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CHAPTER 1

An Approach to Political Culture

T

HIS 1S A sTUDY of the political culture of democracy and of
the social structures and processes that sustain it. The faith
of the Enlightenment in the inevitable triumph of human
reason and liberty has been twice shaken in recent decades.
The development of Fascism and Communism after World
War I raised serious doubts about the inevitability of de-
mocracy in the West; and we still cannot be certain that
the continental European nations will discover a stable
form of democratic process suitable to their particular cul-
tures and social institutions; nor can we more than hope
that together they will discover a European democracy.
Without having first resolved these doubts, the events
since World War II have raised questions of the future of
democracy on a world scale. The “national explosions” in
Asia and Africa and the almost universal pressure by previ-
ously subjected and isolated peoples for admission into
the modern world put this more special political question
into the broader context of the future character of the
world’s culture. Culture change has acquired a new sig-
nificance in world history. The groping toward enlighten-
ment and control over nature that acquired momentum

. three or four centuries ago in the West has become a

world-wide process, and its tempo has shifted from cen-
turies to decades.
The central question of public policy in the next dec-
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2 An Approach to Political Culture

ades is what content this emerging world culture will have.
We already have a partial answer to this question and could
have predicted it from our knowledge of the processes of <fu1-
tural diffusion.! Physical goods and their mode of _productlon
seem to present the least difficulties in diffusior.l. It'1s apparent
that these aspects of Western culture are diffusing raplfily,
along with the technology upon which they (.iepend. ?mce
economic modernization and national unification require a
large social overhead investment in transportation, communi-
cation, and education, and since these in turn call for taxation,
regulation, and administration, the model of a rational 'bu-
reaucracy also diffuses relatively easily. The idea of an eﬂi.cmnt
bureaucracy has much in common with the idea of 2 ra'nonal
technology. Lucian Pye refers to modern social organization as
being based on an organizational technology.? It has in com-
mon with engineering and technology a mixture of ratfonah.ty
and authority. Engineering is the application of ra’tlor.lallt.y
and authority to material things; modern social organization is
their application to human beings and social groups. Though
the non-Western world is far from having successfully developed
an industrial technology and an efficient bureal.lcracy, there
can be little question that it wants these institutions and has
some understanding of them. .
What is problematical about the content of the emerging
world culture is its political character. Although .the. move-
ment toward technology and rationality of organization ap-
pears with great uniformity throughout the world, the d1re<.:-
tion of political change is less clear. But one aspect of this
new world political culture is discernible: it W.ll.l be a po-
litical culture of participation. If there is a polmcal-revolu-
tion going on throughout the world, it is what mxght be
called the participation explosion. In all thfe new nations of
the world the belief that the ordinary man 1s pohtlf:ally rele-
vant — that he ought to be an involved participant in the po-
litical system —is widespread. Large groups of people who

1 Ralph Linton, The Study of Man: An Introduction, New York, 1936,
pp- 324-46. . ) .

2 Committee on Comparative Politics, Social Science Research Council,
Memorandum on the Concept of Modernization, November 1961.
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have been outside of politics are demanding entrance into the
political system. And the political elites are rare who do not
profess commitment to this goal.

Though this coming world political culture appears to be
dominated by the participation explosion, what the mode
of participation will be is uncertain. The emerging nations
are presented with two different models of the modern par-
ticipatory state, the democratic and the totalitarian. The
democratic state offers the ordinary man the opportunity to
take part in the political decision-making process as an influ-
ential citizen; the totalitarian offers him the role of the “par-
ticipant subject.” 3 Both modes have appeal to the new na:
tions, and which will win out — if indeed some amalgam of
the two does not emerge — cannot be foretold.

If the democratic model of the participatory state is to de-
velop in these new nations, it will require more than the
formal institutions of democracy — universal suffrage, the po-
litical party, the elective legislature. These in fact are also
part of the totalitarian participation pattern, in a formal if
not functional sense. A democratic form of participatory po-
litical system requires as well a political culture consistent
with it. But the transfer of the political culture of the West-
ern democratic states to the emerging nations encounters se-
rious difficulties. There are two principal reasons. The first of
these concerns the nature of the democratic culture itself.
The great ideas of democracy — the freedoms and dignities
of the individual, the principle of government by consent of
the governed — are elevating and inspiring. They capture the
imaginations of many of the leaders of the new states and of
the modernizing older ones. But the working principles of the
democratic polity and its civic culture — the ways in which
political elites make decisions, their norms and attitudes, as
well as the norms and attitudes of the ordinary citizen, his
relation to government and to his fellow citizens — are sub-
tler cultural components. They have the more diffuse proper-

3 See Frederick C. Barghoorn, “Soviet Political Culture,” a paper pre-
pared for the Summer Institute on Political Culture, sponsored by the
Committee on Comparative Politics, Social Science Research Council, Sum-
mer 1962.
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ties of belief systems or of codes of personal relations, which
the anthropologists tell us spread only with great difficulty,
undergoing substantial change in the process. .
Actually, Western social science has only bf’.gun to Cf)dlfy
the operating characteristics of the democratic polity 1tsglf.
The doctrine and practice of a rational bureaucracy as an 11-
strument of the democratic political powers are less than a
century old. Doubts about the possibility of a neutral b’u-
reaucracy were expressed in England as recently as the 1930,
and on the European continent such doubt is wxdﬁesprea.d to-
day. The complex infrastructure of the demo.cratlc po,hty-T
political parties, interest groups, and the media of communi-
cations — and the understanding of their inner workings, Op-
erating norms, and social-psychological prec?nditions are only
now being realized in the West. Thus thf{ image of the dem-
ocratic polity that is conveyed to the elites of the new na-
tions is obscure and incomplete and heavily stresses 1deolf)gy
and legal norms. What must be learned about democracy 15 a
matter of attitude and feeling, and this is harder to learn.

The second principal reason why the diffusi(?n of democ-
racy encounters difficulties among the new natons concerns
the objective problems confronting these nations. They are
entering history with archaic technologies and social .systems,
drawn toward the gleam and power of the technological and
scientific revolutions. It is not difficult to see why they should
be drawn toward a technocratic image of the polity: a polity
in which authoritarian bureaucracy predominates and pol.itical
organization becomes 2 device for human and social engineer-
ing. o

In almost every instance, however, though in differing meas-
ure, the leaders of the modernizing nations appreciate the dis-
tortions and the risks in adopting an authoritarian form of
polity. Though they cannot fully understand the subtle l?a}-
ances of the democratic polity and the nuances of the civic
culture, they tend to acknowledge their legitimacy as the ex-

sion of an impulse toward the humane polity. In charac-

pres :
gnificant element.

terizing their situation, we have left out a si :
For though it is true that they are fascinated by science apd
technology and are drawn to an impatient technocratic polity
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as a means of attaining the new things of this world, they are
also the creatures of their own traditional cultures and
would prefer to deal gently with these cultures if this choice
were available.

THE CIVIC CULTURE

It is as an answer to this ambivalence that the civic culture
recommends itself. For the civic culture is not a modern cul-
ture, but one that combines modernity with tradition. Britain
offers an example of how such a culture can develop. The de-
velopment of the civic culture in Britain may be understood
as the product of a series of encounters between moderniza-
tion and traditionalism — encounters sharp enough to effect
significant change but not so sharp or so concentrated in time
as to create disintegration or polarization. Partly because of
her insular security, Britain came into the era of national uni-
fication and of absolutism able to tolerate a greater measure
of aristocratic, local, and corporate autonomy than could con-
tinental Europe. A first step toward secularization was the
separation from the Church of Rome and the beginnings of
toleration of religious diversity. A second step was the emer-
gence of a thriving and self-confident merchant class, and the
involvement of court and aristocracy in the risks and calcu-
lations of trade and commerce.

Independent aristocrats with secure local power in the
countryside, courageous nonconformists, rich and self-confi-
dent merchants — these were the forces that transformed the
tradition of the feudal estates into the parliamentary tradi-
tion and enabled Britain to pass through the era of abso-
lutism without destroying her pluralism. Britain thus entered
the industrial revolution with a political culture among its
elites which made it possible to assimilate the gross and rapid
changes in social structure in the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries without sharp discontinuities. The aristocratic
Whigs found it possible to enter a coalition with noncon-
formist merchants and industrialists, to establish securely the
principles of parliamentary supremacy and representation.
The traditional aristocratic and monarchic forces assimilated
enough of this civic culture to compete with the secularist
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6 An Approach to Political Culture

tendencies for popular support and, indeed, to mitigate their
rationalism and impart to them a love and respect for the
sacredness of the nation and its ancient institutions.

What emerged was a third culture, neither traditional nor
modern but partaking of both; a pluralistic culture based on
communication and persuasion, a culture of consensus and
diversity, a culture that permitted change but moderated 1it.
This was the civic culture. With this civic culture already con-
solidated, the working classes could enter into politics and, in
a process of trial and error, find the language in which to
couch their demands and the means to make them effective.
It was in this culture of diversity and consensualism, ration-
alism and traditionalism, that the structure of British democ-
racy could develop: parliamentarism and representation, the
aggregative political party and the responsible and neutral
bureaucracy, the associational and bargaining interest groups,
and the autonomous and neutral media of communication.
English parliamentarism included the traditional and modern
forces; the party system aggregated and combined them; the
bureaucracy became responsible to the new political forces;
and the political parties, interest groups, and neutral media of
communication meshed continuously with the diffuse interest
groupings of the community and with its primary communica-
tions networks.

We have concentrated on British experience because the
whole story of the emergence of the civic culture is told in
British history, whereas developments in the United States
and the countries of the “Old Commonwealth” began after
some of the major battles had been won. Actually, in the
course of the nineteenth century the development of the dem-
ocratic culture and infrastructure was more rapid and more
unequivocal in the United States than in Britain, sfnce the
United States was a new and rapidly expanding society anfl
relatively unimpeded by traditional institutions. Though their
basic patterns are similar, the civic cultures of Britain and Fhe
United States have somewhat different contents, reflecting
these differences in national histories and social structures.

On the European continent the record is more mixed.

i
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Though their patterns differ in many respects from those of
Britain and America, the Scandinavian countries, Low Coun-
tries, and Switzerland appear to have worked out their own
version of a political culture and practice of accommodation
and compromise. In France, Germany, and Italy the encoun-
ters between modernizing tendencies and the traditional pow-
ers seem to have been too massive and too uncompromising
to permit the emergence of a shared culture of political ac-
commodation. The civic culture is present in the form of as-
piration, and the democratic infrastructure is still far from
being attained.

The civic culture and the open polity, then, represent the
great and problematic gifts of the West. The technology and
science of the West have now already passed out of her unique
possession and everywhere are destroying and transforming
traditional societies and cultures. Can the open polity and the
civic culture — man’s discovery of a humane and conservative
way to handle social change and participation — spread as
well?

As we consider the origin of the open polity and the civic
culture — indeed, as we consider the areas in the West where
their emergence is still in doubt — we may fall victim to one
or both of two moods. The first is one of mystery or awe over
a process whereby mankind on only a small part of the earth’s
surface muddled toward a humane and reasoned taming of
violence and groped toward its transformation into a con-
structive instrument available to all interests. As mystery, it
becomes a unique cultural heritage unavailable to foreigners.
The second mood is one of pessimism, which seems to have
replaced the mood of democratic optimism that existed be-
fore World War 1. How can a set of arrangements and atti-
tudes so fragile, so intricate, and so subtle be transplanted
out of historical and cultural context? Or, how can these
subtleties and these humane etiquettes survive even among
ourselves in a world caught in the grip of a science and tech-
nology run wild, destructive of tradition and of community
and possibly of life itself?

No one can provide definitive answers to these questions.
But as social scientists we can put the questions in such a way
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as to get useful answers. Though we may share the‘ mood of
wonder and awe at the intricacy of the dernocrauc. mecha-
nisms and the unique historical experience out of whx‘ch they
emerged, we are confronted witl? a coytemp().rary historical
challenge for which mood by itself is an 1n:1dequz;ltt;2l re-
sponse. If we are to come closer to understanding the problems
of the diffusion of democratic culture, we have to be able to
specify the content of what has to be dli.fused, to .clev‘elop. ap-
proprinte measures for it, to dxscc?ver _1ts quantl'tatlve_ inci-
dence and demographic distribution in countries with a
wide range of experience with‘democracy. Wl“th such kn;wl;
edge we can speculate intelligently about “how much o
what” must be present in a country before democra.nc insti-
tutions take root in congruent attitudes and expectations.
Efforts to deal with this problem have usually bt?en based
on impressions and inferences £ron} hls‘tory, on 1n.feren'ces
from democratic ideology, on certain kmds. of sociological
analysis, or on psychological insights. Thus in our efforts to
estimate the prospects of democracy in countries such as Ger-
many and Italy, or in the developing areas ’of the non:WesterS
world, we frequently try to draw “lessons” from British an
American history. It has been argue(.i, for ex.afnple, tha!: the
long continuity of British and American political e).(perlznce
and the gradual process of change have both contrlbl.xte to
effective democratization. Similarly, the growth of a vigorous
and numerous middle class, the development of Protestanmfn,
and in particular the nonconformist sects, have. bf:en‘c0n_51d~
ered vital to the development of stable democratic {nstxtutlons
in Britain, the Old Commonwealth, and the United §tates.
There have been efforts to derive from these.expermnces
some standards as to what attitudes and behavior must l.)e
present in other countries if they are to become demOc:.ratlc.
Even more common than drawing inferences from history
has been our tendency to derive criteria og what has to be
diffused from the institutional and ideologlfal norms of de-
mocracy itself. It is argued that if a democratic system is based
on the sharing of influence among the adult population as a
whole, then, if the system is not to be subverted, the indi-
vidual must use his power intelligently for the good of the

#
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polity. Theorists of democracy from Aristotle to Bryce have
stressed that democracies are maintained by active citizen par-
ticipation in civic affairs, by a high level of information about
public affairs, and by a widespread sense of civic responsibil-
ity. These doctrines tell us what a democratic citizen ought to
be like if he is to behave according to the requirements of
the system.

Still a third type of investigation of the conditions favoring
the development of stable democracy are studies of the eco-
nomic and social conditions associated with democratic sys-

ytems. Both Lipset and Coleman find a strong correlation be-

tween indices of modernization and democratization.t The
main problem presented by these studies is that the cultural
and psychological consequences of “modern” technologies
and processes are left to inference. We know that democracies,
in comparison to other political systems, tend to have more
literate and educated people, that their per capita income
and wealth are higher, and that they enjoy in greater propor-
tions the amenities of modern civilization. But this type of
analysis not only omits the psychological basis of democratiza-
tion, it also cannot explain the significant deviant cases. Thus
Germany and France, which rank high on the indices of mod-
ernization, are classified by Lipset as unstable democracies.
Cuba and Venezuela, both of which rank high in economic
development in Latin America, have long histories of dictator-
ship and instability. This kind of study is suggestive of hy-
potheses but does not tell us directly what kind of cluster of
attitudes is associated with democracy.

Another type of approach to the culture and psychology of
democracy is based on the insights of psychoanalysis. Harold
Lasswell has gone furthest in specifying the personality char-
acteristics of the “democrat.” 3 In his list of democratic char-
acter qualities he includes (1) an “open ego,” by which he
means a2 warm and inclusive attitude toward other human be-

4 Seymour M. Lipset, Political Man, New York, 1960, pp. 45f.; Gabriel
A. Almond and James Coleman, The Politics of the Developing Areas,
Princeton, N.J., 1960, pp. 538ff.

5 The Political Writings of Harold D. Lasswell, Glencoe, IIL, 1951, pp.
495ff.; Lasswell, Power and Personality, New York, 1946, pp. 148f.
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10 An Approach to Political Culture

ings; (2) a capacity for sharing values with others; (3) a
multivalued rather than a single-valued orientation; (4) trust
and confidence in the human environment, and (5) relauve
freedom from anxiety. Though the relationship between these
characteristics and democratic behavior seems to be clear,
Lasswell’s democratic qualities are not specifically political
attitudes and feelings, and they may actually be encoun.terf?d
in great frequency in societies that are not democratic in
structure.

Our study grows out of this body of theory about the char-
acteristics and preconditions of the culture of democraFy.
What we have done amounts to a series of experiments in-
tended to test some of these hypotheses. Rather than inferring
the properties of democratic culture from political ir_lstit.u-
tions or social conditions, we have attempted to specify its
content by examining attitudes in a number of operati.ng
democratic systems. And rather than deriving the soc'lal-
psychological preconditions of democracy from psychological
theory, we have sought to determine whether and to what ex-
tent these relations actually exist in functioning democratic
systems. We do not argue that our study will S.hl..lt off specula-
tion and provide the precise and tested propositions of a com-
plete theory of democracy, but, ratl:_\er, th?.t. some of. thfese
propositions will survive the test of empn'lca!-quanutatlve
analysis and some will not. This stage of experiment should
focus and direct inquiry by providing some answers to old
questions and suggesting some new questions.

In still another respect we hope to contribute to the de-
velopment of a scientific theory of democracy. I.Sy fa.r the
greatest amount of empirical research on democratic amtu('les
has been done in the United States. In our study we have in-
cluded, in addition to our own country, Britain, Germar.ly,
Italy, and Mexico. Why we selected these particular countries
is discussed below. Qur five-country study offers us the oppor-
tunity to escape from this American parochialisn? and to dis-
cover whether or not relations found in the American data are
also encountered in democratic countries whose historical ex-
periences and political and social structures differ from one
another.

) S
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TYPES OF POLITICAL CULTURE

In our comparison of the political cultures of five contem-
porary democracies, we employ a number of concepts and
classifications which it will be useful to specify and define.
We speak of the “political culture” of a nation rather than
the “national character” or “modal personality,” and of “po-
litical socialization” rather than of child development or child
rearing in general terms, not because we reject the psycho-
logical and anthropological theories that relate political atti-
tudes to other components of personality, or because we reject
those theories which stress the relationship between child de-
velopment in general terms and the induction of the child
into his adult political roles and attitudes. Indeed, this study
could not have been made without the prior work of those
historians, social philosophers, anthropologists, sociologists,
psychologists, and psychiatrists who have been concerned with
the relationships between the psychological and political
characteristics of nations. In particular, this study has been
greatly influenced by the “culture-personality” or “psychocul-
tural approach” to the study of political phenomena. This
approach has developed a substantial theoretical and mono-
graphic literature in the past twenty-five years.8

8 General theoretical statements of this approach are to be found inter
alia in Ruth Benedict, Paiterns of Culture, New York, 1934; Alex Inkeles
and Daniel Levinson, “National Character: The Study of Modal Person-
ality and Socio-Cultural Systems,” in Gardner Lindzey (ed.), Handbook of
Social Psychology, Cambridge, Mass., 1954, Vol. II; Bert Kaplan (ed.),
Studying Personality Cross-Culturally, Evanston, Ill, 1961; Abram Kardi-
ner, The Psychological Frontiers of Society, New York, 1939; Kardiner,
The Individual and His Society, New York, 1945; Clyde Kluckhohn, Henry
Murray, and David Schneider, Personality in Nature, Society, and Culture,
New York, 1955; Harold D. Lasswell, Psychopathology and Politics in Polit-
ical Writings, op. cit.; Nathan Leites, “Psychocultural Hypotheses About Po-
litical Acts,” in World Politics, Vol. I, 1948; Ralph Linton, The Cultural
Background of Personality, New York, 1945; Margaret Mead, “The Study
of National Character,” in Daniel Lerner and Harold D, Lasswell, The
Policy Sciences, Stanford, 1951. Particularly relevant to our work is Alex
Inkeles, “National Character and Modern Political Systems,” in Francis L. K.
Hsu (ed.), Psychological Anthropology, Homewood, Il1, 1961. And one of
the most important recent contributions to the theory of national charac-
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We employ the term “political culture” for two reasons.
First, if we are to ascertain the relationships between political
and nonpolitical attitudes and developmental patterns, we
have to separate the former from the latter even though the
boundary between them is not as sharp as our terminology

.1 would suggest. The term “political culture” thus refers to the

| specifically political orientations — attitudes toward the po-
litical system and its various parts, and attitudes toward the
i role of the self in the system. We speak of a political culture
just as we can speak of an economic culture or a religious cul-
ture. It is a set of orientations toward a special set of social
objects and processes.

But we also choose political culture, rather than some
other special concept, because it enables us to utilize the con-
ceptual frameworks and approaches of anthropology, sociol-
ogy, and psychology. Our thinking is enriched when we
employ, for example, such categories of anthropology and psy-

ter and political culture is Lucian W. Pye’s Politics, Personality, and Na-
tion Building, New Haven, 1962, which both develops a general theory of
personality and political attitudes and applies this to a study of Burmese
patterns.

Studies of Germany include: R. Brickner, Is Germany Incurable? Phila-
delphia, 1943; H. V. Dicks, “Personality Traits and National Socialist
Ideology,” Human Relations, Vol. III, 1950; David Rodnick, Postwar Ger-
mans, New Haven, 1948, and Bertram Schaffner, Fatherland. A Study of
Authoritarianism in the German Family, New York, 1948.

Studies of the United States include: Geoffrey Gorer, The American
People, New York, 1948; Margaret Mead, And Keep Your Powder Dry,
New York, 1942, and David Riesman, The Lonely Crowd, New Haven,
1950.

Studies of Russia include: H. V. Dicks, “Observations on Contemporary
Russian Behavior,” Human Relations, Vol. V, 1952; Geoffrey Gorer and
John Rickman, The People of Great Russia, London, 1949; Natban Leites,
A Study of Bolshevism, Glencoe, I1L, 1953; Margaret Mead, Soviet Attitudes
Toward Authority, New York, 1951, and Dinko Tomasic, The Impact of
Russian Culture on Soviet Communism, Glencoe, 1953.

For England, see Geoffrey Gorer, Exploring English Character, New
York, 1955. For France, see Nathan Leites, On the Game of Politics in
France, Stanford, 1959; Rhoda Metraux and Margaret Mead, Themes in
French Culture, Stanford, 1954, and Lawrence Wylie, Village in The
Vaucluse, Cambridge, Mass., 1957. And for Japan, see Ruth F. Benedict,
The Chrysanthemum and The Sword, Boston, 1946.

J
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cl.lol.ogy as socialization, culture conflict, and acculturation

Similarly, our capacity to understand the emergence an(i

transformation of political systems grows when we draw upon

the body of theory and speculation concerned with the pen-

eral phenomena of social structure and process. i

We appreciate the fact that anthropologists use the term
culture in a variety of ways, and that by bringing it into the

‘concepFual vocabulary of political science we are in danger of

Importing its ambiguities as well as its advantages. Here we

can onl).z stress that we employ the concept of culture in on}
one of its many meanings: that of psychological on’entatz‘or}z,

toward foczal objects. When we speak of the political culture
of a society, we refer to the political system as internalized in
the cognitions, feelings, and evaluations of its population

People.are inducted into it just as they are socialized int(;
nonpolitical roles and social systems. Conflicts of political cul-
tures have much in common with other culture conflicts, and
polm.cal acculturative processes are more understandab'le if
we view them in the light of the resistances and the fusional
and incorporative tendencies of cultural change in general.

Thus the concept of political culture helps us to escape
from the diffuseness of such general anthropological terms as
cultural ethos and from the assumption of homogeneity that
the concept implies. It enables us to formulate hypotheses
about relationships among the different components of cul-
ture and to test these hypotheses empirically. With the con-
cept of political socialization we can go beyond the rather

SJII}ple assumptions of the psychocultural school regarding re-
lationships between general child development patterns and
adl:l]t political attitudes. We can relate specific adult political
attitudes and behavioral propensities to the manifest and la-
tent political socialization experiences of childhood.

. The political culture of a nation is the particular distribu-
tion of patterns of orientation toward political objects among
th.e m.embers of the nation. Before we can arrive at such dis-
tr'lbutxons, we need to have some way of systematically ta
ping individual orientations toward political objects. In othtlz)xj
wo'rcIs, we need to define and specify modes of political orien-
tation and classes of political objects. Our definition and

rraasaasasasaasaasanasasasasaasasaanasananaasanaaaasaaaan
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classification of types of political orientation fo}low _Par’?ons
and Shils, as has been suggested elsewhere.” “Orler?tano.n re-
fers to the internalized aspects of objects anc% relationships. It
includes (1) “cognitive orientation,” that is, knowledge 'of
and belief about the political system, its roles and the ”m-
cumbents of these roles, its inputs, and its outputs; (2) :ilf-
fective orientation,” or feelings about the poIitic.rjll system, its
roles, personnel, and performance, and (3) eva%u‘auonal
orientation,” the judgments and opinions about political ob-
jects that typically involve the combination of value standards
and criteria with information and feelings. . .
In classifying objects of political orientauon,.we start with
the “general” political system. We deal here.w1'th the system
as a whole and include such feelings as patriotism or j\lxenz}:
tion, such cognitions and evaluations of the nation as ”large
or “small,” “strong” or “weak,” and of the polity as “demo-
cratic,” “constitutional,” or “socialistic.”” At the other_e'xtrerne
we distinguish orientations toward the “self” as polmca.l.ac-
tor; the content and quality of norms of personal political
obligation, and the content and quality of the sense _of per-
sonal competence vis-a-vis the political system. _In_ treating the
component parts of the political system we distinguish, first,
three broad classes of objects: (1) specific roles or structures,
such as legislative bodies, executives, or bureaucraC}es; (2)
incumbents of roles, such as particular monarchs, lelgl‘slators,
and administrators, and (3) particular public policies, z.ie-
cisions, or enforcements of decisions. These structures, in-
cumbents, and decisions may in turn be clas§ified bro‘:fldly b'y:
whether they are involved either in the pcihtlcal or mI‘)‘ut
process or in the administrative or “output” process. By pg-
litical” or “input” process we refer to the flow .of demands
from the society into the polity and the conversion of these
demands into authoritative policies. Some structures that are

predominantly involved in the input process are political ~:

— ]
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by which authoritative policies are applied or enforced. Struc-

tures predominantly involved in this process would include
bureaucracies and courts.

We realize that an

y such distinction does violence to the
actual continuity

of the political process and to the multi-
functionality of political structures, Much broad policy is
made in bureaucracies and by courts; and structures that we
label as input, such as interest groups and political parties,
are often concerned with the details of administration and en-

TaBLE 11  Dimensions of political orientation

1. 2. 3. 4.
System as
general Input Output Self as
object objects objects object
Cognition
Affect
Evaluation

forcement. What we are referring to is a difference in empha-
sis, and one that is of great importance in the classification
of political cultures. The distinction we draw between par-
ticipant and subject political cultures turns in part on the
presence or absence of orientation toward specialized input
structures. For our classification of political cultures it is not
of great importance that these specialized input structures
are also involved in the performance of enforcement func-
tions and that the specialized administrative ones are involved
in the performance of input functions, The important thing
for our classification is what political objects individuals are
oriented to, how they are oriented to them, and whether
these objects are predominantly involved in the “upward”
flow of policy making or in the “downward” flow of policy
enforcement. We shall treat this problem in greater detail

parties, interest groups, and the media of communication. By

when we define the major classes of political culture,
the administrative or output process we refer to that process =

We can consolidate what we have thus far said about ipdi- i
- vidual orientations toward the polity in a simple 3 x 4 matrix g

i H ive Political Systems,” Journal of Pol- _ < i S ¢ 4 ma .

- Gabrll(ﬂ"tll‘?]’?;;; ' TE;)C fga;a:::ns ‘;nd EdJard A. Shils, Toward 6 Table 1.1 tells us that the political orientation of an individual il
aéz:;,e T\;Io _-”;eory ” Action, Cambri dge, Mass,, 1951, pp. 53f. can be tapped systematically if we explore the following:

-
oy

i
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1. What knowledge does he have of his natiop and of'his
political system in general terms, its history, §1ze, l?catxon,
power, “‘constitutional” characteristics, and thfe I'lke? \'Y hat are
his feelings toward these systemic characteristics? What are
his more or less considered opinions and judgments of them?

9. What knowledge does he have of the structures and roles,
the various political elites, and the policy proposals that are
involved in the upward flow of policy making? What are his
feelings and opinions about these structures, leaders, and pol-
icy proposals?

‘3. What knowledge does be have of the downward ﬂ?xy' of
policy enforcement, the structures, indi\f{duals,. and decxslo.ns
involved in these processes> What are his feelings and opin-

ions of them?

Taste 12 Types of political culture

System as Self.as
general Input Output aft{ve:
object objects objects participant

Parochial . - . 0 0 0 g
Subject . - - kL 0 1 )
Participant f i 1

4. How does he perceive of himself as a member 0.£ hi.s po-
litical system? What knowledge does he have of l}ls rxghts),
powers, obligations, and of strategies of access to influence:
How does he feel about his capabilities? What norms of par-
ticipation or of performance does he acknow}eflge and e.m'ploy
in formulating political judgments, or in arriving at opinions?

Characterizing the political culture of 2 nation means, in
effect, filling in such a matrix for a valid sample of its popu-
Jation. The political culture becomes the freq’uency.of dlffer-
ent kinds of cognitive, affective, and ev'alu.atlve orientations
toward the political system in general, its input and output
aspects, and the self as political actor. _ _

Parochial Political Culturg. When this frequency of ori-
enmm’m‘ﬁfﬁiical objects of the four kinds

specified in Table 1.2 approaches zero, we can speak of the po-
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litical culture as a parochial one. The political cultures of
African tribal societies and autonomous local communities re-
ferred to by Coleman® would fall into this category. In these
societies there are no specialized political roles: headmanship,
chiefrainship, “shamanship” are diffuse political-economic—
religious roles, and for members of these societies the po-
litical orientations to these roles are not separated from
their religious and social orientations. A parochial orienta-
tion also implies the comparative absence of expectations of
change initiated by the political system. The parochial ex-
pects nothing from the political system. Similarly, in the cen-
tralized African chiefdoms and kingdoms to which Coleman
refers, the political cultures would be predominantly paro-
chial, although the development of somewhat more special-
ized roles in these societies might mean the beginnings of
more differentiated political orientations. Even larger-scale
and more differentiated polities, however, may have predomi-
nantly parochial cultures. But relatively pure parochialism is
likely to occur in simpler traditional systems where political
specialization is minimal. Parochialism in more differentiated
political systems is likely to be affective and normative rather
than cognitive. That is to say, the remote tribesmen in Ni-
geria or Ghana may be aware in a dim sort of way of the ex-
istence of a central political regime. But his feelings toward
it are uncertain or negative, and he has not internalized any
norms to regulate his relations to it.

The Subject Political Culture. The second major type of
political culture listed in Table 1.2 is the subject culture.
Here there is a high frequency of orientations toward a dif-
ferentiated political system and toward the output aspects of
the system, but orientations toward specifically input objects,
and toward the self as an active participant, approach zero.
The subject is aware of specialized governmental authority;
he is affectively oriented to it, perhaps taking pride in it, per-
haps disliking it; and he evaluates it either as legitimate or
as not. But the relationship is toward the system on the gen-
eral level, and toward the output, administrative, or “down-
ward flow” side of the political system; it is essentially a pas-

8 Almond and Coleman, Politics of the Developing Areas, p. 254.
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18 An Approach to Political Culture

sive relationship, although there is, as we shall show belov\-r, a
limited form of competence that is appropriate in a subject
- culture. .
¥ Again we are speaking of the pure subject orientauon‘that
is likely to exist in a society in which there is no differentiated

input structure. The subject orientation in political systems .

that have developed democratic institutions is likely to be
affective and normative rather than cognitive. Thus a French
royalist is aware of democratic institutions; he simply does not
accord legitimacy to them.

The Participant Political Culture. The third major type of
political culture, the participant culture, is one in which the
members of the society tend to be explicitly oriented to t.he
system as a whole and to both the political and admmstr.atlve
structures and processes: in other words, to both the input
and output aspects of the political system. Individual mem-
bers of the participant polity may be favorably or unfavor-
ably oriented to the various classes of political objects. They
tend to be oriented toward an “activist” role of the self in the
polity, though their feelings and evaluations of such a role
may vary from acceptance to rejection, as we shall show below.

This threefold classification of political culrtures does not
assume that one orientation replaces the others. The subject
culture does not eliminate diffuse orientations to the primary
and intimate structures of community. To the diffuse orienta-
tions to lineage groups, religious community, and vilIage.it
adds a specialized subject orientation to the governmental in-
stitutions, Similarly, the participant culture does not supplant
the subject and parochial patterns of orientation. The par-
ticipant culture is an additional stratum that may be added
to and combined with the subject and parochial cultures.
Thus the citizen of a participant polity is not only oriented
toward active participation in politics, but is also subject t.o law
and authority and is a member of more diffuse primary
groups. .

To be sure, adding participant orientations to sub]ecF and
parochial orientations does not leave these “earlier” orienta-
tions unchanged. The parochial orientations must adapt
when new and more specialized orientations enter into the
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picture, just as both parochial and subject orientations change
when participant orientations are acquired. Actually, some of
the most significant differences in the political cultures of the
five democracies included in our study turn on the extent and
the way in which parochial, subject, and participant orienta-
tions have combined, fused, or meshed together within the
individuals of the polity.?

Another caution is necessary, Our classification does not im-
ply homogeneity or uniformity of political cultures. Thus po-
litical systems with predominantly participant cultures will,
even in the limiting case, include both subjects and parochi-
als. The imperfections of the processes of political socializa-
tion, personal preferences, and limitations in intelligence or
in opportunities to learn will continue to produce subjects
and parochials, even in well-established and stable democra-
cies. Similarly, parochials will continue to exist even in
“high” subject cultures.

Thus there are two aspects of cultural heterogeneity or cul-
tural “mix.” The “citizen” is a particular mix of participant,
subject, and parochial orientations, and the civic culture is a
particular mix of citizens, subjects, and parochials. For the
citizen we need concepts of proportions, thresholds, and con-
gruence to handle the ways in which his constellation of par-
ticipant, subject, and parochial attitudes is related to effec-
tive performance. For the civic culture, which we shall treat
in detail below, we need the same concepts of proportions,
thresholds, and congruence to handle the problem of what
“mix” of citizens, subjects, and parochials is related to the ef-
fective performance of democratic systems. When we compare
the political cultures of our five countries we shall have the
occasion to discuss these questions again.

Our threefold classification of participant, subject, and pa-
rochial is only the beginning of a classification of political cul-
tures. Each one of these major classes has its subclasses, and
our classification has left out entirely the dimension of po-
litical development and cultural change. Let us look into this
latter question first, since it will enable us to handle the prob-
lem of subclassification with a better set of conceptual tools.

8 See below, chaps. VIIT and IX.
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Political cultures may or may not be congruen.t.wnh the
structures of the political system. A congruent 'polmcal ?trl(llc-
ture would be one appropriate for the culture: in other words,
where political cognition in the popula'tion would tend to ‘Ee
accurate and where affect and evaluation would Feznd to be
favorable. In general, a parochial, subject, or participant CUIi
ture would be most congruent with, respec.twely, a traditiona
political structure, 2 centralized authoritar.lan structure, and a
democratic political structure. A parochial polmcal.culture
that was congruent with its structure would havF_a hl%{h rate
of cognitive orientations and high rates of positive a icu;e
and evaluative orientations to the diﬁuse.s'tructures of the
tribal or village community. A subjgct political culFu.re cond:
gruent with its system would have a high rate o.f cognition ar;1
high positive rates of the other two types of o'rlentatl‘o? to tt‘vz
specialized political system as a whole, and to 1ts.afim1nlstr?{1re
or output aspects; whereas the congruent participant cultu
would be characterized by high and positive rates of orientation
to all four classes of political objects. o . .

Political systems change, and we are justified in assuming
that culture and structure are often incongruent with each
other. Particularly in these decades of rapid cultural change,
the most numerous political systems may be those that have
failed to attain congruence, or are moving from one form of

ity to another,
PO}I“:Z represent schematically these relations of congrtfcnce/
incongruence between political structure and culture, we pre-
sent Table 1.3, N

Any one of the three major types of political cultures ma);
be located on the matrix in Table I1.3. Thus we may speak o
“allegiant” 10 parochial, subject, anC% pargapagt cultur}tlis
when cognitive, affective, and .evaluauve orientations 1o ft (:
appropriate objects of the polity approach unity, or per eze
congruence between culture and structure. But congr_uenh
between culture and structure may be best represented in the
form of a scale. The limits of congruence between culture and
structure are established in columns 1 and 2 of the table. The

10 We have borrowed the concept “Allegiant” from Robert _E' Lane’s -

book, Political Ideology, New York, 1962, pp. 170ff.

An Approach to Political Culture 21

congruence is strong when the frequencies of positive ori-
entations approach unity (+); the congruence is weak when
the political structure is cognized but the frequency of posi-
tive feeling and evaluation approaches indifference or zero,
Incongruence between political culture and structure begins
when the indifference point is passed and negative affect and

TasLe 1.3 Congruence/incongruence between political culture
and structure®

Allegiance Apathy Alienation
Cognitive orientation + + +
Affective orientation + 0 -
Evaluative orientation + 0 -

* A (+) sign means a high frequency of awareness, or of positive feeling,
or of evaluation toward political objects. A () sign means a high frequency

of negative evaluations or feelings. A (0) means 2 high frequency of indif-
ference.

evaluation grow in frequency (—). We may also think of
this scale as one of stability/instability. As we move toward
the first column in the figure, we are moving toward an al-
legiant situation: one in which attitudes and institutions
match; as we move toward the third column, we are moving
toward alienation: where attitudes tend to reject political in-
stitutions or structures.

But this scale is only a beginning, since the incongruence
may take the form of a simple rejection of a particular set of
role incumbents (e.g., a particular dynasty and its bureauc-
racy); or it may be an aspect of a systemic change, that is, a
shift from a simpler pattern of political culture to a more
complex one. We have already suggested that all political cul-
tures (with the exception of the simple parochial ones) are
mixed. Thus a participant culture contains individuals who
are oriented as subjects and parochials; and a subject culture
will contain some parochials. We use the term “systemically
mixed” political cultures to refer to those in which there are
significant proportions of both the simpler and more com-
plex patterns of orientations. When we say these cultures are
systemically mixed, we do not intend to suggest that there is

\aaascaasacaasaascsannaanascascacaaneaocacaacacaanananaaaaann
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an inevitable tendency for the development to com.pllete it-
self. The process of political culture c%lange may sFabﬂue ;t a
point that falls short of congruence with a centralized author-
itarian structure or a democratic one; Or the developn:‘Lent
may take a course such as in Britain, where a .slow, continu-
ous pattern of cultural chamge was accompam‘et.i by c;:rres~
pondingly continuous changes in structure. POlltleal cu ctlurgs
may remain systemically mixed for a very long time 1n Ieel,
as witnessed by the experience of France, Germany, and taly
in the nineteenth and present centuries. W.hen they do remain
mixed, however, there are inevitable strains between culture
and structure, and a characteristic tendency toward structural
msltfa ]Z;l;tihree types of political culture represented _in‘ Ta?l;
1.2 are the pure forms of political cultu.rf.:, we may dl?m;gu:;
three types of systemically mixed po%mcal ct'llrnures. (% e
parochial-subject culture, (2) the subject-participant cu ture,
and (3) the parochial-participant cultur.e. _ .
The Parochial-Subject Culture. This 1s a type of po itica
culture in which a substantial portion of_the pt?pulatlon has
rejected the exclusive claims of diffuse Fnbal, village, or feu-
dal authority and has developed allt?glfmce toward a more
complex political system with sp.ec1a11zed ce:ntral govelxig-
mental structures. This is the classic case_of kingdom bwL_u1 -
ing out of relatively undifferentiated u‘mts. The chromc_f;s
and histories of most nations include this eal."ly stage of Shfft
from local parochialism to centralized authority. But the1 shi ;
may stabilize at a point that falls short of a fully d_evedope
subject culture. The loosely articulated African king r:n:n;,
" and even the Ottoman Empire, are examples of sta}?le, mixe
subject-parochial cultures where the latter .pred.ommates ;3;1
central authority takes the form .of a primarily extra{c UI:
dimly cognized set of political ob]eFts. The pro't?lem dgfﬁ(c:ult
tural change from parochial to subject patterns 1s a dl -
one, and unstable moves back and forth are common 1n

early history of nations.'?

11 The classic case is that of the succession to Ki:.lg Solc?mon in :bif: kmge;
dom of Issacl. When Solomon died, the parochial (tribal and ixea(;gm
leaders of Israel came 10 his son Rehoboamm, saying, Thy father made
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What we are suggesting is that the composition of this
class may be viewed as subvarieties arranged on a continuum.
At one extreme we might place the political culture under
Prussian absolutism, which went rather far in suppressing pa-
rochial orientations; at the other, the political culture in the
Ottoman Empire, which never went further than an extrac
tive external relationship to its constituent, more or less pa-
rochial units. The contrast between Prussian and British ab-
solutism is an interesting one from this point of view. We
have already made the point that even “high™ political cul-
tures are mixes, and that the individual orientations compris-
ing them are’ also mixes. In Prussia, in the typical individual
case, we may assume that the intensity of the subject orienta-
tion was much stronger than that of the parochial, while in
Britain we suggest there was greater balance, and, further-
more, the parochial and subject strata were more congruent.
These psychological mixes may explain the contrast between
the eighteenth century Prussian and British authority images:
the first, of kadavergehorsam; the second, of the self-confident,
if deferential, country squire, merchant, and yeoman. Simi-
larly, the cultural mix in Prussia probably involved more of a
polarization between a persisting parochial sub-culture — ex-
emplified in the extreme case by the peasantry on the East
German estates—and a subject subculture among those
groups most affected by the impact of Prussian absolutism:
the bureaucracy down to the lowest levels and the increas-

yoke hard; but do thou now make lighter the hard service of thy faiher,
and his heavy yoke which he put upon us and we will serve thee.” Reho-
boam’s older counsclors advised him te lighten the yoke and pay more
respect to the antonomy of the persisting parochial tribal and lineage
groups. His younger men — fanatical modernizers — offered him the cele-
brated advice to tell the tradicional leaders of the people, “My little finger
is thicker than my father's loins. . . . If my father hath burdened you with
a heavy yoke, I will add to your yoke; if my father hath chastised you with
whips, then will I chastise you with scorpion thorns” (I Kings 12:4-11).
The consequences of Rehoboam's acceptance of the advice of the young
modernizers, as told in the rest of Kings, suggest that too violent an at-
tack on parochialism may cause both parochial and subject orientations to
decline to apathy and alienation. The results are political fragmentation
and national destruction.
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ingly large proportion of Prussian manpower undergoing the
Prussian army experience. ' -

Thus change from a parochial to a subject pohtfcal culture
may stabilize at a number of points on the continuum -and
produce different political, psychological, and cultural mixes.
We also suggest that the kind of mix that results has great
significance for the stability and performance of the political

stem.

Y The Subject-Participant Culture. The way in which the
shift from a parochial to a subject culture is solved gre:'it'ly af-
fects the way in which the shift from a subject to a participant
culture takes place. As Pye points out, the inculcation of a
sense of national loyalty and identification, a.nd _of a pro-
pensity to obey the regulations of central authority, is the first
priority problem in the emerging nations.'® 11:1 the shift from a
subject to a participant culture, the parochial and local au-
tonomies, if they survive, may contribute to the development
of a democratic infrastructure. Certainly this is what hap-
pened in the British case. Local authorities, municip:fll corpo-
rations, religious communities, and merchant groups 1n which
the tradition of guild freedoms still persisted became the first
interest groups in the developing British democracy. The les-
son is a significant one. Precisely because the develop@ent of a
subject culture in England stopped short of destroying local
and parochial structures and cultures, these couid. become
available at a later time and in modified form as an influence
network that could relate Britons as competent citizens.to
their government. The more massive impact.of the _Prussmn
state authority drove parochial institutions into privacy, or
assimilated them to state authority. Thus the era of democra.-
tization in Germany began with a great gap between the pri-
vate and public spheres, and the infrastructure that emerg.ed
failed to arc across from individual, family, and community
to the institutions of governmental authority. .

In the mixed subject-participant culture a substarlltlal part
of the population has acquired specialized input orientations
and an activist set of self-orientations, while most of the re-

12 Pye, Politics, Personality, and Nation Building, pp. 3ff.
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mainder of the population continue to be oriented toward an
authoritarian governmental structure and have a relatively
passive set of self-orientations. In the Western European ex-
amples of this type of political culture — France, Germany,
and Italy in the nineteenth and present centuries — there was
a characteristic pattern of structural instability with an alter-
nation of authoritarian and democratic governments. But
more than structural instability results from this kind of cul-
tural mix. The cultural patterns themselves are influenced by
the structural instability and the cultural stalemate. Because
participant orientations have spread among only a part of the
population, and because their legitimacy is challenged by the
persisting subject subculture and suspended during authori-
tarian interludes, the participant-oriented stratum of the
population cannot become a competent, self-confident, experi-
enced body of citizens. They tend to remain democratic as-
pirants. That is, they accept the norms of a participant cul-
ture, but their sense of competence is not based on experience
or on a confident sense of legitimacy. Furthermore, the struc-
tural instabilities that frequently accompany the mixed sub-
ject-participant culture, the frequent ineffectiveness of the
democratic infrastructure and of the governmental system,
tend to produce alienative tendencies among the democrat-
ically oriented elements of the population. Taken together,
this kind of a political cultural stalemate may produce a
syndrome with components of idealist-aspiration and aliena-
tion from the political system, including the infrastructure of
parties, interest groups, and press.

The mixed subject-participant culture, if it persists over a
long period of time, also changes the character of the subject
subculture. During the democratic interludes the authoritar-
ian-oriented groups must compete with the democratic ones
within a formally democratic framework. In other words, they
must develop a defensive political infrastructure of their own.
Although this does not transform the subject subculture into a
democratic one, it certainly changes it, often to a significant
degree. It is not accidental that authoritarian regimes that
arise in political systems with mixed subject-participant cul-

".....O..Q........O’,.............
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tures tend to have populistic overtones, and in the more re-
cent period of totalitarianism these regimes have even adopted
the democratic infrastructure in a grossly distorted form.

The Parochial-Participant Culture. In the parochial-par-
ticipant culture we have the contemporary problem of cul-
tural development in many of the emerging nations. In most
of these countries the political culture is predominantly pa-
rochial. The structural norms that have been introduced are
usually participant; for congruence, therefore, they require a
participant culture. Thus the problem is to develop special-
ized output and input orientations simultaneously. It is not
surprising that most of these political systems, always threat-
ened by parochial fragmentation, teeter like acrobats on
tightropes, leaning precariously at one time toward authori-
tarianism, at another toward democracy. There is no structure
on either side to lean on, neither a bureaucracy resting upon
loyal subjects, nor an infrastructure arising from responsible
and competent citizens. The problem of development from
parochial to participant culture seems, on first look, to be a
hopeless one; but if we remember that most parochial auton-
omies and loyalties survive, we may at least say that the de-
velopment of participant cultures in some of the emerging
nations has not yet been precluded. The problems are to pen-
etrate the parochial systems without destroying them on the
output side, and to transform them into interest groups on
the input side.

POLITICAL SUBCULTURE

We have already made the point that most political cul-
tures are heterogeneous. Even the most fully developed par-
ticipant cultures will contain surviving strata of subjects and
parochials. And even within that part of the culture that is
oriented toward participation there will be persistent and
significant differences in political orientation. Adapting the
terminology of Ralph Linton to our purposes, we use the
term “subculture” to refer to these component parts of po-
litical cultures.!® But we have to distinguish at least two types
of subcultural cleavage. First, the term may be used to refer

13 Ralph Linton, The Cultural Background of Personality.
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to population strata that are persistently oriented in one way
toward policy inputs and outputs, but are “allegiantly” ori-
ented toward the political structure. Thus in the United
States the left wing of the Democratic party and the right wing
of the Republican party accept as legitimate the structures of
American politics and government, but differ persistently
from each other on a whole range of domestic and foreign
policy issues. We refer to these as policy subcultures.

But the kind of cleavage we are most interested in is that
which occurs in systemically mixed systems. Thus in a mixed
parochial-subject culture one part of the population would be
oriented toward diffuse traditional authorities, and another
toward the specialized structure of the central authoritarian
system. A mixed parochial-subject culture may actually be
characterized by a ‘“‘vertical” as well as a horizontal cleavage.
Thus if the polity includes two or more traditional com-
ponents, then there will be, in addition to the emerging sub-
ject subculture, the persisting separate cultures of the for-
mally merged traditional units.

The mixed subject-participant culture is a more familiar
and even more contemporary problem in the West. A success-
ful shift from a subject to a participant culture involves the
diffusion of positive orientations toward a democratic in-
frastructure, the acceptance of norms of civic obligation, and
the development of a sense of civic competence among a sub-
stantial proportion of the population. These orientations may
combine with subject and parochial orientations, or they may
conflict. England in the nineteenth and present centuries
moved toward and attained a political culture that combined
these orientations. It is true, of course, that the Radicals in
the first part of the nineteenth century and the Socialist and
Labour left-wing groups at a later time were opposed to the
monarchy and the House of Lords. But these tendencies re-
sulted in the transformation, not the elimination, of these in-
stitutions. Political subcultures m England, consequently, are
examples of our first type of cleavage, the one based on per-
sistent policy differences rather than upon fundamentally dif-
ferent orientations toward political structure.

France is the classic case of the second type of political-
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cultural heterogeneity. The French Revolution did not rAes.ult
in a homogeneous orientation toward a republican .poluixcal
structure; instead, it polarized the French population mt?
two subcultures, one of participant aspiration and one domi-
nated by subject and parochial orientations. The structure of
the French political system has been at issue ever since that
time, and what was at first a bipolarization of political culture
was followed by further fragmentations, as the So.cia.lists fol-
lowed the Jacobins, and the Communists the Socialists, 'anfi'
as the right wing divided into a “rallied” and an.“unrallled

part. In many other European countries the failure of the
dominant elites to respond to the moderate demands for
structural and policy changes put forward by the left in the
first half of the nineteenth century led to the development of
the structurally alienated, revolutionary socialist, syndicalist,
and anarchist left of the second half of the nineteenth cen-
tury. '

In England, the Old Commonwealth, the United States, and
the Scandinavian countries, the issues of political structure
were resolved in the course of the nineteenth and early twen-
tieth centuries: what emerged were homogeneous political
cultures, in the sense of structural orientation. The subcul-
tural phenomena in these countries turn on persistent }?ol.icy
differences. Left and right both tend to accept the existing
political structure and differ only on the subst:.mce.of poliFy
and political personnel. What is most interesting is thal.t in
this group of countries in the last decades, the policy differ-
ences have tended to become less sharp, and there is a larger
common body of agreement. In other words, subcultural
cleavage has attenuated and cultural homogeneity has ex-
tended from structural orientation into policy orientation.

This brief discussion of political subculture serves only to
introduce the concept. Some of its implications and conse-
quences will be considered at later points in the book. But we
would mislead the reader if we were to suggest that our study
treats proportionally each aspect of political culture. Qur
study stresses orientation to political structure and process,
not orientation to the substance of political demands and out-
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puts. We need not apologize for this emphasis, but must
point out how this choice may tend to obscure significant di-
mensions of political culture, and significant relationships be-
tween general psychocultural patterns and the substance of
politics and public policy. A study that stressed orientation to
public policy would require at least as much of a major effort
as the present one. It would have to relate systematically
types of public policy orientations to types of social structure
and cultural values, as well as to the socialization Processes
with which they are related. A similarly rigorous separation
of public policy orientation, general culture orientation, and
socialization patterns would also be necessary, in order for us
to discover the real character and direction of relationships
among these phenomena.

THE CIVIC CULTURE: A MIXED POLITICAL CULTURE

At an earlier point we discussed the historical origins of the
civic culture and the functions of that culture in the process
of social change. Much of this book will offer an analysis and
description of the culture and of the role it plays in the
maintenance of a democratic political system. It will be useful
therefore to spell out, if only briefly, some of its main charac-
teristics.

The civic culture is not the political culture that one finds
described in civics textbooks, which prescribe the way in
which citizens ought to act in a democracy. The norms of
citizen behavior found in these texts stress the participant
aspects of political culture. The democratic citizen is ex-
pected to be active in politics and to be involved. Further-
more, he is supposed to be rational in his approach to poli-
tics, guided by reason, not by emotion. He is supposed to be
well informed and to make decisions — for instance, his de-
cision on how to vote—on the basis of careful calculation
as to the interests and the principles he would like to see
furthered. This culture, with its stress on rational participa-
tion within the input structures of politics, we can label the
“rationality-activist” model of political culture. The civic cul-
ture shares much with this rationality-activist model; it is, in
fact, such a culture plus something else. It does stress the par-
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ticipation of individuals in the political input process. In the
civic cultures described in this volume we shall find high fre-
quencies of political activity, of exposure to political com-
munications, of political discussion, of concern with political
affairs. But there is something else.

In the first place, the civic culture is an allegiant partici-
pant culture. Individuals are not only oriented to political in-
put, they also are oriented positively to the input structures
and the input process. In other words, to use the terms intro-
duced earlier, the civic culture is a participant political cul-
ture in which the political culture and political structure are
congruent. 7

More important, in the civic culture participant political
orientations combine with and do not replace subject and
parochial political orientations. Individuals become partici-
pants in the political process, but they do not give up their
orientations as subjects or as parochials. Furthermore, not
only are these earlier orientations maintained, alongside the
participant political orientations, but the subject and parochial
orientations are also congruent with the participant political
orientations. The nonparticipant, more traditional political
orientations tend to limit the individual’s commitment to pol-
itics and to make that commitment milder. In a sense, the
subject and parochial orientations “manage” or keep in
place the participant political orientations. Thus attitudes
favorable to participation within the political system play a
major role in the civic culture, but so do such nonpolitical at-
titudes as trust in other people and social participation in
general. The maintenance of these more traditional attitudes
and their fusion with the participant orientations lead to a
balanced political culture in which political activity, involve-
ment, and ratjonality exist but are balanced by passivity, tra-
ditionality, and commitment to parochial values.

MICRO- AND MACROPOLITICS: POLITICAL CULTURE
AS THE CONNECTING LINK
Developments in social science methods in recent decades

have enabled us to penetrate more deeply into the motiva-
tional basis of the political attitudes and behavior of indi-
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viduals and groups. A substantial literature has accumulated,
which includes studies of electoral attitudes and behavior,
analyses of the relations between ideological and public pol-
icy tendencies and deeper attitude or personality character-
Istics, psychopolitical biographies of political leaders, studies
of political attitudes in particular social groupings, and the
like. Rokkan and Campbell refer to this focus on the indi-
vidual, his political attitudes and motivations, whether as in-
dividual or as 2 member of a sample of a larger population,
as “micropolitics,” distinguishing it as a research approach
from “macropolitics,” or the more traditional concern of the
student of politics with the structure and function of polit-
ical systems, institutions, and agencies, and their effects on
public policy.14

Although the relationship between individual political psy-
chology and the behavior of political systems and subsystems
is clear in principle, much of the micropolitical literature is
content to assert this relationship in general terms. The im-
plication is given that since political systems are made up of
individuals, it may be taken for granted that particular psy-
chological tendencies in individuals or among social groups
are important for the functioning of political systems and
their outputs. This may indeed be the case when the re-
searcher is concerned with the psychological conditions affect-
ing the behavior of a particular role incumbent or incum-
bents, such as a particular political decision-maker at one
extreme, or an electorate at the other. On the other hand,
much of this literature fails to make the connection between
the psychological tendencies of individuals and groups, and
political structure and process. In other words, the currency of
political psychology, though it has undoubted value, is not

made exchangeable in terms of political process and perform-
ance1s

14 Stein Rokkan and Angus Campbell, “Norway and the United States
of America,” in International Social Science Journal, Vol. XII, No. 1, 1960,
pp. 694.

15For a valuable analysis of the problem of “linkage” between public
opinion and governmental action, see V. O. Key, Public Opinion and
American Democracy, New York, 1961, chaps. XVI ff.



— o

32 An Approach to Political Culture

We would like to suggest that this relationship between the
attitudes and motivations of the discrete individuals who
make up political systems and the character and performance
of political systems may be discovered systematically through
the concepts of political culture that we have sketched out
above. In other words, the connecting link between micro-
and macropolitics is political culture. At an earlier point we
stressed that individual political orientations must be sepa-
rated analytically from other kinds of psychological orienta-
tions, in order for us to test hypotheses about the relationship
between political and other attitudes. We also defined the po-
litical culture as the particular incidence of patterns of po-
litical orientation in the population of a political system. Now,
through the concepts of political subculture and role culture,
we can locate special attitudes and propensities for political
behavior among parts of the population, or in particular
roles, structures, or subsystems of the political system. These
concepts of political culture allow us to establish what pro-
pensities for political behavior exist in the political system as
a whole, and in its various parts, among special orientation
groupings (i.e., subcultures), or at key points of initiative or
decision in the political structure (i.e., role cultures). In
other words, we can relate political psychology to political sys-
tem performance by locating attitudinal and behavioral pro-
pensities in the political structure of the system.

Thus any polity may be described and compared with
other polities in terms of (1) its structural-functional charac-
teristics, and (2) its cultural, subcultural, and role-cultural
characteristics. Our analysis of types of political culture is a
first effort at treating the phenomena of individual political
orientation in such a way as to relate them systematically to
the phenomena of political structure. It enables us to escape
from the oversimplifications of the psychocultural literature
in two significant ways. By separating political orientation
from general psychological orientation, we can avoid the as-
sumption of the homogeneity of orientation, and look at this
instead as a researchable relationship. And by examining the

relationship between political cultural tendencies and polit-

ical structural patterns, we can avoid the assumption of con-
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gruence between political culture and political structure. The
relationship between political culture and political structure
becomes one of the most significant researchable aspects of
the problem of political stability and change. Rather than as-
suming congruence, we must ascertain the extent and charac-
ter of the congruence or incongruence, and the trends in po-
litical cultural and structural development that may affect the
“fit” between culture and structure.

We suggest that this research strategy will enable us to
realize the full creative potentialities of the great insights of
the psychocultural approach to the study of political phenom-
ena. It is our own hypothesis that such research will show
that the importance of specific learning of orientations to pol-
itics and of experience with the political system has been seri-
ously underemphasized. Such learning is not only cognitive in
character, but also involves political feelings, expectations,
and evaluations that result largely from political experiences
rather than from the simple projection into political orienta-
tion of basic needs and attitudes that are the product of child-
hood socialization.

In still another respect our theory of political culture may
serve to make the psychocultural approach more directly rel-
evant to the study of the political system. In our discussion of
types of political culture and the problem of congruence be-
tween culture and structure, we have pointed out that con-
gruence is a relationship of affective and evaluative allegiance
between culture and structure. Each kind of polity — tradi-
tional, authoritarian, and democratic — has one form of cul-
ture that is congruent with its own structure. Starting from
the orientation and psychological requirements of different
types of political structure, we are in a better position to
formulate hypotheses about the kinds of personality tenden-
cies and socialization practices that are likely to produce
congruent political cultures and stable polities. Thus in the
case of the civic culture, we may say that a pattern of social-
ization which enables the individual to manage the inevitable
dissonances among his diffuse primary, his obedient output,
and activist input roles supports a democratic polity. We can
then look at socialization patterns and personality tendencies
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and ask just which of these qualities are crudal, to what ex-
tent they must be present, and what kinds of experience are
most likely to produce this capacity for dissonant political role
management. Our findings will show that the civic orienta-
tion is widespread in Britain and the United States and rela-
tively infrequent in the other three countries, but we would
be most hesitant to attribute these gross differences in polit-
ical culture to the relatively slight differences in childhood
socialization brought to light in our findings. They seem more
clearly to be related to characteristics of the social environ-
ment and patterns of social interaction, to specifically political
memories, and to differences in experience with political struc-
ture and performance. The most productive research on po-
litical psychology in the future will treat childhood socializa-
tion, modal personality tendencies, political orientation, and
political structure and process as separate variables in a com-
plex, multidirectional system of causality.

In one class of political contexts, however, the relations be-
tween political structure and culture, on the one hand, and
character and personality, on the other, are relatively clear
and dramatic. This is in our category of mixed political cul-
tures. Here, in the parochial-subject, the subject-participant,
and the parochial-participant cultures, we are dealing with
societies that are either undergoing rapid systemic cultural-
structural change or else have stabilized in a condition of sub-
cultural fragmentation and structural instability. Fragmenta-
tion of political culture is also associated with general cultural
fragmentation (e.g., the sharp division between the modern-
izing urban society and the traditional countryside; between
the industrial economy and the traditional agrarian econ-
omy). We may assume that in these rapidly changir{g afld
fragmented societies, cultural heterogeneity and the high in-
cidence of discontinuity in socialization produce a high indi-
dence of psychological confusion and instability. N?xf’here
would this be more marked than in the parochial-participant
cultures of the emerging nations of Asia and Africa. Lucian
Pye, in Politics, Personality, and Nation-Building, has provided
us with a dramatic study of this kind of discontinuity in culture
and socialization, its consequences for personality development
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and for the characteristics and performance of the Burmese po-
litical system.18

THE COUNTRIES INCLUDED IN THE STUDY

Our comparative study of political culture includes five
democracies — the United States, Great Britain, Germany,
Italy, and Mexico — selected because they represent a wide
range of political-historical experience. At one extreme we
selected the United States and Britain, both representing rela-
tively successful experiments in democratic government. An
analysis of these two cases will tell us what kinds of attitudes
are associated with stably functioning democratic systems, the
quantitative incidence of these attitudes, and their distribu-
tion among different groups in the population.

At the same time, a comparison of Britain and the United
States might be useful as a test of some of the speculation
about the differences between these two often-compared coun-
tries. Two recent writers on British politics comment on the
persistence of traditional attitudes toward authority in that
country. Brogan points out that in the historical develop-
ment of Britain the culture of democratic citizenship, with its
emphasis on initiative and participation, was amalgamated
with an older political culture that stressed the obligations and
rights of the subject.’” Eckstein points out that the British po-
litical culture combines deference toward authority with a
lively sense of the rights of citizen initiative.1s

In the United States, on the other hand, independent gov-
ernment began with republican institutions, in a mood that
rejected the majesty and sacredness of traditional institutions,
and without a privileged aristocratic class. The functions of
government tended to be relatively limited, and bureaucratic
authority was the object of distrust. The American populist
ideology rejected the conception of a professional, authori-
tative governmental service and the corresponding role of the
obedient subject. The spoils system and political corruption

18 Op cit,, pp. 52-53 and 287H.

17D. W. Brogan, Citizenship Today, Chapel Hill, N.C., 1960, pp. 9f.

18 Harry Eckstein, “The British Political System,” in S. Beer and A.
Ulam, The Major Political Systems of Europe, New York, 1958, pp. 59ff.
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further undermined the prestige of governmental authority. In
an even broader sense, and for reasons we cannot deal with here,
the general pattern of authority in American social systems,
including the family, tended to stress political competence and
participation rather than obedience to legitimate authority.

In our comparison of the British and American political
cultures, then, can we establish that Englishmen are more
likely than Americans to have incorporated allegiant subject
orientations as well as participant ones? And are they better
able than Americans to manage the dissonances between dem-
ocratic activism and “subject obedience”’?

Several considerations led us to select Germany in our com-
parative study. Prussia, like Britain, had a relatively long
period of effective, legitimate government before the introduc-
tion of democratic institutions. During the German unifica-
tion in the nineteenth century, the Prussian bureaucratic au-
thoritarian pattern was imposed more or less successfully on
the other German states included in the nation. It has been
argued that while Germany developed both a Rechtsstaat and
a subject political culture, the experiments with democratic
participation in the late nineteenth century and in the Wei-
mar period never developed a participant political culture
necessary to sustain these democratic institutions and give
them force and legitimacy. Much of the speculation about the
stability of contemporary democratic institutions in Germany
turns on the question of the extent to which a sense of the
responsibilities and opportunities of citizenship and mutual
trust among political groupings have actually taken root
among the German people.

One might conclude from an examination of their histories
that Britain and Germany have in common deferential atti-
tudes toward authority, growing out of their long predemo-
cratic experiences with authoritarian control. But examina-
tion of history brings out one most significant difference.
British government control in its predemocratic period never
became as complete or as exhaustive of initiative as did the
German. Brogan points out that even in the centuries when
Englishmen were “subjects” there was a broad area of auton-
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omy, freedom to form societies and engage in limited self-
government.® In other words, even in the long centuries of
British authoritarian government there was a limited partici-
pant component in the British political culture. Thus the
amalgamation of citizen attitudes with subject attitudes is a
centuries-old process, long predating the parliamentary and
suffrage reforms of the seventeenth, eighteenth, and nine-
teenth centuries. These reforms did not founder on a hard
and unyielding subject culture, but could root themselves on
a long-existent culture of pluralism and initiative.

As Krieger points out in his penetrating analysis of the de-
velopment of German political ideas and movements, the
German conception of liberty — from the days of the struggle
of the princes against the imperial authority to the attain-
ment of nationhood in the nineteenth century — was identi-
fied with the freedom of the state from external limitations
rather than with the initiative and participation of individu-
als.?® However, democratic political culture tendencies have
been, and are, present in German society. They were present
in the nineteenth century, in the Weimar period, and are to
be observed today. Our study will enable us to establish which
elements of a participant culture are present in the German
population and which are lacking.

We have included Italy and Mexico in our study as ex-
amples of less well-developed societies with transitional po-
litical systems. Italy, at least in the South and the islands, has
a premodern social and political structure. If we consider
Italian political history for a moment, it is evident that Italy
never really developed an allegiant national political culture
in modern times. The Italian monarchy of the pre-World
War I period was denied legitimacy by the Church. The rule
of non expedit required that the faithful refuse to accord
legitimacy to the new state, refuse to participate in its proc-
esses.”! During the Fascist interlude an effective state appa-

19 Brogan, op. cit., pp. 14f.

20 Leonard Krieger, The German ldea of Freedom, Boston, 1957, passim
and pp. 4581.

21 D. A. Binchy, Church and State in Fascist Italy, London, 1941,
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ratus developed, but it was more the external control of a
society by a coercive authority than a relatively free accord-
ing of legitimacy to an established political system. In this re-
spect Italy is unlike Britain and Germany, both of which had
integrated and legitimate authoritarian systems before the
introduction of democratic institutions.

In his study of a village in the southern Italian province of
Lucania, Banfield characterizes the political culture of this
area as “amoral familism,” according legitimacy neither to
the bureaucratic authoritarian organs of the state, nor to the
civic-political organs of party, interest group, or local com-
munity.?? It would be incorrect to view all of Italy in these
terms, but our own data will tend to support Banfield’s claim
that the Italian political culture contains unusually strong
parochial, alienative subject, and alienative participant com-
ponents, Democratic aspirational tendencies are also present,
primarily concentrated on the left, but these are relatively
weak in comparison with the widespread mood of rejection
that affects the attitudes of the great majority of Italians to-
ward their political system in all its aspects.

We selected Mexico as our fifth country in order to have at
least one “non-Atlantic community” democracy. Mexico can
hardly be viewed as representing the emerging nations of
Asia and Africa, yet no single country could possibly repre-
sent the variety of socio-political structures and historical ex-
periences of the emerging nations. It has in common with
many of these nations a high rate of industrialization, urban-
ization, and increased literacy and education. Before the rev-
olution, Mexican government and politics were essentially
alien, extractive, and exploitative structures resting uneasily
on a society made up essentially of kinsmen, villagers, and
ethnic and status groups. In the last thirty or forty years, how-
ever, the Mexican Revolution has deeply affected the social
and political structure and has stimulated modern and demo-
cratic aspirations and expectations.??

22 Edward C. Banfield, The Moral Basis of a Backward Society, Glencoe,
111, 1958, pp. 71L.

23 Robert E. Scott, Mexican Government in Transition, Urbana, Ili,
1959, pp. 56fl.
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‘In contrast to ltaly, where a large portion of the popula-
tion tends to view the political system as an alien, exploita-
tive force, many Mexicans tend to view their revolution as an
instrument of ultimate democratization and economic and
social modernization. At the same time, the Mexican demo-
cratic infrastructure is relatively new. Freedom of political
organization is more formal than real, and corruption is wide-
sPread throughout the whole political system. These condi-
tions may explain the interesting ambivalence in Mexican
political culture: many Mexicans lack political experience
and skill, yet their hope and confidence are high; combined
with these widespread participant aspirational tendencies,
however, are cynicism about and alienation from the political
infrastructure and bureaucracy. In addition, Mexico is the
least “modern” of our five countries; that is, there is still a
relatively large tradition-oriented village population and a
high illiteracy rate. Perhaps the Mexican case will provide
useful leads about the characteristics of political culture in
non-Western countries undergoing similar experiences in
modernization and democratization.

In this brief comparison of the political-historical experi-
ence of our five countries, we have been formulating hypoth-
eses about the differences in political culture we might expect
to find among them. However, inferences about political cul-
ture drawn from history leave unanswered the question of
how much of a country’s historical experience lives on in the
memories, feelings, and expectations of its population, in
what form it can be said to live on, which elements of the
population are the bearers of which historical memories, and
with what intensity. Here newer scientific methods can com-
bine with the more traditional approaches, in our search for
living history in the political cultures of peoples. Our survey
will translate the rather simple and massive expectations
inferred from history into quantities, demographic distribu-
tions, and regularities or relations. There is no necessary con-
flict between the methods of history and those of the behay-

loral sciences; they are actually supplemental and mutually
supportive,



40 An Approach to Political Culture

THE FIVE-NATION SURVEY

The present work attempts to apply some of the methods
developed in the field of systematic survey research to the
study of comparative politics. Unlike most other studies of
political attitudes, ours is cross-national. Most survey studies of
voting behavior or of other political attitudes have taken
place within a single nation, the bulk of them in the United
States.* Our study is multicontextual —a study of five na-
tions. Throughout this book we shall concentrate on those
nations — on their similarities and their differences. Because
of our comparative approach, we must regretfully bypass in-
teresting problems within the individual countries.

The present book is based upon about one thousand inter-
views carried on in each of five nations (about five thousand
interviews in all). In each case an attempt was made to ob-
tain a national cross-section sample.?> The interviews ranged
in length from about forty minutes to somewhat over an hour,
though in some cases they lasted much longer. The inter-
views were largely structured, with about ten per cent of the
questions open-ended in form. In each nation a small pro-
portion of the respondents interviewed as part of the national
cross-section were reinterviewed with a longer and less struc-
tured interview, which attempted to elicit more material of
the sort dealt with in the cross-section interview, as well as to
obtain a description of what we call an individual’s *political
life history.” 26

The crosssection interviews were carried on in June and

24 Some exceptions are: William Buchanan and Hadley Cantril, How
Nations See Each Other, Urbana, 111, 1953; The International Teacher’s
Study, reported in Eugene Jacobson and Stanley Schachter (eds.), “Cross-
National Research: A Case Study,” Journal of Social Issues, X (1954). See
also Stein Rokkan, “Comparative Cross National Research: II Bibliog-
raphy,” International Social Science Bulletin, VII (1955), pp. 622-41.

25 In Mexico the sample is of cities of 10,000 or more population.

28 The original plan was to obtain 125 such interviews in each country.
For a variety of reasons it was impossible to reinterview that many. The
number of reinterviews actually completed were: United States, 49; United
Kingdom, 114; Germany, 135; Italy, 121, and Mexico, 120.
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July of 1959 in all of the nations except the United States;
the interviews in the United States were carried on in March,
1960. In most cases the follow-up interviews took place about
six months to a year after the first interviews.2?

SURVEY DATA AND POLITICAL SYSTEMS

The present work is partly a study in what has been called
“micropolitics.” It deals with the political orientations and
behavior of a cross-section sample. The one thousand or so
respondents in each country are viewed in the first instance
as individuals. They have no relationship to one another; one
respondent has no knowledge of the other respondents and
no interaction with them — certainly none that is explored in
our study. Yet we are interested in the respondents, not as
individuals, but as members of complex social systems. We
wish to make statements, based on those separate interviews,
about the general state of attitudes in these nations. And we
wish to make statements about the relationship between these
attitudes and the way in which the political systems operate.
In particular, we are interested in understanding democratic
political systems; and these systems consist of much more
than the individual or collective attitudes of their members.
They consist as well of formal structures of government, po-
litical parties, structures of power and influence, shared norms,
patterns of policy, communication, interaction, and so forth.
The major problem of analysis is, therefore, how to use re-
sponses from one thousand individuals who have never met
to answer questions about the characteristics of a political sys-
tem. It is as if that system were a large map on the wall of a
darkened room, and all we know of it is what is revealed
by one thousand separate pinpoints of light. These points of
light (our interviews) illuminate the spots on the map that
they touch. But they light up only a small part of the map

27 We cannot go into the many technical problems associated with the
design and analysis of the research. For a fuller account, the reader is re-
ferred to the unabridged version of this book published by the Princeton
University Press. See in particular Chapter 2 and Appendix A of that
version.
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and leave the areas between the dots complete%y dark. We
want to say something, not merely about the points that are
illuminated, but about the entire map itself. ‘

There are a number of ways in which one may use the in-
dividual pinpoints of light to illuminate the territory bet.ween
them. In the first place, one assumes that the results o.f inter-
views with one thousand individuals can be generalized to
the entire population — with, of course, the usual ’all(.m'rances
made for errors. Second, though we only talk to individuals
and do not observe them interacting with others or engaged
in political activity, we do ask them about ‘thelr -attltm.ie.s to-
ward others, their relations with others, their social actlvufe.?,
their organizational memberships, and their political activi-
ties. If we can generalize about the respondents’ answers, we
can make statements about the number of people in ea:fh na-
tion who hold to certain attitudes and engage in certain be-
havior; we can also describe the network of relationf) among
people: the frequencies of such behavior as Qr.gamzat{ogal
membership, informal social contact, and. political activity,
and the frequencies of such attitudes as 1ntefperso.nal. trust
and cooperativeness that refer, not merely to single individu-
als, but to the relations among individuals.

The third and crucial point is that one must as'sume.that
the attitudes we report have some significant relat.lqnshxp to
the way the political system operates — to its sta_blhty, effec-
tiveness, and so forth. The distribution in a society of such
artitudes as the belief that the political system is legltlr.nate,
that it operates effectively, that it is amenable to.tl}e' ordinary
man’s influence; or the frequency of such activities as or-
ganizational membership or political participatin.)r?—clearly
;ll these have important effects on the way th'e political system
operates. It is somewhat more difficult to pin down t}'le pre-
cise relationship between these atti.tudes %n.d behaviors 'of
ordinary citizens and the ways in which political democracies
operate. The major problem is that, though we have about
five thousand individual respondents, we have only ﬁ\{e na-
tions. Thus if we want to test statistically the relationship be-
tween two attributes of the individuals in our sample — say,
the relationship between social class and political participa-
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tion — we have a large number of cases with which to do this.
But if we want to test the relationship between a pattern of
attitudes in a nation and some characteristic of a political
system — say, the relationship between frequency of political
alienation and the stability of the political system — we
have few cases in which to test this. This is no new problem
in political analysis, and we are in fact five times as well off
as most studies of this sort. What we can do is to consider our
five nations as examples of types of political democracy —
more or less stable democracies, more or less effective, more
or less participatory. Which of these nations is highest on any
dimension can be assessed either on the basis of data outside
of our study (a brief glance at history will tell which of these
are more stable, or an analysis of the party structures will al-
low a classification by type of party system), or on data within
our study (one might use the frequency of various types of
political activity to rank the nations by the extent to which
they are characterized by high or low rates of participation).
If one can then show, for instance, that in the more stable
democracies there does exist a particular set of political atti-
tudes that could theoretically further the chances of stable
democracy; or that in those nations where participation is
most frequent there does in fact exist a particular set of in-
terpersonal attitudes that could theoretically further political
participation, then one has come a long way toward demon-
strating the probability of some connection between atti-
tudinal patterns and systemic qualities. Furthermore, these
connections between sets of attitudes and the characteristics
of the political system can be made more convincing by in-
ternal analysis of the attitudes within the nations, Suppose
one finds that a particular attitude toward interpersonal rela-
tions exists most frequently in a system where political par-
ticipation of a particular sort is most frequent; if one also

finds that it is precisely those individuals who hold that atti-
tude who are more likely to be the political participants, one
can then support the hypothesis that the particular attitude

is connected with a particular kind of participatory system.
By moving constantly from characteristics of the political sys-
tem to frequencies of particular attitudes within the system
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to the pattern of attitudes within the individual members of
the system, one can hope to develop plausible, testable (and
perhaps, in a preliminary way, tested) hypothes_e§ about the
relationship between what we have called political culture
and the workings of political systems.

We hope to have shown in the above disfus'sion that tl}e
kind of data reported here make sense only if interpreted in
terms of other types of material about the systems we study.
Thus the information we have about the five political systems
is not limited to areas directly under the little pinpoint§ of
light. One must integrate into a study of tITis s:ort'ﬁndmgs
about the general shape of the system, the institutions, the
history of their development, and so forth. One z%dvantage of
a cross-national study, we have suggested, is that it fqrces one
to look at systemic characteristics. Our findings are intended
not to replace, but to supplement other material_s used for the
analysis of political systems. It is only if material of the sort
we have can be combined with other materials that we will
have made progress.

e

CHAPTER 11

Patterns of Political Cognition

I

N OUR CLASSIFICATION of types of political culture, we have
referred to the dimension of cognition. A participant is
assumed to be aware of and informed about the political
system in both its governmental and political aspects. A
subject tends to be cognitively oriented primarily to the out-
put side of government: the executive, bureaucracy, and
judiciary. The parochial tends to be unaware, or only dimly
aware, of the political system in all its aspects. In the five
countries in our study, pure parochials and subjects are rare.
Even the Mexican Indian villager has had some exposure to
specialized governmental authority; and the Italian rural
housewife may have some knowledge of political parties. In
the five democracies we study, the parochial and subject ori-
entations tend to rest primarily upon affective and evalua-
tive tendencies. The Mexican villager may feel no loyalty
or involvement with the Mexican nation and government.
He may view it as an alien force to be avoided. His loyalty
and sense of obligation go to his village, and to its norms
and structures. Nevertheless, these affective and evaluative
parochial and subject patterns have cognitive consequences.
When affect and norms are lacking, the motivation to ac-
quire information is weak, and thus cognition, though it
may be present, tends to be vague.

In the present analysis of cognitive patterns, we do not
claim to present an exhaustive description of the political
45





