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Abstract

The paper discusses theoretical and methodological perspectives on the study of mod-
ernisation processes, which is of great importance nowadays. A global theory of mod-
ernisation is thought to be a set of specific theories designed for several areas such as
economy, politics and culture. The development of this theory is regarded as consisting
of three major stages. The first one spanned the period from the mid-1940s to the
mid-1960s, when all modernisation theories were being built in either the stream of
Western liberalism or that of Marxism. At the second stage, all of those diverging theo-
ries were revised in order to clarify whether they could be put into practice. The next
phase dates back to the late 1980s — the years when the socialist world-system was
Jalling apart. This period is marked by attempts to develop the global theory of mod-
ernisation as a combination of specific systemic theories. The main characteristics of
modernisation processes are analysed in the context of transition from traditional to
modern society. Modernisation models are multidimensional; therefore, they should
take into account, as far as possible, changes in the character of social relations and so-
cial structures. It should also be noted that the implementation of these models may en-
gender new social controversies and conflicts or intensify existing ones. Consequently,
there is an urgent need for “flexible”, multiple factor models of modernisation, which
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will encompass historical background (first of all, national and civilisational specif-
ics) of a country, along with examples of successful development of today’s advanced
societies. An important conclusion of the modernisation theory is the thesis that this
transition process takes place in two stages. At first, a country should carry out mod-
ernisation reforms relying on its own resources, then it will seek foreign support. How-
ever, modernising countries are often fraught with conflicts, both internal and exter-
nal. Thus, if a country has already used up domestic resources and decides to apply for
Jforeign assistance, not only foreign partners’ interests but also (primarily) national
security concerns must be taken into consideration.

Keywords: society, modernisation processes, modernisation models, transformation,
changes, theoretical and methodological analysis, economy, politics, culture

BAJEPIV NMUNMUNEHKO,

OOKMOp CoyionoaiYHUX HayK, 20/108HUl HayKo-
sul criigpobimHuk 8iddiny icmopii i meopii coyio-
noaii Inemumymy couionozii HAH Ykpainu, Kuie

NYNbBAPLLUMH YEMYPKO,

OoKmop coujonoeaidyHux Hayk, 3asidysayka gio-
0iny coyjianbHoi ekcriepmu3su IHecmumymy cou,o-
noeii HAH YkpaiHu, Kuig

MogpepHisauiiiHi npouecu y citni Teopii Ta
meTtoponorii

Anomauis

Y cmammi pozensidaromocst axmyanvri numanHs meopemuro-memooonoziunozo 0o-
CaidNCensE MOOCPHISAUTHUHUX NPOUECIB. AHANISYEMBCS POBUMOK TN0OANLIHOT Meopii
MOOePHI3aUiT SIK CYKYNHOCTE KOHKDEMHUX Meopiil Y chepax exoHoMiKu, NOTMuKy ma
Kyaomypu. Buoxpemneno mpu emanu: nepuwuiic eman — cepeduna 1940—1960-x
POKI8 — Xapakmepusyemvcsi 080Ma rM00aIbHUMU HANPSIMKAMU MOOEPHI3AUIIHUX
meopiil: 3axio1020 1ibepaniamy i MapKcucmcoKoi opicumauii. /[pyeuil eman nonsieae 6
nepeoyiniosanii nepuiozo emany (3 060x cmopin) Ha npeomem npakmuunoi pea-
nizaugi. Tpemiii eman — possumox rmo6arvroi meopii ModepHisauyii K cykynHocmi
KoHKpemnux meopii. Lleti eman mpusae 3 kinys 1980-x pokis, moomo 3uacy posnady
€6imoeoi couianicmuunoi cucmemu. Ilpu upomy 201061 xapaxmepucmuxu mooep-
HI3QUITINUX NPOUECIB PO32AA0AIOMbCS Y KOHMeKcmi nepexody 6id mpaduuiinux 0o
cyuacnux cycninvems. Modeni modeprisauyii ¢ 6azamosuMipHUMUL 1 MAIOMb PisHO-
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OiUnO 8PaAX0BYEAMU 3MIHU XAPAKMEPY CYCNITLHUX GIOHOCUH MA COUIATLHUX CIMPYK-
myp. Peanizauis modeneti maxosxc moxce nopooxrcyeamu nesHi (Hoei) cycniivii cy-
nepeurocmima xkon@uikmu abo sazocmprosamu cmapi. Tomy cvo200mi “yinniwumu” e
ZHyuKi, 6azamogakmopui modeni mooepHizauii, rpynmosani na cunmesi mpaou-
yiinoi cneyudixu possumxy (nepedycim yusinizauiinoi i Hayionaiwnoi) ma cyuac-
HUX NPOTPECUBHUX 3pa3Kis. Basjciusum 6ucnoskom meopii modeprizauyii € mesa npo
dea emanu upozo possumxy. Hdemvcs npo me, wo nepuiuii eman 3ocepedycenuii Ha
PO36UMKY 34 PAXYHOK HYMPIWHIX pecypcie, a Opyeuil nepedbauae axmueHiuie 3ay-
uennst sapyoincnoi donomozu. Kpainu, wo mooepnisyomvcst, maioms nomyicki dice-
pena ax ewympiwnix, max i 306niwnix xougaixmie. Tomy 3a ymos euuepnanms
BHYMPIUHIX Pecypcie Xapakmep ma iHmeHCUGHicms 308HiluHb0i 00noMozu 0OUiIbHO
BU3HAUAMU, KEPYIOUUCH SIK IHMEPECamu THO3EMHUX NAPMHEPI8, MAK i MIPKYEAHHAMU
enacnoi besnexu.

Kmouosi cnosa: cycninbcmeo, modepuizauitiini npoyecu, mooeni modepuizauii,
Mpancoopmanis, sminu, meopemuxo-memooonr02iuHutl anali3, eKOHOMIKA, NOIimiL-
Ka, Ky1vmypa

BAJTIEPUM MUNUMEHKO,

O0OKMOp COUUOI02UYECKUX HayK, 2/1a8HbIl Ha-
Y4HbIU compyOHUK omdesna ucmopuu u meopuu
coyuornoauu MlHcmumyma coyuosnioauu HAH Yk-
pauHsbl, Kues

N'YNbBAPLUMH YEMYPKO,

00OKMOp CouuOIo2UYECKUX HayK, 3asedyroujasi
omdesioM coyuasibHoU aKkcrnepmu3sl MIHcmumy-
ma couyuonoauu HAH YkpauHbi, Kues

MopepHu3aumoHHbie NpoLuecchl B CBETE TEOPUM U
MeTop00rmm

Annomavus

B cmamwe paccmampusaiomes axmyanvivie 60npoChL MeoPemuKo-memoooiozudec-
K020 UCCED08ANUL MOOEPHUSAUUOHHBIX NPOUECCOB. AHAUSUPYEMC PA3sUmue 210-
6anbHOL MeopUU MOOCPHUSAUUU KAK COBOKYNHOCTNU KOHKDEMHbIX Meopull 6 chepax
IKOHOMUKU, NOJUMUKU U KYAbmypol. Boidenenot mpu smana: nepeviti sman — cepedu-
na 1940—1960-x 20006 — xapaxmepusyemcs 08YMsi 2100ALLHOIMU HANPACLEHUSAMU
MOOEPHUSAUUOHHBIX MEOPULL: 3aNna0H020 TUOEPATUSMA U MAPKCUCTNCKOL OPUCHMA-
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yuu. Bmopoti sman saxmouaemcs 6 nepeouenke nepeozo smana (¢ 06eux cmopomu) na
npedmem npaxmuyeckoi peausauuu. Tpemuii sman — passumue 2100a1o1H0t meo-
PUU MOOEPHUSAUUU KAK COBOKYNHOCTNU KOHKPEMHBLIX EeOPUil. Imom sman npooo-
acaemes ¢ konya 1980-x 20006, mo ecmv co 8pemenu pacnada MuUpoGoU CoUUANUCTIU-
ueckoil cucmemvl. [Ipu 5mom 0cnosivLe XapaKmepucmuru MoOepHuU3AuUONHLbIX NPO-
UeCco8 PAcCMampuealomcs 6 KOHMeKcme nepexooa om mpaouyuoHHbix 00uecme K
cospementvim. Modenu MoOepHusauuu S6IsI0Mesk MHOZOMEPHLIMU U DOJIICHDL PA3-
HOCTMOPOHHE YUUMBIBAT> USMEHEHUS XAPAKMePa 00UECMBENHDIX OMHOUEHUN U CO-
yuanvivix cmpyxmyp. Peanusawus modeneii maxaice moxcem nopoycoams onpeode-
Jennvle (Hoevle) 00Wecmeentvle NPOMUBOPEUUS U KOHDIUKMbL ULU 060CMPIMD
cmapute. [loamomy cez00us 6onee “yenvimu” A6aA10Mes 2ubKue, MHo20paxmopivie
MOOeU MOOPHUSAUUL, KOMOPDLE DOJNCHDL OCHOBLIBATNCS HA CUHME3e MPAOUUUOH-
1ot cneyupury pazsumus (npeicoe 6¢e20, UUSUIUSAUUOHHOT U HAUUOHALLHOLL) U CO-
BPEMENHDIX NPOZPECCUBHBIX 00pa3U08. Bajcuvim 6b16000Mm meopuu mooeprusauuu
SABNSAEMCA ME3UC 0 08YX IMAnax amozo pazsumust. Peuv udem o mom, umo nepewii
aman cocpedomauueaemcs Ha Pa3eumui 3a Cuem GHYMpPeHHUX Pecypcos, a 6Mopoi
npedycmampusaem 601ee akmusnoe npusieuenue sapyoexncnoil nomouu. Mooepnu-
SUPYHOUUECS CMPAHBLUMEIOM MOULHBLE UCTOUHUKU KAK BHYMPEHHUX, MAK U BHEUHUX
KOHDuKmMo8. [10amomy 6 Yciosusx ucuepnaniis 6HYmpeHHUx pecypcos xapaxmep u
UNMEHCUBHOCTNY GHEUHEeTl NOMOULU UeLecO00PA3HO ONPedessimy, PYKOBOOCMEYCh
KaK unmepecamu uHOCmpanivLx napmmepos, max u Co0OpaxceHusimu coocmeennou
6esonacnocmu.

Kmouesvte cnosa: obuecmeo, MoOepHusauuonibie npoueccyl, MO0 MOOCPHUSA -
UL, MPAHCHOPMAUUSL, USMEHEHIUS, MEOPEMUKO -MeMOO0I02ZUUECKUL AHATUS, IKOHO-
MUKQ, NOTUMUKA, KYAbMYPa

Modernisation theory is based on the idea of human progress. Historically,
this idea originated a relatively short time ago. As long as humans were unable to
exert considerable influence on the natural environment and agrarian societies
were “bound” to maintain a stable balance (which implied that no major changes
occurred within one or even over several generations), the idea of human prog-
ress seemed rather unrealistic. The situation started to change only when steady
economic growth took place. As the Commercial Revolution of the Late Middle
Ages set the stage for pre-industrial capitalism in urban areas of Western Europe,
economic growth began to continually outpace population growth. This gave rise
to humanism as a philosophical doctrine. The idea that technological innovations
(which had emerged due to the systematic development of science) would allow
humans to overcome limitations imposed on them by laws of nature, contested
the established view that human freedom and self-realisation were only possible
in the afterlife. Science became the source of true knowledge and, moreover, the
primary opponent of the Church since it cast doubt on an unbreakable belief in
the divine revelation. The intellectual monopoly of the Church, which con-
tended that the feudal world order would last forever, was thereby challenged.
The idea of human progress came into being, which underlay the modernisation
theory.

The concept of modernisation, being quite often narrowly interpreted, en-
genders a certain amount of scepticism (yet not always well grounded) about
modernisation theories. These theories, in fact, are able to give a comprehensive
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picture of processes that are far “deeper” than they are usually considered. In the
authors’ opinion, the term “modernisation” should not only be used to describe
the transition from traditional to modern society, but also the latter’s enhance-
ment. Itis the “enhancement”, improvement of social institutions and social rela-
tions that the concept of modernisation primarily includes, thereby differing
from such concepts as “development”, “transformation”, “change”, etc., which
hardly ever account for the dynamics of social progress or progressive trends.
Modernisation relates to the creative transformation of society.

Roughly speaking, there are three stages in the development of a global the-
ory of modernisation seen as a collection of specific theories devised by individual
scholars and research teams [ Mikhal’chenko, 2001: pp. 43—45].

The initial stage lasted from the mid-1940s to the mid-1960s. The end of the
Second World War prompted the emergence and development of quite a few
modernisation theories, which, by and large, belonged to the two opposing
streams. The first one represented theories embracing Western liberalism. West-
ern social scientists greatly appreciated their countries’ contribution to the vic-
tory over the Axis powers (Germany, Italy and Japan) in political, economic and
cultural aspects. Modernisation theories of the second stream strictly adhered to
Marxism. The USSR and its supporters described their role in the victory in the
Second World War as an important phase of the world communist revolution, as
a victory against capitalism. Concurrently, they started to work on a utopian
modernisation project whose principal objective was a landslide victory of com-
munism throughout the world. Within that project, the Third World nations
were going to be used as a “drawing board”.

The next stage could be characterised as a wholesale reassessment of what
had been done by then. All theories were scrutinised in order to make sure that
they would be feasible. The early and mid-1960s were marked by a serious con-
frontation between capitalist and socialist world-systems, competition for mili-
tary superiority, which ended up in stalemate. The two superpowers were in-
volved in a long-lasting fight against each other. They did not resort to nuclear
weapons, albeit the Berlin Crisis of 1961, as well as the Cuban Missile Crisis of
1962, could have led to a nuclear war.

The third phase is about attempts to produce a global theory of modernisa-
tion, which will incorporate all specific systemic theories. This phase dates from
the late 1980s — the period when the socialist world-system was irreversibly dis-
integrating. Post-socialist states are currently making appreciable efforts to inte-
grate themselves into the community of democratic nations, which, in their turn,
are building civilised social states where human rights and civil liberties (of both
an individual and organisation) are supposed to be guaranteed and protected.

At the moment, modernisation theory is turning into a tool for research and
explanation of new pathways to development, drawing on the experience of ad-
vanced countries. Being universal in nature, this experience, however, can be ap-
plicable to a particular country or society since it is harmoniously combined with
their historical traditions and sociocultural values. This is a case of transition
from spontaneously understood modernisation processes to well-thought-out
modernisation strategies, when practical actions are undertaken in view of cer-
tain theoretical propositions.
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As for historical context of the modernisation theory, it can be traced back to
the Renaissance — once humans felt sure that technological progress would en-
able them to take control of nature. The idea of progress had an impact on social
philosophers too. Yet, no sooner had this idea been born, a contrary doctrine
came into existence (and still exists today). Proponents of that doctrine claim
that social decay is inescapable and the world will go back to what it was in the
“dark” Middle Ages.

In an industrial society, the technical apparatus of production and distribu-
tion does not merely function as the sum total of institutions (which may be iso-
lated from their social and political effects): it is a system which directly deter-
mines both the end product of this apparatus and the operations necessary for the
latter’s further development and maintenance. Mechanised and standardised
production puts some political and economic restrictions on a kind of labour,
type of employment, as well as material and intellectual culture. Industrial soci-
ety has a lot in common with totalitarian one — by virtue of the way it organises
its technological base. Totalitarianism does not necessarily manifest itself in spe-
cific forms of government or party rule — it extends to distinct forms of produc-
tion and distribution, which may well be compatible with political pluralism. Po-
litical forces assert themselves through control over technological progress and
organisation of managerial or administrative apparatus. Governments of indus-
trial countries will not be able to secure themselves unless they marshal all avail-
able scientific and technical resources.

The concept of information society is better understood when compared to
mass society, which believed to have emerged in the 1920s. This type of society
was exhaustively analysed by Herbert Marcuse in the book “One-Dimensional
Man”. The ideas foregrounded in this work are fairly consistent with the postu-
lates of post-industrialism. Marcuse draws attention to the two phenomena: a)
totalitarian nature of mass society; b) a new stage of alienation which entails a
“one-dimensional man”.

Mass society requires absolute submission and immediate, automatic identi-
fication (which may have been characteristic of primitive forms of association).
These forms re-emerge in advanced industrial civilisation, and the new “immedi-
acy” appears as a product of sophisticated management and organisation. Alien-
ation, in turn, is different from what it used to be too. At this stage, as Marcuse
puts it, “individuals identify themselves with the existence which is imposed
upon them” and find in it a source of “their own development and satisfaction”
[Marcuse, 2002: p. 13].

In terms of modernisation, information society is an integral part of the mod-
ernisation process. This type of society can be described as decentralised (or
tending to be so). Decentralisation, in turn, may be helpful in reducing alien-
ation, which is usual for industrial society. Information society attaches great im-
portance to social information, which covers all politically and socially relevant
topics. Social information is an essential component of power; moreover, it is in-
herent in the very concept of power. An Italian sociologist Franco Ferrarotti
identified three types of social information, which is used (and may also be ex-
ploited) for one’s own purposes: a) information regarding social safety and insur-
ance; b) concerning rational social action and means needed to accomplish its
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ends; ¢) information on the rational planning of social change [Ferrarotti, 1985:
p. 126].

The Marxist version of modernisation theory roundly criticised the exploita-
tion of workers, typical of early industrial society, and put forth a utopian solu-
tion to this problem, which allegedly would lead humanity to peace and freedom
from exploitation.

Yet, many of Marx’s predictions turned out to be wrong. Today hardly any-
one believes that the world proletarian revolution will happen. Nevertheless, the
thesis that technological innovations and socio-economic development produce
fairly foreseeable results in such areas as politics and culture is still valid. Karl
Marx and Friedrich Engels published “The Communist Manifesto” in 1848 — by
then, only a handful of countries had been industrialised. Hence, the working
class was weak, scanty and harshly exploited. They saw industrialisation as the
backbone of economic development and held that the working class would grow
and, finally, take power.

Adam Smith and Karl Marx developed competing versions of modernisation
theory. The former is known as the “Father of Capitalism”, whereas the latter was
an ardent advocate of communism. They never saw eye to eye on such subject as
modernisation ways, models or varieties. Yet, both agreed that technological in-
novations and their socio-economic outcomes form the basis for human progress
and drive major changes in political institutions and culture. Furthermore, Marx
argued that socio-economic development determines changes in people’s value
orientations. Dominant social values and moral norms constitute the ideological
“superstructure” of a society, and any tangible changes in its socio-economic
“base” will unavoidably bring about changes in the ideology as well. The competi-
tion between the two above-mentioned versions of modernisation theory broke
out after the Second World War, when the two superpowers — the capitalist and
the communist — came into being. They espoused opposing political ideologies
and expressed contrary viewpoints on the way and the ultimate goal of develop-
ment, but both of them were committed to economic growth, social progress and
modernisation.

Meanwhile, another version of modernisation theory emerged in the USA.
According to this theory, a country’s underdevelopment resulted from its pecu-
liarities such as traditional economy, institutions, culture, the population’s
mindset, etc. It was also contended that traditional values were not merely tran-
sient. They could — and ought to — be replaced by modern ones, which would en-
able backward countries to follow the capitalist (in other words, well-nigh inevi-
table) path of development. The rich, developed nations were expected to be the
driving forces of this process, whose task was to stimulate modernisation of the
rest of the world through economic, political, cultural and military assistance.

In any country, modernisation will be successful only if political power is ex-
ercised collectively, not being the prerogative of an individual, a social group or
class. Social information pertinent to the process of collective social planning is
necessary for the following reasons: a) it helps to secure social initiatives from the
ruinous influence of bureaucracy; b) guarantees effective “bottom-up pressure”
through a network of autonomous social institutions that enable popular partici-
pation in the process of social transformation (or modernisation); ¢) ensures that
political decisions and changes being made really match ordinary people’s needs
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and preferences. Citizens, in turn, should have the opportunity to control any so-
cial changes (e. g., in what manner they are being implemented, what is expected
to be accomplished, how long it has taken to achieve the planned results, etc.). In
so doing, they will be able to prevent bureaucratic and authoritarian tendencies.
Besides, a certain degree of political, economic and cultural freedom should be
granted to everyone.

Economic freedom is a broad (and rather vague) concept. It is also a latent
parameter, which can only be measured indirectly, by means of a priori models.
However, these models only work well in a local context — due to their topologi-
cal (unalterable) properties, which engenders empirical uncertainty. A resear-
cher can structure empirical evidence concerning evolution (i. e. modernisation)
of a society using graphs built for catastrophe theory'. Finding critical points on
these graphs helps to better understand and systematise conditions when the so-
ciety is nearing a critical state. For example, a crisis is very likely to happen if
overproduction is coupled with under-consumption.

Theoretical and methodological aspects of modernisation in various areas of
social life are being increasingly discussed in scientific literature. Attention is
chiefly paid to economic and political modernisation. Cultural modernisation is
perceived quite ambivalently. In general, different areas of social life “react” dif-
ferently to modernisation efforts of the elite, authorities, political parties, social
groups, etc. The same goes for regions and countries.

In the 20th century, economic modernisation was predominantly analysed
using the two approaches: capitalist (based on a free market economy) and social-
ist (centred on a planned economy). Neither of these approaches is free from
shortcomings; by the same token, each of them has certain merits. For that rea-
son, in practice, both approaches have converged. Market economy looks with fa-
vour upon planning and forecasting techniques, whilst its socialist counterpart
opts for various market mechanisms enabling its successful integration into the
global economy. The People’s Republic of China, for instance, embodies a con-
vergent model, albeit this fact is not always acknowledged for ideological rea-
sons.

As far as economic modernisation in post-Soviet states is concerned, its pace,
style and effects are different, and what is more, they are felt differently in each
country. The goals and tasks of key reforms are clearly defined and not called into
question. But when it comes to how the reforms should be introduced and sus-
tained, the picture is quite the opposite. Political and economic elites of each
country strongly disagree over the approaches to reforms — owing to ideological
divergences between political parties (e. g., neocommunist and pro-market) or
groups of the governing elite, as well as the vested interests of elites, groups or
clans.

Both the political divide and clash of business interests can impede moderni-
sation, thereby deteriorating the economic environment of a country. Economic
problems, in turn, can give impetus to changes in the political arena. It is a

1 Catastrophe theory, credited mainly to a French mathematician René Thom, is a mathe-
matical tool used to study and make predictions of processes involving sudden changes.
Actually, this sudden change is called a catastrophe. It is not necessarily a natural or man-made
disaster, or even a dramatic event.
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well-known fact that Karl Marx pinned his revolutionary hopes on the impover-
ished proletariat. Marx was convinced that the worse the condition of the work-
ing people was, the more likely they would feel the need to transform society
through revolution and the more readily they would fight for political power.
Yet, his beliefs did not gain unanimous support at the time. For example, Max
Weber thought that economic conditions did not significantly shape people’s po-
litical views. In his opinion, all political slogans had been born in the political
sphere to “mirror” political interests of individuals, groups and /or classes. Figu-
ratively speaking, Marx’s and Weber’s theories are at opposite ends of the scale:
the former overrates the role of economic factors, whereas the latter underrates
them.

Obviously, economic factors do not play the same role in all countries under-
going modernisation. The relationship between economic and political develop-
ment also varies from country to country and from region to region. It is largely
determined by a country’s historical background and other key characteristics.

Research studies focusing on political aspects of modernisation underline
that this process is aimed at raising effectiveness and efficiency of governance, ra-
tionalising the existing political system, as well as guaranteeing the right of every
citizen to vote and to be elected — up to the top post. Theoretical and method-
ological approaches to the study of political modernisation (unlike those of eco-
nomic) do not considerably diverge. In fact, hardly anybody would be opposed to
the idea of ademocratic welfare state governed by the rule of law. But interpreta-
tions of this idea are vastly different — from clearly anarchistic to overtly totali-
tarian. In Russia, for instance, as in some other post-Soviet states, which pretend
to be democratic, authoritarian rule blends together with “predatory” capitalism.
Pervasive corruption, abuse of power and total neglect of ordinary citizens’ needs
are all too common in those countries, eventually turning democracy into its
opposite.

Theoretical and methodological analysis of political processes (or political
changes) oftentimes does not go beyond developing countries or transition econ-
omies, which undergo radical transformation of political institutions along with
changes in the economic structure. However, Western world has also experi-
enced both evolutionary and revolutionary transformations even recently, and
this fact should not be overlooked. Such events as the establishment of the Fifth
Republic in France (1958) and the restoration of democracy in Greece, which
culminated with the proclamation of the Third Hellenic Republic, were revolu-
tionary by nature and launched a new wave of political modernisation in those
countries.

Democracies and semi-democracies may also collapse, and modernisation
will “recede”. This is quite typical of post-Soviet states, where a bizarre mix of
progressive and regressive technologies has been introduced. Therefore, it makes
sense to differentiate the concept “modernisation in a country” from “a modernis-
ing country”. While the former assumes that modernisation is partial in a particu-
lar country, the latter puts emphasis on the country as a whole. Modernisation, in
turn, can proceed through reforms or be accompanied by revolution.

Political modernisation does not necessarily go hand in hand with economic
or sociocultural, and vice versa. Economic modernisation can also be carried out
autonomously — as it has been the case with China. However, it does not mean
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that every partial modernisation can be stopped. A host of things are contingent
upon a shift in power within the ruling elite or random circumstances. The latter
may also turn planned and purposeful modernisation into spontaneous and
chaotic.

Modernisation is not an endless process, nor is it aimless. From a strategic
standpoint, it is supposed to ensure stability of society, keep control of political
dynamics. Yet, instability is an indispensable part of political development too,
and it is not always negative. Political stability, on the other hand, can lead to
stagnation. Then, the need for “instability” arises, and it is expected to produce
effective changes.

Stability of a political system means steadiness, immutability at a certain
stage of its development. Political transition, as part of the democratisation pro-
cess, was comprehensively explained by Dankwart Rustow. He revised the politi-
cal modernisation theory by giving a broader interpretation of modernisation,
which was not limited to the transition from traditional to modern society. The
scholar drew a distinction between “genetic” and “functional” approaches to
studying political transformations, postulating that “the factors that keep a de-
mocracy stable may not be the ones that brought it into existence: explanations of
democracy must distinguish between function and genesis” [Rustow, 1970: p.
346]. The “background condition” for democratisation is national unity [ibid. p.
350], the popular will to begin a democratic transition, whereas “the dynamic
process of democratisation itself is set off by a prolonged and inclusive political
struggle” [ibid. p. 352]. A lot of factors are involved in this process.

According to Rustow, there are three main phases of democratic transition:

1. Preparatory. The looming conflict between the main political forces

and /or social groups is the hallmark of this phase.

2. Decision phase, which consists in seeking a compromise between the prin-

cipal contending forces on “thorny” issues.

3. Habituation — new democratic institutions are being set up, while politi-

cians and common citizens are being habituated to democratic rules [ibid.
pp. 352-360].

In recent years, a fairly large number of social researchers have taken the po-
sition that modernisation processes are best analysed within the postmodern
conceptual framework. But is this a well-thought-out argument or simply the
willingness to keep up with the “latest fashion trends”? Key concepts of post-
modern theories should be critically evaluated, especially when it comes to their
methodological capacity. One of the upsides of postmodernism (in regard to so-
cial sciences) is that it does not stick to any ideology and, quite often, gives the
impression of being more advanced. But postmodernist theories are lacking in
precision and coherence; therefore, it is difficult to formulate any clear-cut con-
clusions using these theories.

Postmodernism, in a nutshell, denies the existence of any ultimate principles.
Postmodernists reject scientific and technological rationalism claiming that it
has already exhausted its potential, question the idea of objective reality and the
concept of absolute truth believing that everything is subjective and relative.
They also speak out against traditional morality. According to postmodernists,
each person can develop a personal code of ethics without the need to follow tra-
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ditional values and rules. In point of fact, postmodernism highlights “imperfec-
tions” in human reason and does not go further. Rationalism, by contrast, asserts
that “the reasonable man” is accountable for his own actions in all areas of social
life and looks at the problem of freedom and responsibility from a new standpoint.

Asstated earlier, modernisation is mostly equated with transition from tradi-

tional to modern society, with a shift away from “backwardness” to “modernity”.
Samuel P. Huntington, for example, relies on the “Grand Process of Modernisa-
tion” to be a “bridge across the Great Dichotomy between” these two types of so-
cieties. Referring to other modernisation theorists (C. Black, R. Bendix, D. Ler-
ner, etc.), Huntington delineates its nine core characteristics:

1. Modernisation is a revolutionary process, which involves a radical and to-
tal change in patterns of human life.

2. Modernisation is a complex process, which cannot be easily reduced to a
single factor or dimension. It encompasses the entire society.

3. Modernisation is a systemic process. Changes in one factor are related to
and affect changes in the other factors, finally leading to the systemic
turn.

4. Modernisation is a global process. Originating in Europe, it has gradually
become a worldwide phenomenon. All societies were at one time tradi-
tional; all societies are now either modern or in the process of becoming
modern.

5. Modernisation is a lengthy process. Being revolutionary in the extent of
the changes it brings about in traditional society, modernisation is evolu-
tionary in the amount of time required to bring about those changes. The
time needed to move from tradition to modernity will still be measured in
generations.

6. Modernisation is a phased process. All modernising societies move through
essentially the same stages. But the time when modernisation began and its
patterns differ widely from one society to another.

7. Modernisation is a homogenising process — it produces tendencies toward
convergence among societies. Many traditional societies that undergo
modernisation are likely to share basic similarities.

8. Modernisation is an irreversible process. Although there may be tempo-
rary breakdowns and occasional reversals in elements of the modernising
process, modernisation as a whole will be successfully accomplished.

9. Modernisation is a progressive process. The costs and the pains of the pe-
riod of transition, particularly its early phases, are great, but the achieve-
ment of a modern social, political and economic order is worth them.
Modernisation in the long run enhances human well-being, culturally and
materially [Huntington, 1971: pp. 288—290].

It can be inferred from the passage that Huntington sees modernisation as a
process that sweeps across the globe, thereby radically transforming societies —
but, in the end, leads humanity to happiness. In general, one may agree with this
statement. However, some of Huntington’s arguments need to be critically eval-
uated.
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First, it would be a mistake to look down on traditional societies. They are
not that “primitive” and can definitely make a positive contribution to the global
community. The same is true of traditional values. They are needed and can exist
in modern society, though somewhat altered in form. Instead, forced modernisa-
tion accompanied by supplanting traditional values may result in destructive
conflicts.

Second, there is a tendency to judge whether or not a society is “modern”
from the West’s point of view. Consequently, European and North American
countries are regarded as the epitome of modernisation. Well, in that case, can
Japanese society — that upholds centuries-old customs and traditions — be cate-
gorised as modern? Besides, many of those traditions facilitated Japan’s moderni-
sation.

Third, economic, political and sociocultural modernisation may not take
place at the same time. They do not necessarily have the same tasks and purposes
either. Modernisation does not always enhance the material and cultural well-
being of all social strata. One more noteworthy aspect is that some of today’s cul-
tural or behavioural norms (which are considered “modern”, and therefore
should be adopted) may turn out to be completely inappropriate in many coun-
tries.

Fourth, modernisation theories oftentimes focus on economic aspects, not
being applicable to political and sociocultural ones. Therefore, it is difficult to de-
scribe political and sociocultural modernisation compared to economic. But
modernisation is a complex process, and that means it should be studied holisti-
cally.

Fifth, modernisation does not go smoothly in all countries. Many of them ex-
perience wars, revolutions, counter-revolutions, ethnic cleansing and genocide
campaigns during the transition period. Hence, it is not correct to think of mod-
ernisation processes as the peak of social evolution.

Modernisation theories are subject to the same requirements as other social
theories. This means that any theory, concept or paradigm will only be deemed
successful if it can be put into practice and bring good results. And this is far more
important than being recognised in their field. Marxism, for instance, was con-
ceived of as a grandiose modernisation project — but it actually failed. Neverthe-
less, as a theory, Marxism was widely acknowledged. Today, the feasibility of
Western modernisation theories can be tested in a number of countries. Yet, even
economic modernisation may cause a lot of problems in any given country if its
individual, regional, political and sociocultural specificity is overlooked or ig-
nored. Modernisation processes are some of the most debatable topics nowadays.
Itisalso arguable whether or not the Eurocentric modernisation project has been
accomplished, whether or not we have moved from modernity to postmodernity,
etc.

Modernisation projects can be divided into phases or span certain historical
epochs. As previously mentioned, they involve radical changes in economy, poli-
tics and culture. Reorganisations and transformations affect individuals, small
social groups and society as a whole; at the same time, they are expected to open
up new prospects and provide new opportunities for a modernising society.

Modernisation models are multidimensional; therefore, they should take
into account, as far as possible, changes in the character of social relations and so-
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cial structures. The implementation of these models may engender new social
controversies and conflicts or intensify existing ones. Consequently, there is an
urgent need for “flexible”, multiple factor models of modernisation, which will
encompass historical background (first of all, national and civilisational specif-
ics) of a country, along with examples of successful development of today’s ad-
vanced societies.

Modernisation models are useful for explaining the interaction of factors
conducive to evolutionary and revolutionary changes. Modernisation itself is
seen as a preferable way of transforming society — since a “classic” image of revo-
lution tends to frighten people. On the other hand, quite a few countries are pres-
ently witnessing conflicts, violence, dictatorial political regimes. Protest move-
ments continue to emerge, and major structural changes are going to happen.

Revolution has not outlived its usefulness as a mean of resolving social con-
flicts. Revolutionary movements and revolutionary rhetoric have always been
intrinsic to human civilisation. But the revolution itself has altered in form. So-
cial conflicts, dissidence, mass protests and putsches are still present, but seem
rather unlikely to bring about what is called “classic” revolution. Revolution isno
longer considered inescapable — rather, it is a kind of social mutation that can oc-
cur in historically specific circumstances. Revolution is not a doctrine any more,
norisitreducible to slogans. Despite being different from what it used to be, revo-
lution has not lost relevance to social, political, philosophical and cultural stud-
ies.

Combining methods used in sociological and political analysis, modernisa-
tion theory often proves helpful in describing complex transition processes. To-
day, numerous studies confirm that the global community is entering a post-in-
dustrial phase of social evolution characterised by growing economic coopera-
tion and trade, scientific and technological breakthroughs, rapid development of
telecommunications industry, global rise of education, etc.

Obviously, modernisation cannot follow the same pattern in all countries: al-
ternative modernisation pathways can be offered. Nonetheless, there is a set of
criteria that any country classified as modernising should meet — such as money
economy, rise in government expenditure on education, the increasing role of sci-
ence in policy issues (in the economic sphere), open stratification system allow-
ing unlimited social mobility (in the social sphere), observance of human rights,
political pluralism, consensus-based strategies for implementing administrative
and managerial decisions (in politics).

Recognising the primacy of universal norms and requirements means that
there isa “compulsory” programme for all developing countries, and they have to
follow that programme. The universal criteria in terms of “modernity” include a
set of goals that developing countries are trying to achieve. In so doing, they cre-
ate political, economic and social structures able to respond quickly and effec-
tively to current challenges. Yet, the pace, scope and character of modernisation,
as well as means whereby necessary transformations are undertaken, depend on
“capabilities” of a particular country, its historical background and national spec-
ificity; in other words, internal factors become decisive.

Speaking of developing countries, there is a conflict between modernisation
goals defined at the national level (or requirements of the global political culture)
and traditional, nationally specific values that those countries adhere to. Such a
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conflict constitutes the principal contradiction of modernisation. Modernisa-
tion-related goals and values, penetrating the “mindset” of a particular country,
can engender immense social problems and dysfunctions and put a considerable
strain on governing structures and mechanisms. Hence, if the power structures
are interested in successful implementation of modernisation reforms they must
try their best to mitigate the risk of public discontent and outbursts in citizens’
political behaviour — by searching for the way of “embedding” archaic socio-
cultural values into the logic of social transformations.

And again, national or cultural specificity should be dealt with in a gradual
and consistent manner. Both ignoring a country’s traditions and carrying out
modernisation at a record pace will create enormous psychological pressure on
people used to living in a traditional society. This may cause mass resentment and
protests against modernisation reforms — even though the idea of modernisation
itself is not opposed — and, further, destabilise society, as it was exemplified by
Greece and some Eastern European countries.

Another serious obstacle to a country’s modernisation is constituted by dif-
ferentiation of roles within the political system, contradiction between the eq-
uity imperative (implying political participation of all citizens and fair access to
resources) and the authorities’ ability (or inability) to make society well-inte-
grated. In this regard, governing structures should concentrate their efforts on
using legitimate tools for managing conflicts, ensuring equality of all citizens be-
fore the law and being ready to resist political radicalism and terrorism.

An important conclusion of the modernisation theory is the thesis that this
transition process takes place in two stages. At first, a country should carry out
modernisation reforms relying on its own resources, then it will seek foreign sup-
port. However, modernising countries are often fraught with conflicts, both in-
ternal and external. Thus, if a country has already used up domestic resources and
decides to apply for foreign assistance, not only foreign partners’ interests but
also (primarily) national security concerns must be taken into consideration.

Numerous conflicts accompanying modernisation processes, especially in
the social and political sphere, effectively rule out the possibility of regulating so-
cial transformations in a peaceful manner. What is more, relatively short periods
of liberalisation are often replaced by left- or right-wing dictatorships — like in
Russia, where the Bolshevik dictatorship came after the era of Stolypin’s policies
or Italy, where Benito Mussolini’s rise to power marked the end of Luigi Facta’s
liberal government. Thus, not only does institutionalisation of democratic norms
and principles go problematically in modernising countries, but also the trend to-
wards democratisation may be reversed.

The attempts to reform society in amodernising country are more likely to be
successful if the governing elite and the opposition have agreed on the following
issues: first, the attitude towards the society’s past (no “witch-hunt”); second,
reconciliation between the victors and the defeated; third, no arguments about
former ruling parties and regimes. Furthermore, a set of provisional norms and
rules for the key players in the political arena should be established — with obser-
vance of the principle of political freedom.

It will be easier for the governing elite and the opposition to come to an agree-
ment on sociopolitical issues if they are able to run a coherent and constructive
dialogue that would interest all sides and ready to seek compromise with their
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opponents. However, this is not enough. The extent of social and ideological dif-
ferentiation of society also matters a lot. A notable split over basic values, which
is typical of countries like Russia, greatly complicates efforts to work out an ac-
ceptable compromise or poses a serious threat to the consensus that has already
been achieved. Instead, the consensus reached among the main political forces
will increase the social impact of reforms in political structures and institutions.
This will bring lasting benefits to the society, such as the government’s ability to
successfully mobilise material and human resources in order to proceed with the
reforms, stable governance structures and the widespread use of legal technolo-
gies for preparing and implementing administrative and managerial decisions.

In describing the development of transition systems, modernisation theory
identifies several specific crises related to political actors’ functions within the
governing structure. These are: the identity crisis, the legitimacy crisis, the par-
ticipation crisis, the penetration crisis and the distribution crisis [ Coleman, Al-
mond, 1960].
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