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ON THE POSSIBILITY AND DESIRABILITY OF A THEORY OF MODERNIZATION

Int r o duct ioi i .
•

"M odernization" used to be a word I  had some lik in g  fo r . When I  f i r s t  
started  thinking and w r it in g  about the processes o f change in Japan in  the 
la s t century I  had need o f i t .  I t  was s t i l l  fashionable to describe these 
changes a3 "w estern iza tion ” , a word which unacceptably re in fo rced  B rit ish  
stereotypes o f the Japaneses as "mere im ita to rs " , and was c le a r ly  inappo
s ite  as a descrip tion  o f the development o f Japanese ag r icu ltu re , o f the 
transformation o f tra d it io n a l Confucian m ora lity  in to  a national Japanese 
id eo logy , or o f a hundred and one other changes which had taken place since 
1870. " In d u s tr ia liz a t io n "  was c le a r ly  not an adequate a lte rn a tiv e . I t  
would have to be stretched too unnaturally to cover such things as the 
creation  o f a now ju d ic ia l system and the ra t io n a liza t io n  o f  government 
adm inistration which were w e ll under way before there were more than a 
hundred fa c to r ie s  in  Japan. "M odernization" seemed the best choice, a 
usefu l and sensib le way o f summarily re fe r r in g  to the whole complex o f  what 
had happened or what had been done. And I  saw no need then to make the 
d is t in c tio n  -  whiHi now does seem to  me important -  between what had hap
pened and what had been done.

My disenchantment w ith the v irtu es  o f th is usefu l word began to set in 
in 1960 when I  attended a conference at which scholars from Japan and the 
United States met to discuss the pattern o f Japanese m odern ization .(1 ) As 
an old fashioned p o s it iv is t  who takes a s t r ic t ly  nom inalist view o f the 
nature o f s c ie n t i f ic  concepts, much o f the discussion which concentrated 
on the nature o f the modernization process made me very uneasy. At the 
extreme were the r e i f i e r s  who ta lked as i f  "m odernization" was somehow an 
ac tive  " fo r c e " ,  somehow rea l and "out th ere ", working i t s e l f  out in 
s im ila r though varying ways in d if fe r e n t  s o c ie t ie s . Only s l ig h t ly  less 
ob jectionab le  were the e s s en t ia lis ts  who started  from the assumption that 
modernization fo r  a soc ie ty  was as " r e a l"  a process as, say, increasing 
s e n i l i t y  fo r  human beings, and involved  the conference in what seemed to 
me po in tless  discussions concerning what was the "essence" o f th is process -  
whether i t  could be properly characterised as "in creas in g  r a t io n a lit y " ,  or 
as "s tru c tu ra l d i f fe r e n t ia t io n " ,  or as "in d iv id u a tion " or whatever.

C learly  a nom inalist approach was not ruled out. At the simple des
c r ip t iv e  le v e l one might conceive o f the p o s s ib i l i t y  o f studying the 
h is to ry  o f  a number o f d if fe r e n t  countries and a rr iv in g  at a coramon-denominator 
d e fin it io n  o f modernization through observation o f s im ila r it ie s  (in  the 
way, say, that b io lo g is ts  and bo tan is ts , from observation o f hens and human 
beings, crocod iles  and fru it  tre e s , a rr ive  at a concept o f " f e r t i l i z a t i o n " ) .
One might go further and take apart the causal re la tion s  w ith in  the process 
o f analysing the co rre la tion  between changes in d if fe r e n t  spheres w ith in  
so c ie t ie s  (e .g . "the spread o f cost accounting is  always roughly simultaneous 
w ith  the spread o f formal tra in ing  requirements for the ord ination  o f p r ie s ts " )  
and thus a rr iv e  at some explanation o f the process o f change in terms o f a 
common fa c to r  lik e  increasing r a t io n a lity ,  which might be le g it im a te ly  des
cribed as a cause o f these changes -  much as psychologists in fd r  from the 
co rre la tion s  between in d iv id u a l’ s scores on a scries  o f tes ts  o f memory, 
verba l s k i l l ,  a rithm etica l s k i l l ,  e t c . ,  that certa in  meural processes must 
be involved  in a l l  these a c t iv i t i e s ,  ti> qu a lity  o f  which can be ca lled  
" in t e l l ig e n c e " .  But, I  was too impr s : by the rich  concrete va r ie ty  o f 
h is to r ic a l experiences o f  d if fe r e n t  na ions-in  the la s t  few cen tu ries, and 
too impressed by the obvious fa c t the . makes an extraord inary d iffe ren ce  
at what point in world h is to ry  you bo n to introduce cost accounting (whether

1. This conference 5a described in J.U. H a ll ’ s f i r s t  chapter in K.3. Jansen, ed.
Chancing Japanese attitudes J -g ’ai 1 nodonUant;ion, Princeton U .P ., 1965.
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it. is  sevcraJL centuries before anyone has ever heard o f democracy, trade 
unions, spacecraft, or United Nations experts, or whether i t  is  w e ll a fte r  
these things have become fam ilia r ) to think that such exercises would be 
worthwhile. I t  is  not that. I  am against comparative socio logy. On the 
contrary I b e lieve  that a l l  science involves comparisons and there are 
many useful end in teresting  problems that can only be tackled by comparing 
national units. But i t  did seem to me (a ) s tra te g ica lly  unwise to focus 
comparisons on the attempt to elucidate such a global trend as "moderni
zation ’1, and (b) quite ille g itm a te  to try to do sc ignoring the absolute 
tima-scale o f world h istory. (Even the physio logica l processes c f s e n il ity  
arc doubtless d iffe ren t in the nu tritiona l and pharmaceutical context o f 
20th century England from what they were in 16th century England: how much 
more marked may be the changes in the l ik e ly  modes o f "modernization" o f 
soc ie ties  with changes from century to century in the p o l it ic a l  and economic 
context with which the world provides them.)

In short, the essen tia lis t lin e  o f attack which seemed to a ttract most o f 
the participants at the conference, appeared to be il le g it im a te : the second, 
less popular, nominalist approach appeared in terestin g  but both too ambitious 
fo r  one generation 's life t im e  and fraught with methodological d i f f ic u lt ie s .

These doubts were rein forced by attending subsequent seminars organised by 
the Conference on Modern Jnpan(2) and one or two o f the series o f conferences 
organised by the Committee on Comparative P o lit ic s  o f the American 
S .S .R .C .(3 ) The need to reconcile these doubts with the patent usefulness 
o f  the term "modernization" to describe the h istory  o f Japan in the la s t 
century led me eventually to the d is tin ction  which forms the core o f the 
a r t ic le  which follows -  the d istin ction  between what I  have ca lled  an 
in tra n s it iv e  concept o f modernization which concerns "what happens" in 
s o c ie t ie s , and a tran s itive  concept o f rnnderniz.ition which is  concerned with 
the more or less deliberate attempts o f men to change soc ie tie s . In the four 
^ears since I  v?rote the a r t ic le  1 have had no reason to doubt the usefulness 
c f  the d istin ction . I  might add that its  v a lid ity  does not depend on 
acceptance or re jec tion  of my concluding "statement of fa ith " concerning what 
ought to be the proper concern of students o f "modernization" or "development".

I t  has sometimes occurred to me to wonder how i t  came about that I  should 
tiave been selected for th is particu lar blinding flash  o f enlightenment, why 
the truth should have been vouchsafed to me and denied to most o f my academic 
co lleaguesl I f  I  may be forgiven  indulgence in that higher form o f egotism 
■which is  modest se lf-ana lys is  I  think I at. least, p a r t ia lly  know why, and i t  
may in terest students of the sociology o f knowledge to learn something o f 
the more obvious "structural determinants".

At the f i r s t  conference I  mentioned above, in I960, there appeared a fa ir ly

2 „ Publications resu lting from these conferences, published by Princeton U.P. 
are, in addition to that edited by Jansen mentioned in the previous note:
W.W. Lookvood, ed. , The St.ate and eccnomic. enterprir.e in modem Japan, 1965;
II.P. Doro*, ed. , Aspects of socia l el .:n,c in Modern Japan, 1967;
R.E. Ward, e d ., P o l it ic a l  Dove] <y it in Modern Japan, 1968.

3 . See the series of publications f •’ sinceton U .P .: Studies in P o l i t ic a l  
Development*, r L.VJ. P y o ,  Conn ami r  • ' Po l i t i  co. 1 D eve lopm ent, 1963;
J. la  Palombara, Bureaucracy and I tevelopment, 1963; R.E. Ward
and D.A. Rnatow, The Pol.it irkey end Japan, 1964;
J.S. Coleman, Education and it , 1965', J. la  Palombara
and 11. Weiner, P o l i t ic a l  P? >e velopment, 1966; e tc .
The emergence of an established <>■'> ox doctrine o f "modernization" through
these volumes makes interestin ', iv ng.



clear d iv is ion  between the Americans who had no doubts about the usefulness
o f an attempt to study Japan’ s la s t century a3 an example o f the process
o f modernization, and the Japanese who resisted  th is apprcachT The Japanese 
objections sprang prim arily* i t  seemed, from two sources. There were, f i r s t ,  
those who operated w ithin a p retty  firm framework o f Marxist analysis and saw 
the translation o f "the development of capitalism " in to  "m odernization", o f 
"the process o f primary accumulation" into "the tak e-o ff stage", or o f the 
"bourgeois revolu tion" into "the c r is is  o f partic ipa tion " as just a means o f 
taking the nastiness out o f capitalism , part o f the Rostovian attempt to sub
s titu te  a non-Communist fo r a Communist manifesto and re in terpret the h istory  
o f  men’ s exp lo ita tion  of men in terms o f the triumphant march of Man on the 
path o f in ev itab le  progress.

Their second ob jection , a re la ted  one, lay in th e ir  suspicion o f what they 
saw as the p rescrip tive  im plications o f this approach. Japan, the im plication 
seemed to be, had made i t .  Japan was a successful case of modernization.
Japan was to be locked at as a model which might provide lessons fo r the
<dc\ct>pment c f the poor countries o f Asia and the rest o f the world. This was
s t  a time when the mood o f revu lsion  against the war and the soc ia l system 
o f  pre-war Japan which had led up to  i t  was s t i l l  extremely strong, not only 
nmong in te llec tu a ls  but also among the public at la rge . I t  was a time when 
oven the secondary school h istory  lessons in terpreted the Russo-Japanese war 
a t  the beginning o f this century as simply a stage in the development o f 
JTapano.se imperialism and dwelt on the repressive p o lic ie s  o f pre-war 
governments which had hindered the development of the progressive forces 
w ith in  the country. The n a tion a lis t revision  which has gathered strength in 
th e  60s and was much accelerated in 1968 by the celebration o f the centennial 
o f  the M o iji Restoration was at that time s t i l l  confined to small groups o f 
conservatJvc p o lit ic ian s  with a few in te lle c tu a l Supporters who were barely  
represented at the conference. In th is  context the view of Japan’ s devel
opment as providing a p rescrip tive  model fo r  contemporary developing countries 
had l i t t l e  appeal to Japanese scholars.

The debate was in ten s ified  in subsequent years -  at many le v e ls , be i t  said , 
w ith  increasing understanding and useful c la r if ic a t io n  o f issues -  but at the 
extremes with increasing acerb ity . Socn a fte r  the f i r s t  conference one o f i t s  
p a rtic ip a n ts , Edwin Reischauer, a student o f Japan and an h istorian  o f 
d is t in c t io n  with many friends in the Japanese in te lle c tu a l world, was appointed 
as Kennedy’ s ambassador to  Tokyo. In  speeches and in a rt ic le s  in Japanese 
in te l le c tu a l journals he wrote qua h istorian  o f the specia l ch aracteris tics  
of: Japan’ s pattern of modernization in the terms o f approval that one would 
expect of a good neighbour’ s ambassador. Modernization theory thus qu ickly 
became a part o f the "Reischauer o ffe n s iv e " , the attempt to subvert the 
in te l le c tu a l and id eo log ica l in te g r ity  o f Japanese scholars, an open in c it e 
ment to Japanese national pride and thus an encouragement to those r igh t wing 
n a tio n a lis ts  who were most prone to support the s tra teg ic  and commerc.ini- 
in xperia list aims o f American fore ign  po licy .

%
I t  was in this id eo log ica l context that the subsequent conferences were 

lie Id* Although the Americans present at these conferences included seme who 
we ve c r it ic a l  o f America’ s Far Eastern pol icy , and although Japanese who took 
rii extreme con sp ir ito r ia l view o f the "lb ischauer o ffen s ive " rarely  received or 
a c c e p t e d  in v ita tion s , the p o l i t ic a l  overtimes o f "modernization theory" 
provided  a consistently important fa c to r  \ our discussions, and there emerged 
a f a i r  corre lation  between passport cue > th eoretica l position  adopted.

At many o f these conferences I  war fb ly  one present who was neither a
Japanese n.cr an American c it iz en . Mar;r man may not always see things
steady and see them whole, but at lea s t t a . are no strong ties  o f group 
soj\timent to drtv him irre s is ta b ly  to on view or the other. And at least



marginal man does have to think out his own position  with greater .urgency 
than others. The conclusions that I  reached were determined in part by 
the fact that I sympathised with the clement of truth in the Japanese 
"Reischauer o ffen s ive " theory. (And who1e-hog s tru ctu ra lis ts  night explain 
this in turn by the fact that B rita in  enjoys much the same underdog status 
in the Atlantic, a lliance as Japan does in the P a c ific  a llia n c e .) At the 
same time I vas ir r ita te d  by the " I 'm  a l l  r igh t Jack" in su la rity  o f Japanese 
scholars who were d is inclined  to see the problems o f the poor ha lf o f the 
world as th e ir  problems, refused to admit that a study o f land tenure dev
elopments in Japan in the 1890s might illum inate the problems o f land tenure 
in the contemporary Ph ilipp in es, and refused (because Mao Tse Tung in 1960 
was a quasi-hero figu re and Prince It.o in 1880 was a repressive o ligarch ) 
tn consider whether one could learn anything by putting both in the 
category "p a tr io t ic  leaders o f national regeneration" and comparing th e ir  
m obilisation  p o lic ie s .

The position  outlined in the fo llow ing a r t ic le  represents the resu ltant 
compromise. Happy is the man who can achieve a coincidence between his 
th eoretica l position  and his sentiments -  happy though not necessarily  righ t,

•' . '* ‘ ' • R.P. Dore,
L .S .E ., July, 1969. 1

On the P o s s ib ility  and D es irab ility  o f a Theory o f Modernization.

The verb "modernize" has a valuable use for which i t  is  net easy to find 
a substitute. The p o lit ic a l leaders and in te lle c tu a ls  o f most developing 
countries desire to transform their country. They wish to see transformations 
in  th e ir economy, usually in their p o l i t ic a l  system and educational system, 
o ften , a lso, in family l i f e  and in re lig iou s  and cu ltural matters. Usually, 
the model fo r th e ir  reforming e f fo r ts  is  some other country more economically 
developed than the ir own; not necessarily  a single country, but possib ly a 
number o f courAri.cs, each of which o ffe rs  certain  features to be im itated. 
B ritish  leaders, fo r  instance, have recently become aware o f a need to modern! 
many aspects of B ritish  l i f e .  Most commonly the model is  America, but some
times Scandinavian or other European countries.

I t  is useful to speak o f reforming e ffo r ts  o f th is sort as attempts to 
"modernize". C learly , wholesale and rapid "modernization" in th is sense is  a 
neat epitom isaticn o f the po licy  aims o f the M e iji leaders c f  Japan in the 
1870s, or Kemal Ataturk in Turkey in the twenties, ox o f countless other 
p o l i t ic a l  leaders since. This sense o f "modernization" may be paraphrased 
as fo llow s: "The transformation o f the economic, p o l i t ic a l ,  le g a l,  soc ia l
or cultural l i f e  o f a nation in accordance vTith  models derived from other 
contemporary soc ie ties  thought to be more 'advanced*. I t  is  a use o f the 
word which implies nothing sp ec ific  about the content o f this transformation, 
i t s  goals or its  methods. There are as many forms of modernization as there 
arc modernizing leaders.

There is  a second, d iffe ren t sense o f the word which is pa rticu la rly  common 
in. recent academic discussions. In th is  usage the deliberate transformations 
implied in the f i r s t  sense are assim ilated to the "unengineered" transform
a t io n  o f soc ie ties  lik e  England and the USA during th e ir  periods o f indust
r ia lis a t io n , a l l  being seen as d iffe ren t > pics o f a s ing le  unitary
h is to r ic a l process. This second sense may paraphrased as: "A process o f 
soc ia l change, including and con tempo) au.cr. with in du str ia lisa tion , which
has already been taking place fo r  dec. ’. centuries in the industria l
so c ie tie s  and which is now starting to a g ar or lesser degree in the 
developing societies"-. As a convenient 1..:..: 1 one might c a ll the la t te r  sense
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sense o f the v/ord the " in tra n s it iv e "  and the former the "tra n s it iv e "  
usage. That is  to .say: one can ta lk  in the f i r s t  sense o f soc ie ties  
"being modernized", not o f s o c ie t ie s  "modernizing" , and in the second 
sense, v ice versa.

In i t s  f i r s t  usage the word "modernization" seems to me useful since 
there is  no other comprehensive shorthand way of describing what mod
ernizing leaders are about. In i t s  second sense the word soens to me 
useful on!y fo r  designating -  in  a very rough and ready way -  a f i e l d  
o f comparative study, in  much the same way as the words "feudalism" or 
"low temperature physics" are u sefu l. The danger im p lic it  in th is second 
usage, however, is  that one is  tempted to  s lip  in to such phrases as 
"Modernization is  a process which . . . "  -  phrases which only make sense 
on the assumption that the concept is  capable o f p recise d e fin it io n . Thence 
arise attempts to a rrive  at such a precise d e fin it ion  by enumeration o f 
the component elements o f "modernization". Sometimes such a d e fin it io n  
i t s e l f  is  graced with the t i t l e  "a  theory o f modernization"; sometimes 
the matter is  pushed fu rther and a rea l theory is  b u ilt  up which postu lates 
the casual in terre la tion s  which lin k  the various component elements o f 
the process.

A l l  of which exercises seem to  me a waste of academic resources. My
reasons fo r  thinking so are as fo llow s .

A typ ica l l i s t  o f the components of tie  process o f modernization in
th is second in tran s itive  sense might include a l l  or any such features as:
an increase in the to ta l or the per capita output of goods and serv ices , a 
r is in g  le v e l of mass education, urbanisation, a trend towards a nuclear 
fam ily  structure, an increasing functional s p e c i f ic ity  in organisational 
structures, an increasing tendency to a lloca te  soc ia l ro les on the basis 
o f achievement rather them ascrip tion , greater soc ia l m ob ility , bureaucra
t iza t io n , in  something lik e  the Wbcrian sense, o f both economic and p o l i t ic a l  
structures, greater equality o f incomes, wider partic ipa tion  in  p o l i t ic a l  
decision-making, greater ra tion a lisa tion  o f lav: in  teams o f u n ive rsa lis t ic  
p rin c ip les , and so on. Whatever the l i s t ,  such attempts to define modernization 
(in tra n s it iv e ) run in to  a serious problem.

That problem can be stated most c le a r ly  in  i t s  ci'udest form. For an 
American -  and i t  is  ch ie fly  in  America that the v/ord "modernization" has 
recen tly  been in vogue -  i t  may be posed most sharply in the form: "What
to  do about Rucsra?" There are a number of possible ways of deal ing w ith 
the fa c t  that in  terms of economic structure and performnnce, educational ( 
le v e ls ,  degree of bureaucratization, use of achievement c r it e r ia ,  le g a l 
ra tion a lisa tion  and so on, Russia and America exh ib it great s im ila r it ie s ,  
v/hilo in other respects -  in  the nature of th e ir so c ia l and p o l i t ic a l  
systems as w e ll as in the mechanisms o f economic decision-making -  they 
exh ib it great d ifferen ces . At le a s t  three d is tin c t positions may be taken.

1. "Modernization" means fundncntally a process which i s  an in ev ita b le  
concomitant of in du str ia lisa tion . Or more accurately "modern economic growth", 
-the la t te r  being defined as a continuous growth o f the per capita output of 
goods and services achieved by invest! nt of which a substantial pai't 
in vo lves  technological innovation rat) l.lnn mere replacement or duplication
o f  cap ita l f a c i l i t i e s .  I t  is  possib le a country to sustain th is  process
ifo r  a long tine and remain prod on j n m •; . mi cu ltural (e .g .  New Zealand) but
-the case is  rare enough fo r  "inciustr.i•' l  ion" to  stand as a convenient
shorthand fo r  what is  meant. As si h h. o to be defined in terras only
o f  those characteristics  which hir-loay •.n p ir ica lly  shown to be in ev ita b ly
c o n c o m ita n t  fea tu res . Since both T is s.I and America are t o  a high degree 
;!_n dust r ia l  is  od, the d e fin it io n  mur b* »* v d in  s u ff ic ie n t ly  brood terns 
-to enable one to say that both Russia *• r ioa  have undergone a process

~  5  -
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o f  modernization* To g ive  an example from the p o l i t ic a l  f i e ld ,  ono can, 
th ere fo re , ta lk  of an i n c r e a s in g  degree of popular partic ipa tion  in 
p o l i t ic s  or an increasing s p e c if ic it y  of function in  p o l i t ic a l  structures 
as part of the process of modernization, but one cannot be more concrete 
about the forms of partic ipate on or s p e c if ic ity  -  to the extent, fo r  
instance, o f including Y/cstcrn-styl© democracy as a part o f the d e fin it io n .

I t  is  possib le to include such features o f V/cstom democratic p o l
i t i c s  as a competing party system and freedom of speech and assembly w ithin 
a d e fin it jon  o f "modernization" and at the same time reta in  the th eoretica l 
assumption that i t  is  "u process", a unitary phenomenon whoso elements are 
linked  by chains cf causal in e v ita b i l i t y .  This can be done by considering 
Russia and America to represent d iffe re n t  degrees o f modernization or 
d if fe r e n t  types o f p a r t ia l modernization. Thus i t  might be asserted that 
Russia is  less  modernized than America and that in ev itab ly , as time goes on, 
there w i l l  be an increase in p o l i t ic a l  freedom, a greater scope fo r  fre e  
market systems and hence a greater resemblance to the United States, A ltern 
a t iv e ly  i t  nay bo argued that the convergence w i l l  come from both sides, and 
that as Russia gives greater scope fo r  ind ividual choice, the United States 
w i l l  see a gradually increasing bureaucratization o f, and sta te control over, 
economic l i f e .  In e ith e r case, modernization is  a single process which, in 
the long run (a lien in g  fo r  the adjustment -of lags in  sp ec ific  sectors ), makes 
in du str ia l soc ie ties  a lik e  in qu ite  sp ec ific  terns.

3* A th ird  resolu tion  o f the problem is  to abandon any assumption c f 
in e v i t a b i l i t y  and to import e x p l ic i t  value judgements in to  the d e fin it io n  of 
modernization. Thus there can bo a va rie ty  o f forms o f socia l change 
accompanying in d u str ia liza tion . Some arc good and desirab le ; others arc bad 
and undesirable. On th is  basis cno can choose e ith er to c e l l  the American 
model "modernization" and the Russian "p a rtia l modernisation", " fa i le d  
m odernization", a "perversion o f modernization", e tc . Or, of course, v ice  
versa .

A l l  three of these solutions have d i f f ic u lt ie s .  Let us deal with the 
second f i r s t .  I t s  defect l ie s  in  the fa c t that i t  contain^ postulates -  that 
democracy or a free  market or a high degree o f bureaucratization are inev
i t a b le  end-products o f the in d u s tr ia liza tion  process -  v.'hich are ce rta in ly  
not em pirica lly ju s t i f ie d  by the h is to ry  o f the world up to  the present, nor 
th eo re t ic a lly  ju s t if ia b le  in  terms o f d iscern ib le trends in  modern so c ie t ie s .

The th ird  solution escapes th is  d i f f ic u lt y .  I t  poses others, however.
I f  the end-product (o r  interim  go a l) o f modernization is  defined concretely 
in  terms of the American modal as the desirable one of a number of possible 
a lte rn a tiv e s , the theory c f modernization which resu lts is  o f in teres t only 
-fco those who accept the value assumptions which i t  im plies. And. i t  is  a 
f a c t  o f modern h istory that not a l l  leaders of developing' countries share these 
va lu es . Some are more attracted  by the Russian model than by the American. 
Others wish to adopt certa in  featu res of American soc ie ty  such as i t s  high 
in d u s tr ia l p roductiv ity , while evo lv ing p o l i t ic a l  and soc ia l forms from th e ir  
own trad ition  o.

I t  is  possible to  accept with oquanh.dty the fa c t  that one's theory o f 
jnodernizniion is  c f in te res t to  only a Ir mated number o f tho w orld 's  modern
i z e r s ,  and th is is  a p e r fe c tly  v iab l pa ii >. I t  has other lim ita tion s , 
Tiov/ever. America may w e ll preview • on "crd-stato model" -  a concrete 
embodiment of tho desirable coc:h. fv ,  1 a mot provide a "process model"
— on example of how to roach th is  d • :.r si ate. I t  is  obvious enough 
-that conditions do not par. i5.t tho his Lor, ■' the United States over the la s t
cen tu ry or two to bo roroatoc] o'Ljw wh'.'• mo d i f f ic u lt y  of find ing "process
jno&cls" is  a topic I  return to  1- ! ,r.



iho th ird  position  is ,  in ^iy cn.sc, ono which most American scholars 
nro understandably reluctant to adopt. To start with, there is  an 
unhealthy snack of cthnocontrism about any theory which postulates e ith er 
that the rest of the world does, or that i t  ought to , wish to  nodal i t s e l f  
on America. And i t  i3 one nark o f the libera lism  of the American academic 
world, which distinguishes i t  frcm that of Russia or o f China, that most 
(though unfortunately not a l l )  American students o f soc ia l development 
consider such ethnoccntrism to  be at leas t in bad taste .

The resort to the f i r s t  p os ition  -  tho one which allows such a wide 
f l e x i b i l i t y  in  the d e fin it ion  o f modernization that both Russia and America 
nay be ca lled  modernized -  is ,  th ere fore , a sign of grace in  an American 
scholar, a nark o f l ib e ra l to lerance. And i t  i s  a position  which has con
siderable a ttractions. The attempt to define the common features of a l l  the 
indu stria l countries, including Russia and Czechoslovakia, leads to academic 
discussions o f great in te res t. Unfortunately, those i nteresting discussions 
o f "modernization" ( in tra n s it iv e ) arc \mllkely to  bo help fu l to  the leaders 
o f developing countries trying to  "modernise" (the tran s itiv e  sense) th e ir  
countries. The reason i3  that the discussion has to bo carried  on at such 
an abstract le v e l that a l l  the important d e ta ils  are l e f t  out.

This is  nowhero a more fa ta l  lim ita tion  than in the p o l it ic a l  f i e ld .
As long as p o l it ic a l  modernization is  conceived in such l ib e r a l ly  f le x ib le  
terns i t  servos more to  obscure the fundamental p o l i t ic a l  choices which 
p o lit ic ia n s  must make than to c la r i fy  then. I t  drains p o lit ic s  of i t s  l i f e  
and v i t a l i t y .  I t  removes from the purview of p o l i t ic a l  science a l l  the issues 
that p o l i t i c ia l  science ought to be about.

For example, a l i s t  o f the changes which constitute a part o f the process 
o f p o l i t ic a l  modernization might include the fo llow ing:

/ui expanding degree o f popular partic ipa tion  in  p o l it ic s ;  the development 
o f the concept o f c itizensh ip ; an increasing a lloca tion  of ro les  by achieve
ment rather than by ascrip tion ; universal ism in  the law. A l l  o f which may 
be roughly summarised as increasing equality ,

A greater magnitude and scope of government business; the ra tion a liza tion  
and secu larisation  of tho p o l i t ic a l  process; a greater degree of e f fe c t iv e 
ness in  the implementing of governmental decisions -  roughly summarised as an 
increased capacity of government.

Aii increase in the number and va rie ty  o f p o l i t ic a l  structures, in  th e ir  
functional s p e c if ic ity , in  th e ir complexity, and in the degree o f th e ir  
in tegra tion  -  fo r  short, greater d iffe ren t ia t io n .

I t  is  hard, in the framework o f such concepts, oven to  pose the funda
mental value questions, l e t  alone the practiced po licy  questions, which are 
the very s tu ff  of p o lit ic s  in  the developed as w ell as in  the developing 
world. Granted that there is  l ik e ly  to be an increase in  equality  as Indust** 
r ia l is a t io n  proceeds, how much individu '.\ freedom has to  be sa c r ific ed  to  
achieve i t ?  Does tho replacement, o f am ip tivo by achievement norms, fo r
instance, require that individuals shoul Jose the freedom to w i l l  th e ir
property to  fam ily heirs? Is  tho c in e  < c itizensh ip , resting on the 
iru’ t itu t lo c a liz e t io n  of po litica l! eon I compatible with the existence
of great economic inoquall t ie s?  Air :i n , what degree o f in equality  is  
to le rab le?  And i f  the sense o f e it, . a. , and hence the legitim acy
and hence the capacity o f govern loirt, r. 'tvs that economic in equ a lities
should bo kept w ithin certa in  l im it s , hew much should^ in d iv idu a lsr freodco
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And i f  one can ask how much freedom lias to be sac r ific ed  in  tie 
in terests o f equality, one can ask equally how much individual freedom 
has to bo sac r ific ed  in the in terests  of order. In the United States, 
fo r  instance, unlike almost every oilier country in  tho world, i t  is  not 
thought necessary in the in torosts of public order to deprive people o f 
the freedom to buy le th a l weapons without license at any corner store, 
though i t  is  thought necessary to  deprive people o f the freedom to  belong 
to a communist party. In Russia, on the other hand, i t  is  thought nec
essary to deprive people o f the freedom to  jo in  any ether party except 
the communist. And so on; i t  would bo an endless catalogue which l is te d  
the ways in which the. freedom o f action o f ind ividuals lias been lim ited  in  
order to  maintain tho s ta b i l i t y  o f a system of power.

S im ilarly , ono nay ask, how much froodon has to  be, or ought to be, 
sacrificed  fo r  economic development? How much does state planning require 
the re s tr ic t io n  o f freedom o f economic a c t iv ity ;  tho uso o f p o l i t ic a l  
power to m obilise labour in ways which r e s tr ic t  ind iv idu a ls ' fre e  uso c f 
th e ir  le isu re ; the re s tr ic t io n  o f the freedom to choose one's type c f 
education in  the in terests  c f a planned d irection  e f human resources?
And so on.

This is  the kind o f problem that p o l it ic s  is  r e a l ly  about. I t  is  the 
kind c f problem that tends to s lip  through tho too-broad mesh o f a theory 
of modernization which adopts the f i r s t  highcst-ccnnon-factor approach.

Tho f i n a l  conclusion which emerges frcn  th is  process of elim ination is ,  
therefore, that fo r  the leaders of countries in  Asia or elsewhere who are 
try ing to  modernize, a theory o f "modernization1* (in tra n s it iv e ) is  unlik - ly  
to  be very help fu l, whichever o f the three possib le approaches i 3 taken,
I  think i t  would bo b etter fo r  the soc is l sciences in  general, and fo r  
p o l it ic a l  science in particu lar, i f  the concept c f "modernization" in th is 
in tran s itive  sense as a process In nature susceptible to an a ly tica l th eo ri
zing were dropped from th e ir  vocabularies except as a broad lab le  ( l ik e ,  
say, "low temperature physics") which defines a f i e ld  of study -  "the 
socia l etc. changes accompanying in d u s tr ia lisa tion ". Henceforth in  th is 
paper I  shall use the word only in  tho tra n s it iv e  sense with which I  began.

I f  a theory of modernization is  unhelpful, what then should be the 
approach o f those scholars who are in terested  in the problems of the 
developing countries and arc subject to the nagging fo o lin g  that 
schel '•■vrhip ought to bo useful? My cun answer would bo a- piecemeal 
empiricism which (a ) tokos the goals of a. process o f modernisation from 
the goals actually hold by modernizing leaders, (b ) defines the problems

those goals, and (c )  
body of sp ec ific  

lonparison of s in ilm  
situations in  h istory . Those generalisations would be of the form: " I f
such and such happens in  circumstances defined as such and such, so and 
so i f  the l ik e ly  re su lt" .

Certain ground has to bo cleared. "Take tho goals actua lly  held by 
modernizing leaders". In practice one must naka n choice. In scoe 
level oping countries tho goals < (' p L m-ul leaders do not extend beyond 
Maintaining their own power. Thorn v 1 thus trea t p o l i t ic a l  power as a 
private possession may ea s ily  bo ( . ' ted from sympathy. Even those who
exercise power with a sense of row ■ k i.lity , however, may sot a va r ie ty  
of ob jectives fo r  tho noair-rni:,.' i  i " f  matron of th e ir  country. Come 
sin only to acquire con.tain pr-mb; rrying symbols; a g l i t t e r in g  a irp o rt, 
x stool m ill,  a scat on tho Eenuri'. <t .m oil. S mo think in  m ilita ry  terms 
of enhancing national power by ae-mii :i.i.g a powerful army -  and so on. borne 
scholars would se lect fo r  synnnthotv <•. nsidoration only those sets o f goals
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Vr’ljich  gave a prominent place to  the prevention o f communism. My o\m 
p ieed ilcc tion  would he to tako as a serious topic of study only tho 
pi'oblciXi o f those governments whoso modernization plans revolve around 
"tlic achievement o f a le v e l o f economic growth which permits a continuous 
and general r is e  in  le ve ls  o f l iv in g ,  Economic growth is ,  a fte r  a l l ,  a 
p recond ition  fo r  many of tho other changes commonly desired -  the 
enrichment of cultural, l i f e ,  the development of education, even tho 
Ocponsion o f government services which permits the spec ia lisa tion  of 
governmental functions - and at the same time some o f those changes, such 
A3  the development o f education, arc also preconditions fo r  economic 
grow th .

To narrow the problems o f modernization to th is particu la r fGcus 
does  not mean that they thereby become tech n ica lly  economic. I  am 
suggesting , in  fa c t , that th is  i s  a focus eminently suitable fo r  the 
en qu ir ies  of soc io log is ts , psychologists, p o l i t ic a l  sc ien tis ts  and a ll  
e th e r  workers in the socia l sciences. Take, fo r  example, the question:
" I n  a world where technology docs not have to  be newly invented but can 
b o  system atically imported, is  economic growth best achieved by g iving fre e  
p la y  to the individual p ro fit-seek in g  enterprise of ind ividuals in a market 
economy, or by the state taking command of the ava ilab le  investment res
ources and using them in  accordance with a c en tra lly  d irected plan; or in 
w hat sectors is tho one appropriate and in what sectors the other?" This is  
a  question which involves soc io log ica l considerations of such matters as 
•the conditions determining the actual structure c f motivations in ind ividual 
onircpreneurs or bureaucrats, and p o l i t ic a l  considerations of tho forces 
in flu en c in g  decisions in the planning process and of the structural forms 
b e s t  adapted to various soc ia l and cultural conditions fo r  carrying out 
p lann ing decisions. The l i s t  o f study tep ics o f th is  kind can be extended 
in d e f in i t e ly .  In so fa r  as tho state is  l ik e ly  anyway to play an important 
r o l e  in  economic development, at the very leas t in creating the in frastructure 
o f  c a muni nations end educational, services, how can i t  acquire the authority 
n ecessary to m obilise investment resources and enforce i t s  plans? How fa r  
ou gh t, or can, opposition be simply repressed? As a factual question, 
a t  \ hat point does repression destroy the p o s s ib ility  o f achieving government
b y  consent, by w illin g  or grudging cooperation? As a value question, how much
in d iv id u a l economic or p o lit ic a l freedom is  worth, sa c r ific in g  in order to  
h asten  tho speed o f .economic growth? What is  th.c ro le  o f ideology in main
ta in in g  the legitim acy of consent? How fa r  can trad ition a l lo ca l authority 
st:cuctures bo u t ilis e d  to m obilise consent fo r  p o lic ie s  of economic nodera- 
i  s lit  ion, and hor fa r  must they be destroyed and replaced by new organisa
t io n s  - p o l it ic a l  parties or bureaucratic structures? What is  the' re la tion  
between le v e ls  o f lite ra cy  on the one hand, and the miriiiHim degree of mass 
p o l i t i c a l  partic ipa tion  required to  maintain concensus on the ether?

«

The sch o la rs  job is  to help get c loser to  an.swers to these questions
b y  comparative study. I t  is  here that "process models" as opposed to *
"en d -s ta te  models" are important. In the nature of things, the countries 
sock in g  to  modernize are more l ik e ly  to loam  something about the mechanisms 
o f  modernization from countries that have "boon modernized" (been transformed 
1 r in ge ly  through the e ffo r ts  of modernizing 1  tiers) than from these whose 
economic and socia l development owed l i t t l e  central p o lit ic a l  d irection .
Japan and Russia are obvious candidates a., such process models arc already 
in  a very advanced stage. No one country, hi .ever, is  l ik e ly  to o ffe r  a 
v e r y  sa tis factory  process model, and cert dr');, not countries whoso reforming 
e f f o r t s  began many decades ago. Tho J j: . recipe fo r  dovclopmcnt, fo r  
:i.mstance, is  not l ik e ly  to be repeat"! • uU.rn developing countries are not 
as  id e o lo g ic a lly  iso la ted , they face a test i. ra le of population growth, tlicy 
have- ava ilab le a much more advanced :in'a, technology than nineteenth
cc-.ritury Japan. They cannot maintain th lc, .it jj m y  o f tho government raid 
i f  *3 modernization p o lic ie s  by a, nation- 1 is: i which is  fed  by a series o f
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successful expansionist wars. They do not have the elements in the 
pro-modern soc ia l structure and cu ltu ra l trad ition  which fa c i l i t a te d  
Japan's la t e r  development -  and so on. That is  why countries l ik e  
Ind ia  and China are more l ik e ly  to  be taken as process models fo r  
actual in iR a tion , Although tin e  has not shown conclusively tho r e la t iv e  
e f f ic a c y  o f th e ir  d if fe r e n t  rec ip es  in  terns o f resu lts, at leas t they are 
rec ipes worked out w ith re ference to  contemporary conditions.

koiw fruxtlu.L, however, than Rlio study c'r m t a t  ion of single "urocess 
models" as a whole is  the comparative study of particu lar problems in a 
va r ie ty  o f s o c ie t ie s .  For example, nany countries are seeking to ra ise 
p rod u ctiv ity  in  th e ir  tra d it io n a l a g r icu ltu ra l sector. In Asia, espec ia lly , 
the v i l la g e s  are often  dominated by land lords. Would a land reform, 
red is tr ib u tin g  cwnorchip to  the tenants, f a c i l i t a t e  the process of 
economic development? . .

One might w e ll begin  by look ing at the example of Japan. In the 
nineteenth century i t  scons that landlords often played a p o s it iv e  ro le  in 
the d ifu s ion  of ag ricu ltu ra l improvements. A land reform in , say, 1880, 
which destroyed those landlords* au thority , night have slowed th is  process. 
Before genera lis in g  th is  in to  a general p roscrip tion  to keep landlords in  the 
ea r ly  stages o f a g r icu ltu ra l development, one- naturally looks at other 
s o c ie t ie s ; Something s im ila r  n igh t be sa id  o f landlords in  central I t a ly  
in  the nineteenth century, but net in  southern I t a ly .  I t  could hardly be 
said c f ,  f o r  example, Indian landlords in tho 1950s, of most Ph ilipp ine 
landlords o f tho 1960s, raid so on. As one compares a number o f examples, 
one begins to is o la te  the re levan t fa c to rs  which determine the ro le  of 
landlords in  such s itu a tion s : th e ir  cu ltu ra l orien tations; tho s ize  c f th e ir  
holdings nnd re la tion s  to th e ir  tenants; the le v e l o f l ite ra c y  of tenants; 
the type o f a gricu ltu ra l improvements which are e co lo g ica lly  fe a s ib le ; the 
d iffe ren ce  between l iv in g  in  a world where (as in i860) "land reform" was 
unknown as a p o l i t ic a l  slogan, and in  a would (as in 1965) where i t  is  a 
un iversal one, end the d iffe ren ce  that th is  makes to the v ia b i l i t y  c f 
tra d it io n a l v i l la g e  h ierarch ies and the moral authority of landlords -  and 
so on. Y/hcn these fa c to rs  are enunborated and some idea is  gained o f th e ir  
r e la t iv e  importance i t  becomes ea s ie r  to  g iv e  a plausible assessment of 
what, in  any p a rticu la r  s itu a tion , the e ffe c ts  of a land reform n ight be.

To be f a i r ,  a good many o f the soc ia l s c ien tis ts  concerned with problems 
o f m odeiriizction do in  p rac tice  tack le  concrete problems such as these in  a 
manner s im ila r  to  th is . Tho two major poin ts which I  wish to make in th is  
paper are: l-’i r s t l y ,  that the attempt to create., or to force discussion in to
the framework o f a general theory o f ( in t r a n s it iv e )  modernization only 
muddies the masters o f d iscussion; secondly, that e x p l ic i t ly  to se lec t fo r  
consideration  the goal o f economic development freer among those actually  
hold by modernizing leaders, and fo r  s o c io lo g is ts  and p o l i t ic a l  sc ien tis ts  
as 7To l l  as economists to  franc th e ir  questions with reference to i t ,  serves 
both to  c la r i fy  the issues at stake and, in tho economy of academic resources, 
to  .make scholarship of use ( i f  i t  can bo o f use) p rim arily  to  those people 
who -  by ny values at le a s t  -  nunt cToscrvo consideration*

cor/FhT

In  addition  to  his many valuable c ■ r:U w! m rs to cur knov.lcdgc. about 
Japan, American scholars and so c ia l : k have long appreciated
Pro fessor ^oro fo r  his p eriod ic  at to .. d. i'.o po in l out cur missteps, warn U3 
o f our cul-de-sacs ahead, and sharo v;-t us memo o f the impressions o f our



work which arc v.ri(leaproad abroad. One reason why these atter.pts have 
"been appreciated is  certa in ly  that Professor hero in turn sou is to  
possess an under re an dins 0J'.» ‘ ‘-nd seme appreciation fo r ,  tho aims and 
ncthocls o f /j.ieric.an scholarly rosca'*oh# Tho understanding and appreciation 
i s  c le a r ly  evident even when Professor Doro questions "the p o s s ib il ity  and 
d ea l rat.iJ :.by o f a theory ui' .mod.,. 'n.'.ait i on" -  a topic which has occupied 
raero American academic pages in tho l> i0 9s than almost m y other -  end 
i t  scorns to ne quire l i . t e ly  that many or oven most huorican socia l 
s c ie n t is ts  w i l l  l'ind thcmsolv r. *j.n agreement with Professor Bore’ s c r itiqu e  
o f  our work. And not only with the c r it iqu e ; surely Doro’ n p os itive  
argument w i l l  evoke a favorable response from host A 1 e r ic  an socia l sc ien tis ts*

The purpose o f these b r ie f  comments is  to show nevertheless, that 
P ro fe sso r  Dore’ s exposition o f the ways modernization has been, can be,and 
should be thought atcue and studied is  flawed. Having attempted to show 
•th is, I  w i l l  say b i io l iy  what is  r.iy preferred  way of thinking about 
l i i  s t  oric al c hang e.

Professor ^crc begins by observing that the verb "modernize" has two 
q u it e  d is tin c t usages: "Ataturk modernized Turkey", and "England modernized
du ring  the eighteenth century"; he ca lls  these tho tra n s it iv e  and intrar.s- 
n .tivo  usages o f the verb. He then argues that the in tra n s it iv e  usage ( in o v i-  
-fcably?) leads one in to  one of t'nree uncomfortable s ituations: his knowledge 
sab out "modernization" is  so general as to bo useless fo r  p ractica l acn-of- 
n f  fa ir s  end p o l it ic a l  loaders; or his notion of Modernization includes im p lic it  
value-judgments which in  turn fo rce  him to use noro end more "c;picyeles" in 
o rd e r  to distinguish things he lik e s  frco  those he d is lik e s  when they are 
o therw ise a lik e , or he tjalceo e x p lic it  value judgments. (This la s t  s ty le  of 
th in k in g  is  then branded as ethnocentric, fo r  30110 reason; at any ra te, j t  
i s  important to note that mating one’ s own value judgements v.licn conceptu
a l  i:.-_rg modernization :is c le a r ly  a Bad Th ing.) Ignoring the second o f these 
p o c s i- la  .Implications o f using 5’bie&omiaation" in tra n s it iv e ly , i t  appears 
th a t  hor:; is  describing three typos o f theory which one nay have about the 
w cidcl. The se a rc :

lc  Theory which is  useful to  p o l it ic a l  leaders, in  that i t  gives 
s p e c i f i c ,  concrete answers when they ask 'T/hat should bo done In order to 
a ch ie v e  cur gem s';"' In order to obtain sum knowledge, research should 
it in  a t uniaretording the loaders1 goals, understanding the actual, ex isting 
s itu a t io n s  in  which these goals w i l l  have to be worked fo r , and then 
bi_i.ilding up an applied science containing generalizations of the form: i f
you  do X in  situation Y, then the resu lt w i l l  l ik e ly  be Z.

2. Theory which is  u n iversa lly  true, i . e . ,  true of a l l  h is to r ica l 
in s tan ces . While such, a theory night appear, at f i r s t  blush, to be the sort 
od* knowledge to which a l l  science and philosophy have always aspired,
P i'o fe o so r  Dore points out that with regard to  Modernization, such a thecry 
no-ice s o r r i ly  docs not include information about the id iosyncratic  features 
of* each modernising society .

3. Theory containing concepts which incorporate one’ s own values.

P ro fessor Dorc concludes that i t  is  n'ly theory of the f i r s t  sort which 
i s  w01' tli obtaining, as fa r  as he is  con c l, about 1 lodornizaticn.

The oddity o f th is conclusion fo r  1 : m is ts  in the fa c t that these
th re e  types o f theory arc not u:! sti.net, / .insofar as 1 e x p lic it ly
iiontir-ns the use to which knowledge sir u > ( ■: to be) put. I t  is
tamatol ep ica l to  observe that any true th  is unj.versal.ly true ( i . e .
t n n  c f  a l l  h is to r ic : '1. ::n; torco:.), raid i  r mil-known that tlu ro is  no 
cli. t forcnen in  the truer.-* mil ue cf concept; whether or not they "import 
e x p l i c i t  value judgments" in to  th e ir  defh-.i ‘;;Lcn:;. I know i t  seems f a i r  to
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assert (and I  think Professor boro would agree) that the only 
c r ite r io n  upon which Boro bases his argument is :  fo r  whom is  
knowledge useful? Professor Dora's examples make th is  point 
doubly c lea r . 2-type theory is  nunlijcely  to be he lp fu l to  the 
leaders o f developing cou n tr ies .,.. '*  And 3-type theory is  problematic 
in so far a3 i t  posits 3omo "end-state" as desirable or in ev itab le , 
since "not a l l  leaders of developing countries share" the values of 
any single model, and since an "end-state" docs not show "how to  
reach" i t s e l f ,  ( i t  w i l l  be evident that there aro unwarranted jump3 
fn .ii tho d e fin it ion  in  3 to the assertion that th is  involves posi
t in g  some "end-state" to the assertion  that the "end-state" is  
desired by the th eorist to tho assertion  that nothing about how to  
reach the "end-state" can bo included in  such a theory.

With apologies fo r  tho laboriousno03 of the demonstration, i t  seems 
to  me that the above considerations aro su ffic ien t to show that ( l )  
Pro fessor boro has said nothing about "the p o s s ib il ity  o f a theory o f 
modernization", and ( 2 ) P ro fessor bore has argued that a certa in  sort 
o f theory of modernization is  desirab le because and only because i t  i s  
h e lp fu l, usefu l, to  those p o l i t ic a l  leaders who desire to modcrnizo 
th e ir  countries. Actually, P ro fessor bore is  oven more e x p lic it  than 
th is ; he allows that he would "take as a serious top ic  of study only the 
problems of those governments whose modernization plans revolve around
 a continuous and general r is e  in  le v e ls  o f l iv in g " .  Simply, ho
would have us help such governments, and fo rge t the rcs t6

The mind boggles. Wot only is  there no ju s t if ic a t io n  fo r  th is  
tunnel v is ion  (presumably, Professor Were be lieves  that since one man's 
values aro as good as another's there is  no need to  argue fu rther? )
But there is  no consideration of th is  sort of question: how can on6
apply a " fa c t"  about modernization-in-gcnoraJL to an instance cf noderai- 
zation-for-borc*s-purpo3e when wo are not allowed to  engage in  research 
or theorizing which would to l ’l  us about the various types of moderni
zation , and the crucial s im ila r it ie s  and d ifferences between the sort o f 
modernization Dore wants to help and others? Surely 0110 is  not to take 
th is  argument seriously. Out o f respect fo r  Professor Dorc, I  conclude 
that he has over-stated h is 'p o s it io n ; essen tia lly , lie only wants to t e l l  
us what to do, rot- why we should do i t  and should not do other th ings.

I  began by i>ointing out that P rofessor bore often seems to share 
American scholars * concerns end habits o f thought oven when he is  being 
c r i t ic a l ,  and by pred icin t that th is  particu la r c r itiqu e  would be 
appealing to American ears. The reason why I  expect Professor bore 's 
p ica fo r  useful knowledge about economic growth to-be net recep tive ly  
is  that in  making i t  he puts himself in  company with seme venerable 
sacred cows in  the American socia l s c ie n t is t 's  ideo logy. Cete r is  paribus 
( o f  course) useful knowledge is  b e tto r than useless knowledge: that is  
( t o  adapt an archaic but equivalent version o f bore 's  ra zo r ), w i l l  tho 
King want to lis te n  to  you? You must separate facts  frcn  values in  your 
study; s c ie n t if ic  knowledge can bo used by anyone fo r  any purposo (end 
i t  should b e? ). Questions about "why" am n on so icn tifie ; science focusos 
on the "haw". Economic goals aro noro important than other goals (And 
so on) .

Very b r ie f ly ,  here is  a d iffe ren t p a ' I.ion. "modernization" should 
be understood as ( in  bore 's  words) "a p which is  an in ev itab le
concomitant o f in d u str ia liza tion ", cv  . .h th is  would make theory
about modernization f a l l  in to  2 above. then, "development" should be 
understood as an e x p lic it ly  ovaluativ. cv. pi (and honco close to 3 
above); fo r  example, i t  was thought fo r  ■ Ang tieu that p o l i t ic a l
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development means tho process o f ach ieving more p o l i t ic a l  good, such 
as more meaningful p a rt i citation in  a more levin -; p u b lic . (Th is  sane 
d is t in c tion  is  accepted by people w ith very d if fe r e n t  values frcm mine 
such n3 S* Huntington, who conceives o f p o l i t i c a l  devolopnont as the 
bu ild ing o f stronger in s t itu t io n s ).  Research should bo aimed at 
d iscovering whether and how such development is  p oss ib le .

In s t itu te  o f Development Studios, 
October, 1969*


