never fully developed by Marx. Ra ph Miliband observed
that *aMarxist theory of palitics hasto be constructed or reconstructed from the mass
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of variegated and fragmented material which formsthe corpusof Marxism. Inorder to
explain the interrelationship between political and economic life Marx and Engels
distinguished state from society. They defined paliticsinterms of the power of the state,
the superstructurethat represents bourgeois class controlling production. According to
Marx, the separation of politics from economics is an ideological distortion because
politicsisanintegral part of politica economy. The primacy of economics congtitutesan
important and illuminating guideline, not an analytical straitjacket. Inthe origin of the
Family, Private Property and the state, Engels summed up Marx’s early writingson the
state and class and showed the significance of economic factors. In Sateand Revol ution,
Lenin argued that the state does not reconcile class conflict but ensures the oppression
of one class by another. He argued that state power should be destroyed by a violent
revolution. Class antagonisms cannot be resolved through peaceful reforms. He saw the
police and standing army as ‘instruments of state’ power. Theproletariat fightsthe state
until bourgeois democracy isreplaced by proletarian democracy. With the establishment
of clasdess society under communism, the state disappears altogether.

Contemporary scholarshave formed threetraditionsin Marxist thought regarding
therelationship of state and class. Onetraditionisknown asinstrumentalism. Marx had
said inthe communist manifesto that the state executive ' isbut acommitteefor managing
theaffairs of thewhole bourgeoisie . Lenin also madereferencesto instruments of state
power in hiswritings. Thusthe stateis regarded as an instrument of the dominant or
ruling class. Instrumentalism focuses on the class that rules and the ties and mechanisms
that link state policieswith ruling classinstruments. Instrumentalism has been criticised
for itsfailuretoriseabovethepluralist concernson socia and political groupingsrather
than on classes tied to the means of production. The instrumentalist interpretation of
state has been supported by Ral ph Miliband and William Domhoff.

Another perspectiveisrepresented by thestructuralist view of the state advocated
by French Marxists which has already been elaborated elsewhere. Nicos Poulantzas
elaborated apalitical side of thisstructuraism. Heargued that the bourgeoisieisunable
to act asaclassto dominate the state. The state itself organises and unifiestheinterest
of that class. Althusser is another advocate of structuralist perspective on state.

The economic perspective of structuralism has been emphasised by thewriters
like Paul Baran and Sweezy. They stressthe activity of the stateinresolving economic
contradictionsand averting crises. However structuralismis criticised asit cannot explain
class action arising from class consciousness. It is aso criticised that the structura
anadysistendstobestatic and tied to inputs and outputsrather than adynamic expression
of classstruggle.

Another perspective on state is called Critical perspective. It is derived from
Hegel and Marx. Themain advocate of the critical perspectiveisHerbert Marcuseand
others belonging to Frankfurt school. This schoal is seen as defender of Hegelian
reinterpretation of Marxism, very abstract and philosophical and unrelated to concrete
politics. In the 1960's, Marcuse emerged as aleader of the New Left movement and
exposed the mystification of the state and itsideology and inspired theAmerican youth
and studentsto rebel against the bourgeois state.

Different forms of state have different forms of autonomy. But all states enjoy
some autonomy or independence from all classes, including the dominant classes. The
relative autonomy of the state was mainly acknowledged by Marx and Engels in
connection withforms of state wherethe executive power dominated all other el ements
of the state system—for instance the absolutist state, or the Bonapartist or Bismarkian



state. Where Marx and Engels do acknowledge therelative autonomy of the state, they
tend to do so in terms which sometimes exaggerate the extent of that autonomy. L ater
Marxist political thought, on the contrary has usually had a strong bias towards the
underestimation of the states relative autonomy. Relative autonomy simply meansthe
degree of freedom which the state has in determining hub best to servewhat thosewho
hold power conceiveto be* nationa interest’, inwhichinfact involvesthe service of the
interest of theruling class.

More fundamentally authoritarian statism is bound up with the periodisation of
capitalisminto distinct stages and phases. It seemsto correspond to the current phase of
imperialism and monopoly capitalism in the dominant countries, in the ways that the
liberal state referred to the competitive stage of capitalism and the various forms of
interventionist stateto the previous phases of monopoly capitalism. Authoritarian statism
isthus dependent upon those structural modificationsin therelations of production and
the processes and social division of labour which characterisethe present phase at both
the world and national levels. While the economic role of the state, whichisinseparable
fromitspolitical content, hasto constitutethe guiding thread of an analysis of authoritarian
statism, it isvery far from providing asufficient explanation. Authoritarian statism hinges
upon those transformationsin social classes, political strugglesand therelationship of
forces which mark the present phase at both the world and nationa levels.

Esping Andersen, Friedland and Wright interconnect among class struggle, state
structures, and state policies. They examined ways in which the class struggle shapes
the structure of the state and the ways in which the structure of the state shapes the
claw struggle. They also looked at how the policies of the state shape and are shaped by
demandsraised intheclassstruggle. Specifically, they drew upon theory implicitinthe
work of Claus Offe and James O’ Connor.

Offe examined the structure of authority inliberal capitalist societiesand argued
that paliticd institutions should be analysed in classterms. First, the bourgeoisie usesits
ideology to align state policy withitsown interestsinforeign affairs, finance, and socia
areas. Second, action of the state is limited to maintaining public order through the
military, courts, and police, thus creating conditionsfor private capital accumulation. In
the advanced or late capitalist society, however an dl-pervasive system of mechanisms
for state intervention has been established. In contrast to liberal capitalist societiesin
which the bourgeois state limits authority, late capitalist societies are regulated and
sustained by permanent palitical intervention. Thusthe state may assumeresponsibility
for managing crisesin the economy. Offe contended that the establishment of awelfare
state implies support of the lower classes, but in fact it allows corporate business to
derive far greater benefits. At the same time the state remains independent of direct
class controls. Esping Andersen et al. believed that Offe’s conception of autonomy and
stateinterventioninto crisis situations leads him to ignore the extent to which classes are
differentially able to shape the state machinery and voice specific demands for state
action.

James O’ Connor’s The Fiscal Crisis of the Sate deals with the relation of the
interna structure of the state to contradictions in the accumulation process. He also
anaysed therelationship between the dass struggle and theinterna structure. In particular,
helooked at how the class struggle limits the state' s ability to rationalise capitalism and
how state structures serve as barriersto the challenge of theworking class. Thetheory
implicitin Offeand O’ Connor led Esping Andersen et al. to four propositions asto how
state structures are shaped by class struggle. First, they saw state structures as the
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outcome of class struggle, not simply as mechanisms conceived and maintained for the
reproduction of capita and the repression of theworking class. Second, these structures
mediate, on the one hand, demands to the state from the ruling class and, on the other,
state policies that constrain the class struggle. Third, the capitalist class shapes these
structures with the objective of limiting the state to intervention compatible with the
needs of capital accumulation and of politically neutralising the demands of theworking
class. Fourth, these structures areinevitably contradictory and never totally neutralise
the class struggle and incorporate theworking classinto an apolitical state.

Esping Andersen et al. also examined how the forms and direction of the class
struggle are shaped by the state. They began with atypology of the political classstruggle,
which incorporates aspects of the production processes and circulation between
commodities. They also considered the ‘class content’ ‘transformations’ and
“contradictions’ of thepolitical class struggle. Inacritical response to Esping Andersen
et a., the Capital Capitalist sate Group reaffirmed the significance of according the
class struggle a central placein the historical processthat shapes the state. However,
they found fault with the methodology, especially thetypology, used by Esping Andersen
at a: *While thought provoking, their typology appears to be static and undialectical,
reproducing someof themethodologica shortcomings of bourgeoissocid science' . Despite
thisreservation Esping Andersen et al pioneered theintegration of classstruggleinto the
analysis of the state. Clearly effort in this direction is needed in an attempt to transcend
the various schools of theory on state and class and to find both a useful theory and a
useful analysis.

4.7 SUMMARY
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e Marx for thefirst time provided ascientific analysis of sociaism.

¢ All earlier socialists according to Marx were utopian sociaists. He analysed the
human history scientifically through the use of adialectic method.

e Palitical economy isastudy of interconnections between economics and palitics.

¢ AccordingtoMarx, political economy isessentidly anideology and he attempted
to transcend ideology by questioning bourgeois palitical economy.

¢ The state appears because the antagonistic classes appear: these classes appear
because the private ownership of means of production appears.

e The stateistheresult of the class society and came at a definite stage of social
development. The state means public power, thelegal right to useforce.

e Marx projectsthe state asaclassinstitution. He related his conception of stateto
theprevaent mode of production. Withachangeinthe mode of production, Marx
says the character of the stateis also changed.

e According to Marx, it is on the economic base that politics has superstructure
exists.

e TheNeo-Marxist viewsthe concept of development through aprism of dependency
perspective. The concept of dependency has been widely used in comparative
analysisof thethird world systems particularly in LatinAmerica.

¢ According tothis perspective the underdevelopment of the backward areasisthe
product of the same historical process of capitalist development that saved the
development of the progressive areas.



e Thestructuralist perspective advocated it is the structure which determines the Marxist View of Science and
functions of the state. There are two aspect of structuralism: political and Marxist Approach
€conomic.

¢ While Poulantzas argued that the bourgeoisieisunableto act asaclassto dominate
the state and the state itself organizes and unifiesthe interest of that class.

¢ The economic perspective of structuralism has been emphasized by the writers
like Paul Baran and Sweezy. They stress the activity of the state in resolving
economic contradictions and averting crises.

¢ Regarding therelative autonomy of the state, Marx and Engels observed that all
other elements of the state system are dominated by the executive power.

e TheMarxist perspective observesthat authoritarian statismisafeaturewhichis
associated withimperialism and monopoly capitalism. They assert that authoritarian
statismisunfolded with the growth of capitalisminto distinct stages and phases.

NOTES

48 KEY TERMS

e Political economy: A disciplineof socid sciencedealing withtheinterrelationship
of political and economic processes

¢ Marxism: Thepalitica and economictheoriesof Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels,
later developed by their followerstoform thebasis for the theory and practice of
communism

¢ Neo-Marxism: Relating to forms of political philosophy which arise from the
adaptation of Marxist thought to accommodate or confront modern issues such
as the global economy, the capitalist welfare state, and the stability of liberal
democracies

49 ANSWERS TO ‘CHECK YOUR PROGRESS

1. Themost notable books published by Karl Marx are: The Communist Manifesto
(1848) and Capital (1867—-1894).

2. Marx sought a clear and direct view, a materialist view of the world and, in
particular, itsdevelopmental processthrough historical process. His perspective
of development was tried to his understanding of dialectical and historical
materidism.

3. Webster’s dictionary identifies political economy in the eighteenth century asa
field of Government concerned with directing policies toward the enhancement
of Government and community wealth.

4. Dialecticsisan approach that focuses on relation and change, and triesto avoid
seeing the universe as composed of separate objects, each with essentially stable
unchanging characteristics.

5. Thedevelopment of Neo-M arxism cameforth through severa political and socia
problems which traditional M arxist thought was unableto answer.

6. The principal tenet of the neo-Marxist theory of underdevelopment is that
underdevelopment of third world countriesis not astage on the road to capitalism;
itisacondition or symptom of their domination by the capitalist world.
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10.

The specificity about the* capitalist mode of production’ isthat maost of theinputs
and outputs of production are supplied commercially through the market (i.e.,
they are commodities).

Marx condemns capitalism as an exploitative and alienating system, but also as
anirraional one.

Structuralism has been criticized by writerslike Paul Baran and Sweezy because
it cannot explain class action arising from class consciousness. It isalso criticized
that the structural analysistendsto be static and tied to inputs and outputs rather
than adynamic expression of class struggle.

Relative autonomy simply means the degree of freedom which the state hasin
determining hub best to servewhat thosewho hold power conceiveto be‘ nationa
interest’, inwhichinfact involvesthe service of theinterest of theruling class.

4.10 QUESTIONS AND EXERCISES

Short-Answer Questions

1
2.

3.
4.

5.

What wasMarx’ smaterialistic view?

How did the definition of political economy change from the 18th to the 19th
century?

What arethe criticisms associated with the structuralist theory?

List afew pointsto summarize capitalism as an economic system and mode of
production.

What isthe overall aim of capitalist production?

Long-Answer Questions

1
2.
3.
4.
5.

Doyou think Marx’s method is scientific? Give argument for your answer.
Criticaly examinethe political economy approach.

Explainthe Neo-Marxistsview of development.

Write acritical analysis on the concept of mode of production.

Write anote on the nature of the state.
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