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Module - I

Unit - 1 o Transition from the study of Comparative

Government to Comparative Politics

Structure
1.0 Objective

1.1 Introduction
1.2 Concept of Comparative Politics
1.3 Types of Comparative Politics
1.4 Different Phases of Comparative Politics
1.5 Recent Trends in Comparative Politics
1.6  Globalization and Gender in Comparative Politics
1.7 Conclusion
1.8 Questions
1.9 Suggested Readings
1.0 Objective
The present study focuses on the following:
1. The conceptualisation of Comparative Politics and its distinction from that of
Comparative Government.
2. Tracing the journey of Comparative Politics through its distinct phases thereby
highlighting on the different traditions of the discipline.
Analysing the recent trends and its influence on the subject.
4. Exploring how globalization and world economy dilutes the imaginary line of
boundary of comparative politics with that of international relations.
5. The feminist critique of the discipline and the need to make it an all-inclusive

approach.
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1.1 Introduction

Comparative Politics as a disciplinary subfield of Political Science has a long and
rich historical legacy. Though not a discipline if defined strictly in terms of a single
substantive field of study yet its emphasis on comparison itself and on how and why
political phenomena might be compared marks it out as a special area within political
science. To locate its position in contemporary times it is essential on our part to peep
into its past. The practice of Comparative Politics can be traced way back to the days of
Aristotle but the modern study of the subject began much later. The journey from its
practice of the earlier days till its matured formulation into a subject depicts the story of
its evolution which still is a continuous one. In this long drawn trajectory it has enriched
its mother discipline i.e. Political Science quite impressively as ‘comparing has been a
particular way of connecting ideas derived from political philosophy and theory to
empirical events and phenomena.’

1.2 Concept of Comparative Politics

Earlier, Comparative Politics is often used to mean simply ‘the politics of foreign
countries.” Precisely the study was restricted to the comparisons of governments and
political institutions of various societies. This endeavour came to be characterised as
Comparative Governments which, with the passage of time, came to be developed into
a science of Comparative Politics. Here it is worthwhile to point out some of the
differences between the two concepts. As against Comparative Government, the scope
of the study of comparative politics is much wider. It includes processes and decision
making as well as the use of authority. If Comparative Government highlights more on
legal structures and institutions of the state, then on the other hand Comparative Politics
covers political experiences, institutions and behaviour of not only constitutional but
also extra-constitutional agencies having their immediate connection with governmental
organs. In its contemporary form Comparative Politics involves an empirical and
scientific analysis of non-institutionalized and non-political determinants of political
behaviour such as the pattern of culture, or the socio-economic arrangements within
which the political system operates while Comparative Government emphasizes on
explanation and analysis of the relevant issues of the government. Comparative politics
is more concerned with significant regularities, similarities and differences in the working
of political institutions and in the patterns of political behaviour. In doing so it ultimately
seeks to build up a scientific and valid theory of politics capable of explaining all
phenomena of politics but there seems to be the primacy of values and philosophical
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orientation in Comparative Government. Comparative Politics in due course of time
adopted methods and issues from other disciplines notably Sociology, Psychology,
Economics and so on. Comparative Government on the other hand did not share an
interdisciplinary approach instead it had a much restricted outlook encompassing merely
the institutions of the developed countries thereby limiting itself into a more descriptive
understanding. Perhaps, a more comprehensive understanding of the concept of
Comparative Politics was provided by Daniele Caramani. He viewed comparative Politics
as one of the three main subfields of Political Science along with Political Theory and
International Relations. To him, Comparative Politics deals with internal political
structures (institutions like Parliaments and executives), individual and collective actors
(voters, parties, social movements, interest groups) and processes (policy making,
communication and socialization processes, and political cultures).From the definition
it becomes clear that the ambit of Comparative Politics is not only wide but it includes
almost all aspects of politics.

1.3 Types of Comparative Politics

The discipline of Comparative Politics includes three different traditions. They are: -

1. The first tradition is oriented towards the study of single countries. This reflects
the understanding of Comparative Politics in its formative years where the study
of a political system was done often in isolation from one another. There are
numerous rich literatures on the politics of each of the major powers. Many of
us are familiar with the works of Harold Laski and Ivor Jennings on Britain;
Maurice Duverger on France; Franz Neumann on Germany; Arthur Holcombe
and Clinton Rossiter on the United States; Merle Fainsod and Leonard Schapiro
on the Soviet Union and so on. However, such study of individual political systems
has serious drawbacks. It is the awareness of these limitations which has led to
many later attempts to work out new approaches. Perhaps the basic weakness is
that descriptive knowledge of foreign countries is not cumulative. Interesting
information is acquired about select nations, but no effort was made to relate
these systems to each other. So there was a huge gathering of information but
need not necessarily helped in the understanding of the general problem. The
result is as Brown puts ‘one layer of knowledge on top of another, and so on
until the observer runs out of countries, time or interest. This might be referred
to irreverently as the “layer cake” approach.

2. The second tradition of comparative politics is analytical in which it combines
empirical substance and method. The body of literature in this tradition is

TEERTHANKER MAHAVEER UNIVERSITY



primarily concerned with the identification and explanation of differences and
similarities between countries and their institutions, actors and processes through
systematic comparison using cases of a common phenomenon. The emphasis
here, is often on theory building and theory testing, with the countries themselves
acting as cases. Such an approach clearly constitutes a major component of
political Science research more generally, and indeed has been the source of
some of the most important landmark texts in the discipline as a whole like
Almond and Verba in 1965 or Lijphart in 1977.

3. The third tradition within comparative politics is focused on the method of
research. Here, it is concerned with developing rules and standards about how
comparative research should be carried out, including the levels of analysis at
which the comparative analysis operates. Precisely the act of comparison is itself
so instinctive to both scientific and a popular culture that this tradition was
sometimes assumed by researchers to be unproblematic and hence is neglected.
To Mair this neglect, in turn, lies at the root of some of the most severe
problems in the cumulation of research, on the one hand, and in theory building
and theory testing, on the other hand. Jonathan Hopkins in his article on
Comparative Methods however has highlighted on some of the limitations posed
by the approach. One of the most obvious limitations is the paucity of the available
cases and the even greater paucity of available data on cases. The
recommendations by scholars like Przeworski and Teune to focus on individual
level data is difficult to apply to research on many of the concerns of political
science. Moreover, the available reliability of data is sometimes even misleading.
Further problems are also posed by careless conceptualization.

So to sum up, like all scientific disciplines, Comparative Politics is a combination
of substance and method. It involves the analysis of similarities and differences between
cases. Like all sciences it is only by looking at more than one case some generalizations
can be reached. Researchers do not always compare the whole of political systems, but
sometimes just elements such as institutions like Parliament, or actors like political
parties, or processes like policy-making. The ‘comparative’ label before politics was
added to make a methodological point in a discipline that was not yet fully aware of the
importance of explicit comparison. However, with the passage of time, analysis of
political phenomena became comparative that is entails more than one case. Here one
may follow Schmitter to point out rightly that if one forgets the obvious term
‘comparative’, the discipline of comparative politics simply becomes synonymous with
the ‘scientific study of politics.’
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1.4 Different Phases of Comparative Politics

The development of comparative politics can be studied in different distinct stages
or phases. Each of these phases though exhibit certain dominant features yet there are
occasions when some overlap between phases is observable. The evolution of
Comparative politics takes place through these stages and scholars seems to be divided
in so far as terming them. Scholars like Thomas Kuhn classified it as pre-paradigmatic
and paradigmatic which is to be followed by a crisis phase thereby finally ending in a
‘phase of scientific revolution.’ Chilcote subdivided it as Traditional. Behavioural and
Post Behavioural which do not precisely fit Kuhn’s definition of politics. A more general
three-fold classification for the evolution of comparative politics was adopted by Von
Beyme namely pre-modern, modern and post-modern. This classification is more precise
and apt in enriching our objective to trace the journey of Comparative Politics from its
inception to its present day. As such we would follow this classification in our discussion
on the evolution of the discipline.

PRE-MODERN

The pre-modern stage or the traditional approach to comparison since Aristotle
was highly speculative and normative, mostly ethno-centric used comparison but hardly
ever attempted a systematic comparison over time. Aristotle made a comparative study
of the constitutions of the city states in Greece. This provided the basis of observation
on which he built up the core concepts and typologies about political systems. The
scheme of classification of political systems which were based on two variables namely
number of rulers and quality of rule as developed by Aristotle remains a model
classificatory scheme even to this day. However, Aristotle was aware that none of the
government exists in their pure forms. They were ideal types yet necessary for observation
and analysis of actual government systems. Following Aristotle, the Roman thinkers
like Polybius and Cicero transmitted his ideas in Roman thought and were involved in
studies that were partly comparative. They tried to apply Aristotelian categories in formal
and legal terms.

MODERN

It was Harry Eckstein who located the early source of modern comparative politics
in Renaissance political thought particularly in the writings of Niccole Machiavelli.
During the Renaissance, Machiavelli came close to a social science approach, minimizing
the philosophical normativism of former times. It was in Montesquieu’s The Spirit of
the Laws, that concern for comparative politics reached anew height. Unlike Machiavelli,
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Montesquieu’s concern was neither with statecraft nor the behaviour of the ruler rather
he was interested in constitutional engineering. That is with questions like how
governments should be constituted. Montesquieu’s focus was on both, types and
functions of government. He comes very close to modern approaches to comparative
politics when he exhibited his interest in basing his analysis on the interconnectedness
of anumber of variables like economy, society and even ecology. He understood that in
the development of theories and generalizations a crucial role is played by both
observation and logic. The style that dominated political and social thinking during
Montesquieu’s time was soon replaced by historicism. History in the nineteenth century
turned increasingly to historicism and the discipline developed more reservations to the
comparative method than formal political theories in the age of Enlightenment. Every
historical event and development was declared unique. This was indeed a permanent
danger of the comparative sciences as relativism describing various historical solutions
led neither to a conclusion nor even to a prediction about possible future historical
developments.

Infact the approaches in the nineteenth century was said to be modernized when
they turned away from static ontological classifications to historical theories of evolution.
The most influential models were the evolutionary model of Darwin, and the historical
materialism of Karl Marx. In comparative social science the two extremes were
sometimes synthesize, as observed by Beyme in the evolutionary model of Herbert
Spencer. The three authors presented approaches to theory building: Darwin’s was a
kind of early functionalism. Marx adopted from Hegel the dialectical method and Spencer
established himself as the precursor of systems theory. However, for J.S. Mill the logic
of social science implied two methods namely the ‘Method of Agreement’ and the
‘Method of Difference’. If early comparisons were obsessed with finding similarities,
then it was only in the twentieth century when primacy of the Method of Difference
increasingly developed.

Comparative politics before the Second World War was mainly concerned with the
analysis of the state and its institutions. Institutions were defined in a narrow sense
overlapping with state powers (legislative, executive and judiciary), civil administration
and the military bureaucracy. The traditional and narrow emphasis on the study of formal
political institutions focused naturally on the geographical areas where they first
developed, namely Western Europe and North America particularly. While the study of
state institutions and bureaucracy remains important, the reactions against what was
perceived as the legalistic study of politics led to one of the major turns in the discipline.
This took place between the late 1920s and the 1960s i.e. a period often regarded by
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many as the ‘Golden Age’ of comparative politics. It was in the mid-20™ century when
the behavioural revolution shifted the substance of comparative politics away from
institutions. Pioneers of comparative politics such as Gabriel A. Almond— founder of
the Committee on Comparative Politics in 1954 started analysing other aspects of politics
than formal institutions, to privilege concrete aspects rather than legal ones and to observe
politics in practice rather than as defined in official texts.

Early comparatists like James Bryce, Charles Merrium, Lawrence Lowell and
Woodrow Wilson—all assumed the world would converge towards western models of
political order. With this state in mind Comparative politics focuses on major western
countries. However, the rise of Communist regimes in Eastern Europe and later in China
or the breakdown of democracy in most of Europe where fascist dictatorships came to
power before the Second World War made it clear that other types of political order
could exist and needed to be understood and explained. These divergent patterns could
not be understood within the narrow categories of Western institutions. New categories
and new concepts were required. The mobilization of the masses that took place in
communist and fascist regimes in Europe as well as under populism in South America,
turned attention away from institutions toward ideologies, belief systems and
communication. The breakdown of democracies in the 1930s motivated comparativists
to ask which were the favourable conditions for democratic stability and thus to look
into political cultures, social capital and traditions of authority.

The ‘broadening of the geographical scope and historical experiences had far
reaching consequences on the discipline. For our convenience let us now very briefly
examine them in the following manner: -

First, it increased the variety of political systems.
Second, it pointed out the agencies other than the institutions.

Third, it introduced a new methodology based on the analysis of real behaviour and
roles, extensive global large scale comparisons, development of statistical techniques
for the analysis and an extra ordinary effort of systematic data collection across cases.

Fourth, a new language and a new framework namely systemic functionalism was
imported in comparative politics.

POSTMODERN

Post modernism in comparative political theory is not conceived as a completely
new paradigm. Most reasonable post modernists accept post modernism only as a stage
of modernity which implements its basic principles in a more consequential and a
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systematic way than classical modernity. Post modernity is a set of theoretical
assumptions rather than a clearly discernible new structure of society. Post modernism
strengthened thinking in terms of constructivism. Durkheim’s assumption that sociology
is by definition comparative was most eagerly adopted in postmodern autopoietic theories
of systems. But Durkheim was still a realist and not yet a constructivist. Social fact was
his basic assumption but inspite of his realist way of thinking it was a kind of ‘construct’.
Post-modernist theories sometimes referred to Durkheim’s approach to comparative
social science.

Luhmann suspected comparative method as it aimed at a normative ontological
framework. He emphasized instead that comparative aspects have to be kept variable.
In autopoietic system theory comparisons were not compared with facts. It has been
pointed out that systems and subsystems which evolve according to different codes can
only observe but not influence each other. Adaptations from one system in another are
hardly feasible. Thus the main impetus for comparative politics was given up.

Post-modern theories such as Foucault’s Archaeology of Knowledge looked for
variety. It aimed at further pluralisation of discourses. The critical approach to
comparative politics in post-modern thinking was overdue but however thinking in
fragments had given a new orientation to the subject.

Thus the evolution of comparative politics is not a clear evolution of subsequent
paradigms. There is a constant change in the perception and a dominant mainstream
can hardly ever be traced. The era of pre modernity, classical modernity and post
modernism show differences in the application of comparative methods. Pre modern
scholars mostly used comparison in an anecdotal way or deducted characteristics from
human nature or certain forms of rule. Comparison was pre dominantly applied to
‘polities’, rarely to “politics’ and seldom to ‘policies.” Classical modernity on the other
hand developed rigorous scientific criteria for comparison. Post-modern theories aimed
more strongly at variety and doing away with the remains of ‘reification’ of phenomena
in classical modernity.

1.5 Recent Trends in Comparative Politics

When the study of comparative politics was dominated in prior times by the
economically advanced democratic systems there were certain advantages. All of them
were more or less characterized by an apparently sharp division between state and civil
society and also that the state was composed of specific and comparable institutions-
each playing its own specific role within the system. Global comparisons, in contrast,
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implied not only the inclusion of the non-democratic regimes but also several under
developed countries with so called primitive political system. In such countries it is not
only difficult to establish the boundary between state and civil society but sometimes
even impossible to identify specific political institutions with a specific purpose. Along
with global ambition therefore, came the abandonment of an emphasis on the formal
institutions of government and indeed the abandonment of an emphasis on the notion
of the state itself.

A new wave of scholarship emerged in the 1980s which stressed the need to return
to the study of institutions and to restore primacy to an analysis of the state. There were
several reasons for such a development. In the first place, institutions and the state itself
increasingly came to be seen as relevant “actors” in their own right. This is in the sense
that they or those who occupied their offices were seen to have their own autonomous
interests and were thus also a part of “real” politics. Second, most crucially institutions
were also seen to have a major determining effect on individual behaviour, setting the
parameters within which choices were made and through which preferences were both
derived and expressed. Third, institutions and institutional variations in particular were
also seen to have a major effect on outcomes with the capacity of actors to realize their
ends being atleast partially determined by the institutional context in which they operated.
So one appears to witness an almost cyclical process in which institutions and possibly
even the state is initially privileged as the basis on which political systems might be
compared. However, later these institutions were relegated as a result of the prioritizing
of “realism” but then again acquire a new relevance as part of that real politics itself.
Scholars often termed it as “neo-institutionalism”.

David Apter argues that “neo- institutionalism” combines older institutionalist
concerns with developmentalism. Restoring political system to centre stage it combines
an interest in what are now called less developed countries with interest in Europe.
Neo- institutionalism can be said to have evolved out of a general concern with pluralist
democracy. Particularly concerned with social welfare and social democratic alternatives
to authoritarianism, neo institutionalists shifted away from the old institutionalist pre
occupation with the Great Depression and towards the generalization of the social welfare
state. Apter further went to the extent in arguing that where developmentalism stressed
the need for growth as a way of contributing to democracy, neo institutionalism examines
the way governments confronting the negative consequences of growth, including
environmental and pollution problems, the absorption of immigrants and so on. It includes
too, explanations for the reversal of the social welfare and social democratic state, and
a return to the liberal state.
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Another important strand in neo institutionalism is the use of rational choice theory,
which is more and more frequently being applied to the questions of democracy in
terms of what might be called the “double market”, the interaction between the economic
market place and the political. In contrast to both the old institutionalists and modernity
theorists like Huntington for example, this would assume that it is not necessary to
believe in democracy in order to supportit. What counts more for Przeworski is whether
economic needs are being met, with this changing concerns not only institutions of
government have become central again, but simultaneously also the questions about the
proper role and scope of government and the limits of state intervention. Apter further
points out that political economy has combined with institutional comparisons in Europe
including responses by the political parties to changes in the economy, European
integration, and of course the disappearance of socialism not only in Eastern Europe
and Russia but also the decline of socialism and social democracy in the west. In fact,
neo-institutionalism is less constitutional than the old and more prone to economic
analysis in so far as it deals with fiscal and monetary policy, banks, market and
globalization.

1.6 Globalization and Gender in Comparative Politics

Our discussion on the recent development of comparative politics would remain
incomplete until and unless we take into account the issues of globalization and gender
and its impact on the discipline.

Globalization;

There is hardly any in the field of academics who have not come across the term
globalization these days. Scholars began seriously to be interested in the concept
relatively recently. The catalyst was a series of developments, including both the end of
Cold War in 1989 and the recent emergence of the global economy. Jeffrey Haynes in
his Comparative Politics in a Globalizing World, highlighted on five of the far reaching
changes in global affairs. For our convenience let us discuss them in the following
manner:

First, there are now more countries than ever. What is worth noticeable is that most
of the newly emerging countries grew from a number of ‘failed’ or collapsed states. In
post Second World War most of the new countries emerged as aresult of decolonization
but recently it was the collapse of the existing states that led to new ones.

Second, from the mid-1970s democracy spread from southern Europe to Latin
America and East Asia, by way of Eastern Europe, Sub Saharan Africa and South Asia
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thus ending numerous dictatorships and other forms of non-democratic rule. This was
Huntington’s famous ‘third wave’ of democratization. However, such countries found
themselves confronted not with a smooth passage to democracy and democratic
consolidation but instead to often serious outbursts of religion, ethnic and nationalist
conflict.

Third, there was the apparently universal triumph of capitalism. This encouraged
the renewed focus on the economic and political power of forceful cross-border actors
including transnational corporations such as Microsoft, McDonalds etc. and also
international financial institutions like International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World
Bank.

Fourth, political development focuses specially on the anti-globalization movement
that emerged in the 1990s. The anti-globalization movement is an important example
of what is known as ‘transnational civil society’(TCS). It is widely accepted that the
burgeoning of TCS is closely linked to globalization as it was much facilitated by the
rapid evolution of cross border network in the 1990s that were able to exploit the
technological revolution of the internet and email.

Fifth, there was enhanced regional integration, involving dozens of countries not
only well established entities like the European Union (EU) but also the North American
Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and Latin America’s MERCOSUR (El Mercado Comun
del Sur). In the EU, NAFTA and to a lesser degree in MERCOSUR, burgeoning cross
border interactions are seen increasingly consequential for both domestic political and
economic outcomes.

Analytically these five developments combined to challenge long held assumptions
about the seperatedness of domestic and international political analysis. In fact, Poggi
suggests that the key challenge for these states is located in a ‘complex of economic,
technological, ecological and cultural structures’ which collectively ‘ignore or deny the
relevance of any state’s territory.’

Traditionally, comparative political analysis has been concerned almost exclusively
with domestic political structures and processes. From there attention shifts to incorporate
the impact of globalization on and in domestic political outcomes. It is here that
comparative politics comes much closer to international relations. Douglas Chalmers
in his extensive study on Latin America observes that attempts to bridge the gap between
comparative politics and international relations. Infact the key aim is to bridge what is
increasingly recognized as artificial disciplinary gap between comparative politics and
International Relations. Though conventionally, Comparative Politics is concerned with
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the comparative method, International Relations is an academic discipline which studies
the international system yet convergence of both particularly in recent researches over
economic issues are observable. So analysis needs to be informed by approaches that
integrate domestic politics, transnational relations and the role of ideas. However, it is
also worth here to note that comparative politics and international relations crucially
differ in three respects namely their analytical realms, their core assumptions about the
importance of domestic and international spheres and their perceptions of which actors
are analytically important. Unlike comparative politics, international relation is interested
in a very broad range of international and transnational conduct, focused on multiple
levels of analysis. This is because no one image, explanation or model in any composite
sense, could be expected to explain all of international behaviour. As a result, following
Hay one may say that compared to comparative politics, international relation is
somewhat more complex and contested.

Gender:

Pettman observes that both comparative political analysis and international relations
have generally been taught and theorized as if women were invisible; as if either there
were no women in world politics or as if women and men were active in and affected by
world politics in the same way, in which case there would be no need to “gender” the
analysis. However, there is an emerging area of feminist scholarship in relation to both
analytical foci while gender issues are also a focus of transnational politics. Overall,
‘feminist understanding and women’s organizing provide us with perspectives that
contribute a more inclusive view of globalization.’

Feminist concerns are increasingly reflected in political analysis as well. This has
led to the growing number of political theorists who explicitly consider the issue of
gender equality when assessing comparatively the nature of individual political systems.
But they are yet much insufficient researches in numbers to exert their effective voice
and visibility in the discipline. Feminist scholars still critique the mainstream majority
of both comparative politics and international relation analysis for the high level of
alleged ‘gender blindness.” Gender blindness relates to the fact that some political theories
have little or nothing to say about the participation of women in politics, including
transitions to and consolidation of democracy. It is also related more generally to the
gendered nature or lack of it within political structures and processes. Such neglect
particularly looks odd and strikes our mind when since late 1980s women’s involvement
in political processes are both extensive and varied.
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1.7 Conclusion

Examining the different phases of the development of comparative politics one is
forced to conclude that the evolution of comparative politics was not self-initiated
development but one which is deeply influenced by political events. This amount of
flexibility is perhaps needed to understand the present world and make it more adaptable
to contemporary times. This would not only enable comparison to be much better suited
to address different ranges of theoretical problems but also leaves option to develop an
all-inclusive approach particularly in case of gender. It must be noted that each of the
visions as envisaged by scholars of comparative politics at different times draws attention
to significant aspects of contemporary political reality and hence therefore cannot remain
to be isolated or rather avoided. In doing so the comparative understanding then can
genuinely contribute to the development of comparative politics which still is an ongoing
process.

1.8 Questions

Essay Type Questions

1. What is Comparative Politics? Trace its evolution from an academic practice
to that of a discipline.

2. State the differences that had taken place in the approach of comparative
politics in its transition from pre-modern to modern era.

3. Discuss the postmodern approach of Comparative politics.

4. Evaluate how the effects of globalization had a far reaching changes on
Comparative Politics and how world economy dilutes the line of demarcation
between comparative politics and international relations.

Short Questions

1. What are the differences between Comparative Government and Comparative
Politics?

2. Narrate the major traditions within Comparative Politics.

3. Discuss the new wave of scholarship that emerged since 1980s in
Comparative Politics. What were their arguments?

4. Write a short note on the alleged gender blindness of comparative politics.
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2.1 Introduction
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Techniques of Comparative Methods

2.3 Comparing Similarities and Differences

2.4 Limitations of the Comparative Methods

2.5 Questions

2.6 Suggested Readings

2.0 Objectives

A study of this unit will enable you to have a clear, definite and thorough knowledge of
the following topics :

e Objectives of comparisons in Comparative Politics

e Features and Techniques of comparative methods that are used in Comparative
Politics.
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e Use of Comparison of similarities and dissimilarities in Comparative Politics.

e Limitations of the Comparative Methods of Comparative Politics.

2.1 Introduction

Comparison is a natural instinct of human beings. There is refrence to comparison in
most of the statements we make daily. Whenever we say that a state is developed, we
indicate two more types of states — underdeveloped and developing. Whenever we say
that someone is short, we think of two more types of people — tall and medium height
people. Comparative reference helps us to clarify the subject of our discussion. In our
discussions of politics also the use of comparison has the same utility and effectiveness.
So political scientists of all ages acknowledge the utility of comparisons. Peter H.
Merkl had commented, ‘‘As a means for thorough understanding of politics at home,
abroad and at the international sphere, sophisticated comparison has always been
unsurpassed.”” James S.Coleman thinks that one cannot be scientific if he is not
comparing. Rajni Kothari said *‘If we are to study politics in a meaningful manner, we
should better study it comparatively.”” These statements indicate that comparison is
basic to all political analysis. The discipline which specializes in comparative analysis
of different forms of governments or political systems of different countries is known
as Comparative Politics. With increasing emphasis on scientifc study of politics in
modern times Comparative Politics has become an important field within Political
Science. A sociologist or a political scientist who wants to study the cause and effect
relations must search for variations and only through comparison across national or
other levels can one search for such variations. Again, when one intends to test a
hypothesis or make generalizations, then comparison provides him with the only means
for assessing the strength of the hypothesis or rightness of the generalization.

During the first part of the 20th contury comparativists focussed their attention on the
legal structures of governments and formal political institutions and, that too, only of
West European and North American countries. This was then termed Comperative
Government. In the second part of the 20th century our view of politics was broadened
and government was considered as a part of politics. With this, the term Camparative
Politics replaced the term Comparative Government as the name of our discipline.
Comparative Politics compares government structures and formal political institutions
as well as organisational structures of decision making processes in other areas of
social life — like political parties, classes, interest groups etc.

TEERTHANKER MAHAVEER UNIVERSITY

19



In short, Comparative Government takes a narrow and formal view of politics and
Comparative Politics assumes a broader, formal-cum-informal view of politics. The
objective, subject-matter and the methodology of comparison among different political
systems in modern Comparative Politics have now assumed a totally new character.

2.2. Objectives, Subject-matter and Methodology of Comparison
in Comparative Politics.

2.2.1 Objectives of Comparisons

The main objective of Comparative Politics is comparison or comparative analysis,
which is directed to a particular objective. The objective of the comparativist is to build
up inferences through comparisons,which would prepare the theoretical structure of
Comparative Politics or to gather data and facts in favour of the prevelent theoretical
structure and to search for laws. Statistics and Mathematics, assist his discussion and
analysis. According to experts in Comparative Politics, one can reach decisions or
prove the validity of inferences only through comparison.

2.2.2 The Subject matter of Comparison

According to the experts in Comparative Politics, we have first to decide on the topics
to be compared before starting comparative discussions. In Comparative Politics,
comparative discussion is carried on between different nation-states, between nation-
states and the United Nations and also between the units or divisions within the nation-
state. There are comparative discussions between countries or units with similar political
structures and also between countries with dissimilar political structures. Comparative
Politics makes political analysis at the macro-level, i.e., the whole political system and
also at the micro level, i.e. dividing the whole system into parts and then comparing the
parts. In all cases the comparativist has first to decide and design his subject-matter.

There are many nation-states or political systems at the macro level. So it is rather
impossible to make a comparative study of all of them. We have first to select the
subject or subjects for comparison and then to decide the nation-states or the political
systems which we would regard as relevant to the subject. The subject of comparison
may be linked with some secondary issues indirectly. So the comparativist has to decide
which of the secondary issues are to be included in the subjects for comparison. While
comparing the system of authoritative allocation of values between two or more states
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the comparativist has to take into account some secondary issues, like functions of
interest groups, the method of political socialization, the rate of political participation
etc. He would include relevant secondary issues into his subject of comparison and
discard irrelevant secondary issues.

At the micro level, the comparativists compare parts of political systems, like the
executive, the legislature, the party systems, the bureaucracy etc., e.g. comparison
between the Prime Minister of India with the Prime Minister of Britain, comparison
between British and American political parties, comparison between the fundamental
right of India and those of China or comparison between American and French Presidents.
While determining the scope of Comparative Politics, Philippe C. Schmitter stated,
‘“As a subject, Comparative Politics is a special field of teaching and research within
the discipline of Political science, that is customarily devoted to the politics of other
countries or people. This statement of Schmitter does not specify the particular aspects
of the politics that one must study in this field. So it may be any or every aspect.
Despite the specific preference for comparative study in the post-World War II period,
single country studies are still followed in Comparative Politics, e.g. David Truman's
‘Governmental Process’’ is a study of the American group politics by an American
political scientist, but it is included within the Comparative Politics course in American
universities.

It is difficult to define or determine the wide range of subjects or issues that the
comparativists can study or teach. The following publications express the vastness and
variety of the issues, that had been studied so far in Comparative Politics— ‘ ‘Education
and Political Development’” (1965) by James S. Coleman, ‘‘Political Opposition in
Western Democracies’” (1968) by Robert A. Dahl, ‘‘Democracy’’in Plural Societies’’
(1975) by Arend Lijphart, ‘ “The Politics of Oil in Venezuala (1975) by Franklin Tugwell,
““Coalitions in Parliamentary Government’’ (1976) by Lawrence C. Dodd,
‘‘Representation in Italy’’ (1977) by S. H. Barnes, *‘Parties without Partisans : Political
Change in Advanced Industrial Democracies’ (1984)by Russel J. Dalton, ‘‘Unions
and Economic Crisis (1984) by Peter Gurevitch, ‘‘Corporation and Change’’ 1984 by
Peter J. Katzenstein, Regionalism, Business interests, and Public Policy’” (1989) by
William D. Coleman, ‘‘Beyond the Miracle of the Market : the Political Economy of
Agrarian Development in Kenia’” (1989) by Robert H. Bates etc.
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2.2.3 Comparative Methods

The term method refers to how one goes about studying a particular issue. The objectives
of Comparative Politics are to analyse and examine its subject-matter scientifically
and then to take decisions and formulate theories. The means to reach these objectives
are comparative methods.

According to the supporters of the comparative methods, any system or parts of a
system prevalent in the world constitute the unit for discussion. On the basis of the
comparative method, theories are formulated concerning the units of analysis, functions
of the units are examined, deviations and problems are identified and the methods for
solving them are decided. In the opinion of Philippe C. Schmitter, the method aspect of
Comparative Politics involves ‘‘an analytical effort to exploit the similarities and
differences between political units as a basis for developing grounded theory, testing
hypothesis, inferring causality, and promoting reliable generalisations. Lijphart believes
that comparative method is one of the fundamental and scientific methods for establishing
general empirical propositions. But Harold Lasswell does not accept any methodogical
significance of the comparisons of Comparative Politics, because he thinks that
comparisons are inevitable in any scientific investigation. Almond looks at comparisons
as approaches and not as methods. Whatever be the point of debate or conflict of opinion
in this regard, comparative method is of vital significance to the researchers of Political
Science and specially of Comparative Politics.

The behavioural methods have enriched the methodological researches of Comparative
Politics. The statements of Arthur Bentley and Graham Wallas, the leadership of Charles
Merriam, the enthusiasm of Chicago group of researchers of USA and the support of
the American Social Science Council and the American Political Science Association
etc. have encouraged the development of behavioural methods and new kinds of
researches. Since the end of the World War II new techniques, new methods and new
directions of research had been used by the behaviouralists. They emphasized on theory-
building and formulation of general laws on the basis of statistics, scientific techniques,
measurements and value-free discussions. It brought about, indeed, a methodological
revolution. So we find different kinds of methods and techniques and use of scientific
tools by David Easton, Gabriel A. Almond, G. Bingham Powell, Sidney Verba, James
S. Coleman, Lucian Pye, Daniel Lerner, Karl Deutsch, Jean Blondel, Robert Dahl,
David Apter, Arend Lijphart etc.
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The comparative methods, which are generally recognized by experienced researchers
of Comparative Politics are as follows :-

(1) The Scientific Method

According to this method models or theories are developed by using data, statistics etc.
in Comparative Politics (like Physical Sciences).

There are various types of scientific methods, which are as follows :-
a) Experimental Method

Observation, experiment and analysis are the main characteristics of this method.
Behaviouralists think that politics is a special field of experiment. In politics, after
observation, experiment and analysis of political institutions or political processes,
some decision is reached, theories are made and models are prepared. Some examples
of the application of the experimental method in this field are surveys, theories etc.
concerning democratic institutions, questions of political development, behaviour of
the voters etc.

The features of the experimental method are :—

(1) Two identical or equivalent units or groups would be used and both would be
kept under identical controlled conditions (inside a laboratory) and then one of
them would be exposed to a stimulus.

(i1)) Then both of them would be observed for some time.

(iii)) After the experiment period is over, the two units or groups would be compared
(One is static and the other is stimulated).

(iv) Any deviance from the original equivalence would be ascribed to the experimental
stimulus.

For most of the natural sciences these assumptions would be correct, while they would
be considerally approximate in biological sciences. For social and political sciences
the application of this method may give rise to both practical and ethical difficulties.
But in some cases, this method can reach nearer to cause and effect relations.

(b) Statistical Method

It is regarded as an alternative to the experimental method. This method depends on data
and statistics collected from the prevalent conditions of the society and it analyses
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government policy and activities on the basis of such data and statistics. These data and
statistics are collected with the help of modern technology and they are presented in the
form of graphs, charts etc. which explain the influence of government policies on the
society and the people. They reveal the success or failure of government policies and
activities. Some application of the statistical method by comparativists are visible in
discussions on political socialization, political participation, political development etc.

This method requires two or more cases so that the variations among them with reference
to the variables under examination can be found through statistical manipulation. If
education, occupation and gender are expected to influence voting behaviour, it is possible
to find out the effect of each of them on voting behaviour by controlling the effects of
the other two variables. This method can carry out successful surveys on both the
macro level and the micro level of the political system. This method is used extensively
is political analysis, because this method does not require, controlled experiments in
laboratories, but explains society, politics, political process, human behaviour etc. with
the help of statistics and other data.

(¢) Observation Method

Comparative analysis by collecting primary data, observing and examining such data
and reaching general conclusions by way of inductive method is known as observation
method. Interveiws, research surveys etc. are examples of the application of this method.

(d) Empirical Method

According to this method, all comparative discussions are analysis of actual events—
events that happen, are happening or found to happen. Comparative discussion on the
basis of experiences about them is known as the empirical method. This method gives
importance to issues or happenings experienced through the five sense organs, not to
imaginations or metaphysical issues.

(2) Comparative Method

According to Arend Lijphart, Comparative Politics can and does use experimental method
as far as practicable, statistical method generally in a wide manner and comparative
method as a third alternative.

If the unit of comparison is a small geographical area (district), then the statistical
method is used for comparison. This method can be applied for comparing many nation-
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states also, but the presence of a variety of diversities among nation-states would make
any generally accepted conclusion practically impossible. Comparative method examines
the relationship between selected sets of variables intensively and the selecltion is done
is such a way as to maximize the variance of independent variables and to minimize
the variance of control variables. In comparative method the number of cases to be
compared is small.

The features of the comparative method are :-

(1) Social and political issues, which are relevant and which can be compared are
selected for comparison, e.g. comparison between interest groups, functions of
opposition parties or processes of political socialization, decision making etc.

(i) The method of selection of units could be based either on grounds of similarity
or of difference. Lijphart, however prefers similarity.

(ii1)) Comparative method compares a small number of cases. It cannot be used when
the number of cases are large.

(iv) Comparisons are done with the help of documents, data etc. It tries to find out the
causes—why two similar political systems with similarities at many points have
differences at others or why two different systems, despite many differences show
similarities at some points.

(v) Itinvestigates the regional differences within a national political system.

(vi) The task of the comparativist does not end with their findings of similarity within
different political systems or differences within similar political systems. He tries
to find out the cause of such similarity or difference and to establish cause and
effect relations among events analyzed.

In addition to traditional comparativists like Max Weber, Toqueville and Marx, we find
in recent times many sociologists and political scientists who applied the comparative
methods. The important writings and books in this field are :— ‘‘Social Origins of
Dictatorship and Democracy’’ by Barrington Moore, ‘‘States and Social Revolutions’’
by Theda Skocpol, ‘“The State in Capitalist Society’’ by Ralph Miliband, ‘‘Class, Status
and Power’’ by R. Bendix and S. M. Lipset, ‘ ‘Inequality among Men’’ by Andre Beteille,
““Pluralism in Africa’’ by M.G. Smith, ‘‘Civic Culture’” by G. A. Almond and S. Verba
(ed.), ‘‘Communication and Political Development’ by Lucian Pye ‘‘Democracy in
Plural Societies by Arend Lijphart etc.

TEERTHANKER MAHAVEER UNIVERSITY

25



There are some problems for the comparative method :—
(1) collection of data may be difficult,
(i) orderly arrangement of data may create problems,
(iii)) tendency to select some chosen data may hamper impartial analysis.

But this method offers scope for intensive study of a few events or issues. The researcher
is also less worried about the validity and reliabiliry of data, as they are small in number.

(3) Case Study

Case study in comparative Politics implies the study of a single case or the study of a
single country. We must distinguish here between configurative study or study of a
single unit and case study. A configurative study begins and ends with the study of a
single unit and does not have scientific significance. Science is not concerned with
knowledge of the particular, but with general knowledge. Case study is always a case
of something, because a case does not stand by itself. This is why case study is different
from configurative study. A case study can be a generalising activity, though all case
studies are not so. In this context Lijphart talks of six kinds of case studies :—

The first two types— (i) Atheoretical case study and (ii) Interpretative case study are
concerned mainly with the description or explanation of only one unit, not with any
generalization or theory-building. So they belong to the traditional configurative study
category. But by providing many facts or issues about a single unit, they serve a useful
purpose. Facts and descriptive study of these two approaches may help theory-building
at a later stage and may be the basis of comparative study of the units described.

The next four types of case studies are more closely linked with theoretical concerns
and are about theory formulation. They are

(ii1)) Hypothesis - generating case study,
(iv) Theory - confirming case study

(v) Theory - infirming case study

(vi) Deviant case study.

The third one analyzes and describes a definite unit, but it aims at reaching at least one
or more general hypothesis or propositions, which would help research in the area
later. We may cite the example of the book ‘‘Modernity and Traditions : Political
Development in India,”” written by Lloyed and Susanne Rudolph. It was a study of one
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country—India—but there was a hypothesis concerning the relation between tradition
and modernity, which suggested that they influence each other and are not contradictory
to each other.

The fourth and fifth types—theory-confirming and theory-infirming case studies — examine
a single case within a particular theoretical framework—the fourth one for strengthening
and the fifth one for challenging the established theory. We can also cite the example
of the book * ‘British Politics in the Collectivist Age’” by Samuel Beer, which examines
the relationship between political culture and democracy. It established the proposition
that British political culture played a crucial role in developing bourgeois democracy
and opposing revolution in England.

The sixth type—deviant case study—deviates from the established general ideas or
therories and expresses something new. They sometimes indicate the limits of any
theory or general ideas or suggest some new variables into the theory, which was not
there or try to answer some unusual questions. ‘ ‘Union Democracy’’ by Lipset, Coleman
and Trow and ‘“The Politics of Accomodation : Pluralism and Democracy in Netherlands’’
by Arend Lijphart contain relevant discussions its this respect. The first book disproves
the famous thesis of Robert Michel's iron law of oligarchy and the second one show
how Netherland's democracy functioned successfuly despite social conflict and inequality
in Holland. This deviant Dutch case inspired Lijphart to formulate the consociational
model of democracy.

The six types of case studies emmerated by Lijphart can be regarded as ideal types; in
real practice one type may be mixed with the other one or more than one types.

Configurative studies or studies of one unit has generally been rejected by modern
thinkers of Comparative Politics but case study, though a study of one unit, remains
attractive still today in comperative discussions.

(4) Inter-disciplinary Research Method

According to this method Comparative Politics is studied by applying methods of diffrent
social or natural sciences. Three such methods are as follows :-

(a) Sociological Method — This method makes comparative discussions of political
life, political system and political process from the perspective of the whole society.
Discussions on political culture, political socialization, political participation, political
development etc. are examples of discussions carried on with the help of this mehtod.
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(b) Psychological Method — This method analyzes politics from the standpoint of the
individual and the collective pscychology of the citizens. Public opinion poll, electoral
behaviour analysis etc. are examples of the application of this method in the study of
Comparative Politics.

(c) Biological Method - This method discusses the origin, development and functions
of the state, the political system etc. by comparing the state or the body politic with the
human body. The biologists try to find out similarities between the two in their
discussions. One example of the application of the biological method in the discussion
of Comparative Politics is the Systems Theory of David Easton.

(5) Marxist Method — Marx discussed the patterns of social development and social
change with the help of dialectical materialism. Marx does not follow the tradition of
liberal democracy, which analyzes politics on the basis of law, constitution, political
institutions, political power, authoritative allocation of the value, systems approach
etc; He discusses politics from the perspective of the economic aspect of the society
and on the basis of the real or actual relations between the society and the state. Marx
gives importance to class structure, class-struggle, socialist society etc. in his analysis
of politics.

2.2.4 Features of the Comparative Methods, as discussed in Comparative Politics
The features of the comparative methods, used in Comparative Politics are as follows :-
a) Definition of Conceptual Units—

The units of discussion in Comparative Politics are known as conceptual units. The
comparativist can compare the whole political systems or the collective whole and also
the units of the collective whole. For examining the whole political system one must
have knowledge about the small units composing it and to know the small units of the
political system, one must have some concepts of the collective unit. Examples of
comparison of the collective whole is the comparison between the parliamentary systems
of Britain and India or comparison between the Parliamentary system of Britain and
the presidential system of America. Comparison between the interest groups of India
and those of America or between the party systems of socialist China and those of
capitalist America are comparisons about the small units of the political systems. The
conceptual unit in very important in Comparative Politics. Comparative analysis is
undertaken on the basis of the definition of the conceptual unit or units.
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(b) Classification

The conceptual units which are compared must be classified into different categories
and decisions about the nature of the complicated units are taken on the basis of such
classification. Charts, graphs etc. are the means of classification. Formulation of laws
and building up of theory become possible on the basis of such classifications. Some
generally accepted fields of classification are classifications into —

(1)  democratic and dictatorial political systems on the basis of the presence of freedom
and fundamental rights of the citizen in the political system.

(i) federal and unitary systems based upon the criterion of the division of power
between the central and regional governments of the polity.

(ii1) parliamentary and presidential political systems on the basis of the type of relation
between legislative and executive branches of the government. Perfect knowledge
about the conceptual units can be possible only on the basis of classification of
the said units.

(c) Hypothesis, Formulation and Testing

Comparative Politics searches the answers to a host of questions while analyzing the
methods of functioning of a political system like—

(1)  how much sympathetic the political system is to the demands of the people?
(i) how does the political system tackle internal crisis and external pressures?

(ii1) how much support can the political system expect from the citizens during times
of crisis? To find answers to such questions Comparative Politics formulates
hypothesis and investigates their validity. Only after the validity of the hypothesis
are proved, can one formulate laws or build up theories of Comparative Politics.

2.2.5 TECHNIQUES OF COMPARATIVE METHODS
There are three types of techniques for comparative analysis in Comparative Politics :—
(i) Sample Surveys

Sample Surveys are done to examine a political system as a collective unit or the different
small units of that system. Sample surveys about a country or any one of its small units
cannot be viewed as comparative, but many issues for consideration in Comparative
Politics are collected through sample surveys. To make comparative discussions of the
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political parties of different countries we have first to collect facts about them through
sample surveys and then do the comparative explanation. Rajni Kothari’s ‘ ‘Politics in
India’’ is a book of this type.

(ii) Statistical Analysis - The area of consideration of issues in statistical analysis is
larger than those in sample survey. We can include all the countries of the world, all
socialist countries or all countries of the third world into the arena of statistical analysis.
In case of statistical analysis, the number of samples must be many, the data and facts
gathered are examined through a complicated procedure and the differences among the
changeable or variable elements are identified. On the basis of the differences, relations
among the elements are established and laws are formulated. The book ‘‘The Rebellious
country : 1830 - 1930’ by Charles Louis and Richard Trilli compares many countries.
It explains how modernization and industrial life have affected collective life.

(iii) Focussed Comparison

Focussed comparison is comparison between the political systems or units of political
systems of two or a few number of states. Here comparative analysis is concentrated on
a few selected elements of the political system or their units.

The issue for analysis is one in case of sample surveys, many in statistical analysis and
a few in case of focussed comparison. So focussed comparison is placed in between
the two methods—sample survey and statistical analysis. The books—*‘Economic
growth in France and Great Britain’’ by Charles Kindleyburger and ‘‘Political
Modernization in Japan and Turkey’’ by Robert E. Ward and Dank Wart, A. Rustow
are examples of comparisons of two countries.

2.3 Comparing similarities and differences

Before beginning any kind of comparative study, we have to decide the issues we would
compare — similar issues or dissimilar issues.

When we compare two similar units, or two similar countries, we can identify the
uniqueness and specialities of each. Similar units or systems also contain some
differences. If we compare two capitalist states or the interest groups of two capitalist
states we would find some differences between the two similar systems or units. There
are apparent similarities among the countries of South America, but if we compare
them intensively, we would discover some diffrences among them. There had been
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similarities between the socialist system of China and that of former U.S.S.R, but there
were many differences too. Former USSR was a federal state, while China was a unitary
state. India and USA both are capitalist systems and the constitutions both the states
include a list of fundamental rights, but the fundamental rights of both the states are
not the same. The constitution of India guarantees the right against untouchability, but
that is not there is the American constitution.

Most similar strategies try to widen the area of inter-systematic similarities, which are
then regarded as ‘controlled for’ and focus on some systematic differences which are
regarded as ‘‘explanators factors’ for the dependent variables. The principle on the
basis of which cases are selected for comparison is ‘‘maximizing similarities and
minimizing differences.”” Since similar conditions cannot be responsible for variance
between the two units, these can be considered as constants and hence ‘controlled for’
and kept out of analysis. S.F. Nadel in his ‘‘Studies of African Tribes’” found Nupe and
Gwari tribes to be similar in their environments, economy, political organizations,
religions, kinship systems etc. but different in their witchcraft systems. In Nupe tribe
all the witches were females, while in Gwari tribes they were both males and females.
The differences in their witchcraft systems could not be explained with the help of the
similarities and so they were eliminated as possible explanations. Nadel then concentrated
on a narrower number of variables for searching the correct explanation. He ultimately
found the cause for differences of the witchcraft systems of the two tribes in the relative
difference in the economic status of women of the two tribes.

Some important comparative studies concerning similar units are found in the following
books —*‘Political Parties and National Integration in Tropical Africa’’ by James S.
Coleman, ‘‘Communication and Political Development’” by Lucian Pye, ‘‘Political
Systems in Latin America’’ by Martin C. Needler, ‘‘Regimes and Opposition’” by Robert
A. Dahl etc.

Comparative discussions of similar countries have so far compared the structures,
geographical specialities, history, stages of development, election behaviour, party
systems, coalition politics etc. But most of such comparative studies were studies of
one region or one geographical area.

In comparative politics there are comparisons of dissimilar or different elements also.
Different systems also contain some similarities. U.S.A follow the presidential system,
while India introduced the parliamentary system. They are dissimilar systems, but have
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similarities also — both are federal systems and both guarantee fundamental rights to
citizens. China and Britain are also different systems—China follows the socialist
economy, while Britain accepted liberalism and capitalism, both have one similarity—
both are unitary states.

In comparative discussions of different systems the strategy or the principle of
maximizing difference among units is emphasized.

Studies of different units in comparative politics follow the following different kinds
of patterns :

First, comparative discussion of opposite political worlds, e.g comparisons between
USA and former USSR - the ideology, political structure and systems of government
of the two societies are different,

Secondly, comparative discussions of nation-building,
Thirdly, comparative analysis of traditional systems with modern secular systems,
Fourthly comparative study of democratic and totalitarian systems and

Fifthly, comparative discussion of developped and underdeveloped or developing
countries.

Books relevent in these respects are ‘‘Nationbuilding and Citizenship’’ by Reinhard
Bendix, ‘‘Revolution and Democracy’’ by Hans Kohn, ‘‘Non-Western Political Process’’
by Lucian Pye etc.

Democracy had not been stable in many third world countries. There may be different
reasons for such failure of democracy, there may also be some similar reasons. There
has been military unheavals in some Latin American or Afro-Asian countries. In many
countries the military captured state power. In some cases the failure of non-military
civil government inspired revolution, in some cases the powerful capitalist countries
helped the military unheaval. By comparing the political systems of the third world
countries we can reveal the inability of non-military civil government and also the
interference of big capitalist countries. By comparing the South African countries we
can find out the differences in the degree of their economic development and then
investigate the causes behind such differences. We can know, through comparative
surveys, the causes of the behavioural differences among the voters of two or more
states in case of the application of their right to vote. While discussing different systems
we must give attention to their socio-economic systems, history, religions, environments,
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political cultures, political sturctures etc. in addition to their political systems.

When the comparativist discusses similarity, then he must not ignore the dissimilarities
behind the similarity. Again, when he is investigating dissimilar systems he must not
forget the similarities. No two systems are fully similar or fully dissimilar. So we cannot
consider UK and USA as similar because of the existence of liberal democracy in both,
nor can we view them as dissimilar because of the presence of the parliamentary system
in UK and presidential system in USA. Similarity and dissimilarity are two sides of a
coin. Any two cases have similarities as well as dissimilarities. Whether we consider
systems as similar or dissimilar will depend on what characteristics of these cases we
want to identify as relevant and what sort of research question we want to follow.

2.4 Limitations of the Comparative Methods

Practical application of the comparative methods creates some problems and so the
comparative methods suffer from some limitations too. These are as follows :—

(1)  There are different types of political systems, political processes and political
behaviour-patterns. They have different functions also. In many cases they cannot
be explained by some definite rules. Political systems or processes donot always
follow reason and rational path. Political systems or processes of complicated
nature cannot always be explained scientifically.

(1) Many political scientists believe that the main objective of Comparative Politics
is to maintain the status quo or to preserve the prevalent political system and not
to encourage social change.

(ii1)) Comparative method focusses on some select institutions, analyses some particular
and preferred elements of the political system and neglects all other elements or
institutions.

(iv) Comparative method emphasizes on value-free discussions. But it is difficult to
be fully value-free in the discussions of politics. Conceptual units of Comparative
Politics are explained in different manners in the two opposite kinds of ideologies—
—Marxism and liberalism. They explain the words freedom, equality etc. with
different meanings and each theory sticks to its own explanation pattern. So it is
not possible to be fully value-free.

(v) Itisnoteasy to collect information, data, statistics etc. about political systems or
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units of political systems. It is also difficult to organise and calssify them. Political
systems or processes or behaviour-patterns cannot be experimented in a controlled
manner in laboratories as can be done in case of scientific issues. It is difficult to
measure many elements of the political systems.

(vi) Some problems crop up in the process of the formulation of cenceptual units of
the comparative method. The meanings of conceptual units are different in different
political systems and also at different periods of time. This gives rise to some
misconceptions, which hinder the application of the comparative method.
Comparative Politics offers no scope for experiment in the laboratories and so its
power of prediction is very limited.

It is true that the application of the comparative method create some problems, but it is
not fully impossible to apply them in practice. Rather in recent times there has been
increasing application of comparative methods in Comparative Politics. There has been
very high standard researches on mass media, religion, opposition party, military etc.
of Africa and Latin America, good analytical studies were made on electoral participation,
eagerness for party membership etc. of western European countries and mediterranean
regions, discussions concerning language, religion, culture etc. of the middle East and
political systems and units of systems of European countries and America were carried
on by many Comparativisits. Comparative discussions of old and modern systems were
undertaken and attempts were made to determine the relation between them. Comparative
study of developed and underdeveloped or developing nations were pursued also and
on the basis of comparative analysis of the different systems and units of systems some
theories were built in Comparative Politics.

2.5 Questions

Essay answer type Questions
1.  What are the different methods of Comparative Politics?

2. Discuss the different types of scientific methods that are pursued in Comparative
Politics.

Discuss the comparative methods of Comparative Politics.

4. What is a case study and what are its different types?
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5.

6.

Why comparison of similar and different units or systems are important in
Comparative Politics?

What are the utilities and limitations of Comparative Methods?

Short Questions

1. What are the objectives of comparisons?

2. What do you mean by macro-level and micro-level comparisons?

3.  What do you mean by comparative method?

4. Name three inter-disciplinary methods of Comparative Politics.

5. What are the features of the Marxist Method?

6. Discuss three features of the comparative methods pursued in Comparative
Politics.

7. Mention the different techniques of comparative methods.

8.  What do you mean by sample Survey?

9. What is the meaning of Statistical Analysis?

2.6 Suggested Readings

1. Blondel, Jean, An Introduction to Comparative Government, Wiedenfield
Nicolson, London, 1969.

2. Blondel, Jean, Comparative Government, Macmillan, London, 1969.

3. Chatterji, Rakhahari, Introduction to Comparative Political Analysis, Sarat Book
Distributors, Kolkata.

4. Curtis Michael, Comparative Government and Politics : An Introductory Essay
in Political Science, Harper & Row, New York, 1968.

5. Finer, S.E, Comparative Government, Penguin Press, Great Britain, 1975

6. Johari, J.C, Comparative Politics, Sterling Publishers Pvt. Ltd, New Delhi,

1999.
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Unit - 3 o Different Approaches to the Study of

Comparative Politics : Systems Approach
and Structural-Functional Approach

Structure

3.0
3.1
3.2

3.3.

3.4
3.5

Objectives

Introduction

Systems Approach

3.2.1 The concept of a system

3.2.2 Features of the Systems Approach of Easton.
3.2.3 Criticisms of the Systems Approach
Structural - Functional Approach

3.3.1 Introduction

3.3.2 Structural - Functional Approach of Almond
3.3.3 Criticisms of Structural functionalism of Almond
Questions

Suggested Readings

3.0

Objectives

Study of this unit will empower you to understand and know the following topics :

Existence of different Approaches to the study of Comparative Politics.
Systems Approach and the Meaning of a System.

Easton’s Analysis of the Systems Approach.

Criticisms of the Systems Approach.

Meaning of Structures and Functions of the Structural Functional Approach.
Almond’s Exposition of the Structural Functional Approach.

Criticisms of the Structural Functional Approach.
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3.1 Introduction

The words ‘‘approaches to the study of Comperative Politics’” mean a definite pattern
of analyzing and explaining a particular political event or issue. The approach may be
wide, e.g. international politics covering the whole world or it may be narrow, e.g.
containing any subject or event of local or national politics. In both cases relevant
information relating to the topic for discussion are gathered, they are explained and
analyzed and necessary statistics, data etc. are collected for helping the analysis. In the
field of Comparative Politics there is a standard for the selection of problems for
consideration and also for the collection of information and statistics. This standard is
different in different kinds of comparative studies. So there are many approaches in
Comparative Politics. When the political analysts present their concepts in the form of
a particular approach, then they take resort to different methods of comparative
discussion. So these different methods of discussions are complementary to the
comparative approaches. According to V. V. Dyke, comparative approach is the standard
for selecting problems, data and statistics and comparative method is the means or
technique of the collection and application of such data. So different comparative methods
are used for the collection and application of data in comparative discussions.

Different approaches to the study of Comparative Politics are closely connected with
different theories. Functions of a theory are generalisations, predictions, formation of
laws, establishment of cause and effect relation etc. Theories are formed on the basis of
the nature of the approach. So approaches may be considered as the creator of theories.
When the functions of the approach extends to generalisation, formulation of laws etc.
and makes predictions possible, then the approach gives birth to theories.

The approaches prevalent till the world war II were known as traditional approaches.'
They were idealistic, descriptive and value-laden. Their discussions were based on
philosophy, history, law and institutions.

Since the World War II discussions based on descriptive analysis of the traditional
approaches were replaced by scientific enquiry; idealism and value judgement of
traditional politics were changed into value-free discussions based on actual problems;
discussions centring round philosophy, law and institutions of traditional politics were
tunned into discussions of political behaviour, political processes, political systems
etc, which gave importance to the psychological perpectives, uses of measurement and

1. Some traditional approaches were Philosophical Approach (Plato & Hegel) Historical Approach
(Michael Oakshott) Legal Approach (Austin,k Dicey) and Instutional Approach (Herman Finer and
Ivor Jennings).
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statistics, behaviour-patterns of individuals and groups, concepts of development and
modernization etc.

These brought about revolutionary changes with regard to the subject matter, methods
and approaches of Comparative Politics and thus appeared in Comparative Politics
thus modern approaches?in place of traditional a pproaches.

In Comparative Politics there is one more approach, different from both the traditional
and the modernern approaches — it is known as the Marxist approach; it explains the
superstructure containing politics, society and culture on the basis of production-relations
and analyses politics in the light of historical materialism.

3.2 Systems Approach

3.2.1 The concept of a system

The aim of Systems Approach is to develop generalised theoretical understanding of
politics. So it is generally regarded as falling within the field of political theory, yet,
the basic assumptions of Systems Approach, the definition politics on which it stands,
the propositions that it formulates, the concepts and the conceptual framework that it
develops are of great help to the comparativists to organize, interpret and enrich their
studies.

After World War II German biologist Von Bertanlanfly defined a system as ‘‘a set of
elements standing in interaction with one another.”” Wilfred Pareto first talked of a
social system in his books on Sociology. According to him, a social system is an
interdependent collective within the society, whose parts are dependent and related. In
recent times James N. Rosenau, Morton A. Kaplan etc. applied the concept of system
in their discussions on politics. But the person who is regarded as a pioneer in the
discussion of politics on the basis of systems or Systems Approach is David Easton.
His Systems Theory was first published in the book ‘‘Political System’” in 1953. His
two other books published in 1965 “‘A Framework of Political Analysis’’ and ‘A systems
Analysis of Political Life’” expanded his ideas to a new height.

The concept of system is taken from Biology. According to the biologists, each human
organ represents a system, which is a combination of complex types of elements, that
interact with the whole and also with each other. So each part of human organ is dependent

2. Modern approaches are—Systems Approach, Structural Functional Approach, Communication
Approach, Group Approach, Development Approach, Behavioural Approach, Neo-Behavioural
Approach etc.
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not only on the whole system or the human organ, but also on each other. According to
the Systems Approach, different systems of the society like those of the human organ
are related to each other and sub-systems or parts of the system are also not isolated
units, but integrally connected with the whole system. Systems Approach can be applied
to all systems—from a small one to a larger one. So the concept of political system can
be helpful in the analysis of political events of all catageories— small or large. Easton's
Systems Approach analyszes political institutions, their functions, political events etc.
on the basis of their practical relations and mutual interactions. Almond regards the
System Approach as a strong step in the establishment of scientific outlook in political
science.

3.2.2 Features of the Systems A pproach of Easton.

Systems Analysis of David Easton has some important premises :
(1) Political System —

Easton views political life as a system of behaviour. So political interactions in a society,
wherever they take place, whichever form they assume or by whatever unit (individual
or group) they are expressed can be considered as having some relationship with each
other and constituting a whole. He considers political interactions as those varieties of
activities that influence significantly the kind of anthoritative policy adopted for a society
and the way it is put into practice. All human interactions, when they relate to authoritative
allocation of values for society, become political. Authoritative allocations signify
decisions of those individuals who are seated in positions of power and so they can
apply their decisions compulsorily on others. The word value used by him do not imply
any ethical meaning; it imples only cost or eligibility, as in Economics. So Easton
opines that eligibility or cost is allocated among individuals by persons in power and
that politics is authoritative allocation of values of desired objects. Game of power thus
is revealed in the process of allocation of values.

(i1) Environment — The political system does not exist in a vacuum. It operates within
a greater social environment composed of other systems like economic, religious, cultural
etc. within the same society and also of all systems in other societies. The former is
internal environment and the latter is external environment. When the acceptance or
rejection of a policy or law create political conflict within the society, then it is an
example of internal environment and state of war with other countries or with another
country is an example of external environment.

Easton thinks that the political system is open, because elements coming from different
aspects of environment influence the political system and the political system also has
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its impact on environment. The interaction between the political system and the
environment is not the same in all cases.

(iii) Response — According to Easton, a political system, which is open to environment,
has to respond to problems arising from the environment, both internal and external.
Each political system has its responsive and self-regulatory mechanisms, with the help
of which the system maintains its continuity, despite changes in the environment. A
political system is therfore dynamic and not static. Any crisis in the political system is
cured by the system itself automatically and the system maintains or brings conformity
with the environment. So the structures and methods of activities are different in different
social systems.

(iv) Input - output — Two components of the interaction of the political system and the
environment are input and output. Input has two parts - demands and supports. Demands
are expectations, opinions, interests etc. of the people coming from national or
international environments. Demands made on the system are usually of three types —
(a) economic or desire for higher living standards, better employment opportunities or
welfare benefits. (b) regulatory or demands for specific legislation for maintaining
order, improving community relations etc. and (c) political or demands for greater
participation in politics. Support means the abilities of the political community, the
regime or the government on the one hand and the habits of obedience to law, payment
of tax, respect for government, participatory tendencies etc of the citizens on the other..

Decisioins made by the authority on basis of the demands and the support are known as
outputs. Outputs are therefore, the authoritative allocation of values or descisions of
the authorities concerning allocation of values. The nature of outputs depend on the
capacities of the political system. The process through which inputs are transformed
into outputs are known as the political processes. Two gatekeepers are important here
(a) Structural mechanisms like the activities of political parties, interest groups, mass
media etc. and b) Cultural mechanisms like norms, communication channels,
administrative bodies etc. Outputs or decisions of the authorities may be of the following
types—a) regulative (law), (b) allocative (allocation of public funds between alternative
uses and (c¢) Judicial (decisions, treaties, administrative descisions etc.)

v) Feedback - Outputs are communicated to the public by means of feedback
mechanisms. Feedback is the information about the reaction of the members of the
public to the decisions that have emerged within the system. It is a dynamic process, by
way of which information about the functions of a political system is sent back to the
system. It influences future output of the system. It is a complicated mechanism and
has two orientations—
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(1) negative orientation, which is used for correcting the mistakes in the functioning of
the system and

(2) objective-changing orientation, which is directed to new objectives. Feedback is an
important element in the political system and it controls the system. It helps to cope
with reactions of the public in such a way as to ensure the persistence of the system.

(vi) Capabilities — The ability of the political system to convert the inputs into outputs
successfully is known as capability. In this respect governmental control of the behaviour
of individuals or groups or allocation of services or goods to them by the government
is important.

(vii) Equilibrium between input - output and demand input overload -

There is a limit in the political system upto which it can fulfil pressures of demand and
support. If there is capability in the system for them, then there is equilibrium between
input and output in the system. If the political system cannot fulfill the pressures of
demand and support, if some demands remain unfulfilled, if support for the system is
reduced or if the feedback mechanism stops functioning, there is more pressure on the
political system than what it can handle. This is called demand-input overload. If this
overload is too much, then the system breaks down or faces crisis. Easton prescribes
some sturctural or methodological changes before the appearance of crisis in the political
system. These prescriptions help the preservation of the system in the face of challenges.
These are :

(i)  Structural Mechanism :- Demands to be placed before the political system are
sought to be controlled with the help of different structures like political parties,
interest groups, mass media etc.

(ii) Conversion Mechanism : Governmental authority may seek to change the
demands while converting inputs into outputs with the help of new constitutional
arrangements or constitutional amendments.

(iii) Communication Channels :— Demands of the individuals and groups may be
lowered by way of increased communication between the government and the
people.

(iv) Cultural Inihibitions : — In each political systems individuals have to follow
some cultural inhibitions. Through such cultural intibitations political authority
may try to lessen the number of demands of the people.
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Easton's model of the political system is shown diagrammatically below :-
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According to Easton, the political system consists of all those institutions and processes
involved in the authoritative allocation of values for the society. The system takes inputs
from the society, which are demands for particular descisions or policies and expression
of support. The political system converts these inputs into outputs — anthoritative
decisions and policies. The output then comes back to the society by way of feedback
mechanism, which affect the next cycle of inputs. Easton's Systems Approach thus
informs us that the citizens are involved in the decision-making or policy-framing
functions of the government. He conceived of the political system as analogous to a
computer which processes and thereby converts inputs into outputs.

Easton analyzed the structures of the political system, relationship among the
fundamental elements of the system, the force which controls them, situations when
crisis appear in political systems, the steps to be taken by the political system to come
out of the crisis, the methods to preserve the system etc. and thereby he emphasized on
the need for the maintenance of the stability of the system. But his systems analysis
has some dynamic qualities too. He is not against change of the system, but wanted
such change to be peaceful, slow and constitutional, so that the system does not become
burdened or does not break down.

He applied scientific techniques in his political analysis and made the study of politics
scientific in character. His system analysis deals with general political processes to and
is held to be applicable to different kinds of polities. It can be applied to highly developed
countries and also to underdeveloped countries of the third world, tribal societies of
Africa and even to the international society and also for comparative discussion of
different political systems.
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It provides the theoretical equipment for looking at political phenomena on a macroscopic
level and also at the setting in which microscopic analysis can he carried out. His
model of the political system shifted the concern of Political Science from exclusively
with government institutions to the study of the elements in society which jointly produce
authoritative allocation of values. His notion of the political system refers to all the
factors which influence collective decisions, even if these factors are not formal parts
of government, such as processes of socialization, attitudes of parties, behaviour of
voters, social movements etc.

3.2.3 Criticisms of the Systems Approach

Despite the popularity and the scientific and practical value of the Systems Approach,
it has been criticized by political scientists on several grounds.

(1) The Eastonian model is regarded as complex by many political scientists. This
model claims that it can be applied to all political systems, but critics say that it cannot
be applied in many spheres, e.g. in states where political conflict, crisis or civil wars
are common or where there is chance of breakdown of the government machinary at
any moment. Critics also point out that many states have maintained their existence
despite continuous crisis in the political system. Easton's model cannot explain them
also. Moreover, many of them express doubts whether the conditions for survival of
democracy in western democracies can show the way for solution of the problems of or
for development of the third world countries.

(2) Many political analysts think that Easton's systems approach is too much mechanistic
and human behaviour and human societies cannot be explained correctly by a mechanistic
approach. The approach puts too much emphasis on statistics, measurement,
Mathematics, scientific techniques etc. But Comparative Politics is a social science. 