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Abstract 
 

When technogenic society is studied, it is often referred to developing and modernizing countries 
that are undergoing transitional socio-economic processes and go through the stages of radical 
transformation of political structures. At the same time, it is often overlooked that the developed 
Western states also went through periods of modernization, which included evolutionary and 
revolutionary transformations. Nowadays, despite the presence of a relatively stable technogenic 
political system, from time to time they have to undergo socio-economic and political-institutional 
changes, sometimes even of a crisis nature. American political scientists B. Brown and R. Macridis 
note that "political change is not limited to developing countries". All technogenic societies undergo 
a fairly rapid evolution, including those that are commonly called developed industrial countries, 
since any political process is closely linked to changes.  
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Introduction 
 

It is difficult to imagine a country, even the most stable one, in which there would 
be no institutional changes. These can be changes related to both smooth evolution and 
reform, and radical social breakdown during the revolution. In addition, political changes 
are mainly of the so-called “non-linear” nature and are far from being associated with 
social progress and the forward movement of society. Serious political deviations are 
possible: the collapse of democratic regimes, for example, in Germany and Italy, where 
the Nazis came to power in the 1920-30s. But most often, in political life, peculiar 
combinations of “regressive” and “progressive” changes arise. Thus, it can be assumed 
that the category of “political change” in the broad sense covers almost all changes known 
in human history in political structures and state institutions1. 

 
At the same time, a number of theoretical and methodological questions arise. 

Firstly, what is the correlation of the concepts “change” and “development”, “transition” and 
“transformation” in politics? Secondly, what is the social nature and institutional nature of 
political change? And thirdly, what are the features of political changes in developed and 
stable countries, on the one hand, and the specifics of political transformations in 
developing and modernizing countries, on the other hand2. 

 
In modern political science, the problems of political changes have been especially 

actively developed since the 1950-60s under the influence of decolonization processes 
and the formation of independent third world states. But the origins of reflection on 
transitional processes and changes in political life are rooted in the depths of centuries. 
For example, as early as the 19th century, A. de Tocqueville in his works, “Democracy in 
America” and “The Old Regime and Revolution,” substantiates the idea of reproducing 
some authoritarian governance mechanisms when transforming the obsolete “ancient 
regime” structures into democratic institutions3. 

 
A logical question arises: how to define the generic concept of “political change” 

itself. Firstly, political change is a specific type of social change, associated primarily with 
changes in the mechanism of power regulation of society. Political change bears the most 
general sociological characteristics of any social change, but of course, it is not limited to 
them. 

 
Secondly, political changes are associated with the transformation within 

institutional structures or with their qualitative replacement due to transformations of the 
social environment (economic and spiritual-cultural changes, shifts and balance of social 
forces, etc.) As a result, it is possible to formulate the following working definition of the 
analyzed concept: political change is a transformation of political institutions associated 
with shifts in the balance of social actors, with a change in their potentials and positional 
alignment of political forces which are caused by economic, spiritual, cultural, international 
and non-social factors. We have already considered the general structure of the life of 
political institutions, which includes three main components: the ideal model (institutional 
design, which includes norms and values); the communication process (multilateral 
interactions); and the organized, structurally hierarchical community of people.  In  his  turn  

 
1 Political Corruption Law & Definition (US: Legal, 2016). 
2 C. Gibson, From inspiration to participation: A review of perspectives on youth civic engagement 
(Grantmaker Forum on Community & National Service, 2011). 
3 A. G. Nold, Engaging the Nation’s Youth in Politics. 2010. 
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P. Štompka believes that social changes occur at the following elementary levels of the 
“socio-cultural field”: 

 
1) ideas (ideologies, theories, etc.); 
 
2) norms and values; 
 
3) interactions and organizational relationships; 
 
4) interests and statuses. 

 
Literature Review 

 
The question of the importance of the institutional structure for political changes 

and its external environment is considered through two main approaches: “contextual” and 
“institutional” ones. They differ in distinguishing the “leading” and “guided” roles for these 
determinants and the corresponding mechanisms for determining the changes that take 
place. 

 
The first approach is associated with the idea of the “primary” role of the “social 

context”, “external environment”, that is, the socio-economic, socio-cultural and other 
conditions of all the unfolding political and institutional changes. Due to this fact, there can 
be no serious political changes, for example, without a definite change in the level and 
pace of economic development. It is rather curious that within the broad framework of this 
approach, the positions of Marxist (Western Marxism) and non-Marxist authors (R. Aron, 
R. Dahl, B. Russet, S. Lipset, and others) are intertwined. The Marxist paradigm of political 
change proceeds from the idea of their determination by the economic basis of society 
(primarily, production relations) with relative independence and the active role of a political 
superstructure (e.g. state). According to the Marxist logic, the mode of production and the 
form of ownership ultimately determine the class structure and alignment of social forces, 
which, in accordance with their material and economic interests, in turn, determine the 
direction of changes in political organizations (states, parties, etc.). Non-economic, 
spiritual and cultural factors therefore play a "secondary", subordinate role4. Western 
liberal political analysts take slightly different positions; they also take into account the 
dynamics and levels of socio-economic development when determining the causes and 
nature of political changes in developed or developing countries. For example, at the end 
of the 1950s, S. Lipset raised the question of the dependence of the formation of 
democratic institutions on the level of economic development and the rate of industrial 
growth, noting that “the more a nation succeeds economically, the more chances it has to 
became a democratic nation”. To justify this thesis, S. Lipset draws on such socio-
economic indicators as the level of gross national product per capita, the quality of 
education, the degree of urbanization, industrialization, etc. Comparing the dynamics of 
the democratization of political institutions in 113 countries of the world in the early 90s, 
he, together with two co-authors, concluded that the country's economic development, 
high level of gross national product (GNP) per capita are inextricably linked with the 
country's political democratization5. 

 

 
4 E. Bethke, Political children”, The review of education/pedagogy/cultural Studies, Vol: 23 num 2 
(2011): 111-136. 
5 A. Carlson; M. Gallager; K. Lieberthal and M. Manion, Chinese Politics: New Sources, Methods, 
and Field Strategies (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010). 
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Following S. Lipset and his colleagues, it is possible to consider the fact that the 

specific indicators of authoritarian regimes are reduced in proportion to the increase in 
GNP per capita. If we compare the economic indicators of countries of the “below” and 
“above average” levels, it is easy to notice that the number of countries with a “non-free” 
(authoritarian) regime is proportionally decreasing, while the number of countries with a 
“free” (democratic) regime is increasing. At the same time, the idea of the economic 
conditionality of political change is often placed in doubt6. As a Russian political scientist, 
A.M. Sashin, noted, “changes in the social and economic order, even those that we 
perceive as qualitative ones, do not necessarily lead to qualitative changes in the political 
system and political culture. The state is not dismantled and put together each time in 
response to these changes; it evolves, grows, degrades, and sometimes does all these 
together”.  

 
The socio-cultural dynamics is also an important factor determining political 

changes in various countries. Changes in political relations and state institutions are 
affected by religious, moral, ideological, and ethno-psychological values and traditions. A 
French political scientist, J. Blondel, noted that after World War II, the colonial countries 
that survived British cultural influence adapted to democratic institutions faster than the 
states that were colonies of France, Portugal, the Netherlands or Belgium. For the 
country's political changes, a large role is played by the degree of its “cultural 
secularization” (G. Almond, D. Powell), which is related to the proportion between beliefs 
and institutions, rational-analytical and irrationally-affective components of the country's 
population’s assessment of certain political reforms, government events, etc.  

 
The institutional approach to the analysis of the nature and mechanism of 

determining political changes transfers emphasis from their “external environment” to the 
“internal” structure of political life and state institutions (S. Huntington, T. Skocpol, D. 
March, and others). One of the most serious attempts to explain the nature of political 
changes by analyzing their institutional mechanisms was made in S. Huntington's famous 
study, “Political Order in Changing Societies” (1968). Here, political institutions are 
presented as a form of moral consensus, organized coordination of interests and 
connection on this basis of the lines of behavior of various social actors, the balance of 
power between which is constantly changing. Various fluctuations in the external and 
social environment, economic crises and social unrest are possible, but all these depend 
on the efficiency and adaptive reaction of institutional mechanisms, their strength and 
ability to govern the country, and maintain stability in it. Therefore, the nature and success 
of social change primarily depend on the level of political institutionalization of the country. 

 
S. Huntington puts forward a rather original concept according to which, in each 

country, political stability (or instability) is determined, on the one hand, by the ratio of the 
pace of social mobilization, the degree of civic participation, and, on the other hand, with 
the pace of institutionalization and optimization of the level of organization. In developing 
countries, institutional changes are constantly lagging behind economic changes 
(industrialization, urbanization, etc.) and, accordingly, behind the growth rates of social 
mobilization and political participation of the population. S. Huntington noted that “political 
stability, as we have proved, depends on the attitude of institutionalization towards 
participation.   If   political   participation   grows,   then   it  is  necessary  to  strengthen the  

 
6 G. Almond; G. Powell; K. Strom and R. Dalton, Comparative politics today: A world view (Moscú: 
Aspect Press, 2014). 
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complexity, autonomy, adaptability, and integrativity of the political institutions of society in 
order to maintain political stability”. At the same time, S. Huntington introduced the criteria 
of institutionalization of politics. These criteria determine the level of development and the 
degree of effectiveness of various institutions that he placed in four dichotomous 
oppositions: “adaptability-rigidity”; “complexity-simplicity”; “autonomy-subordination”, and 
“integrativity-disunity”. Further, this allowed the author to assess the nature and vector of 
political changes in the developing countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America. 
 
Methodology 

 
The changes in state institutions can be carried out quite autonomously from their 

social and economic conditions, despite the significant role of the latter. A Harvard 
University professor, T. Skocpol, substantiated this basic idea in the monograph “States 
and Social Revolutions: A Comparative Analysis of France, Russia and China” (1979), 
proving by the three great revolutions (French Revolution in 1789, Russian Revolution in 
1917, and Chinese Revolution in 1949) that in the era of acute political crises, it is 
precisely the new state bodies, autonomous mainly from class control “from below”, that 
play the role of subjects of basic socio-political changes. In all three revolutions, political 
leaders anticipated and then tried to implement revolutionary changes primarily through 
the capture and use of state bodies, followed by the general consolidation of the 
administrative-bureaucratic regime. Thus, the leading role of the subject of such political 
changes was played by the elite and the bureaucracy that relied on the control of the main 
institutions of state power7. 

 
Political changes are categorized on various grounds, from which you can choose 

the four most common options: 1) intentional and spontaneous, evolutionary and 
catastrophic, revolutionary and reformation changes; 2) sustainable and unsustainable 
changes, for example, intra-systemic, reproductive, and transitional ones; 3) “progressive” 
and “regressive” changes that eventually lead to social degradation or economic 
stagnation; 4) institutional and eventual changes. Let us dwell on a brief description of 
each of these oppositions, expressing certain essential features and trends of political 
changes. 

 
The fundamental distinction between intentional and spontaneous political 

changes, the axis of “revolution-reform” is a striking example of it. Revolutions differ from 
reforms in a number of ways. Firstly, revolutions affect all aspects of society from economy 
and the social sphere to culture, ideology and psychology. This is because revolutions are 
associated with extreme forms of social activity of the masses, the spontaneous 
deployment of the systemic crisis of society. Separate political reforms are not of such a 
deep and comprehensive nature; they affect only some aspects of political life, for 
example, the zemstvo reform of 1864 planned in Russia by the tsarist government in 
Russia. Secondly, revolutions are often associated with the use of methods of radical 
coercion and open violence, while reforms are intentionally and consciously carried out in 
most cases by legal and peaceful means. Thirdly, revolutions are quick, spasmodic, and 
explosive by nature, while reforms are most often gradual, and their implementation 
sometimes stretches over many years. Finally, revolutions are necessarily associated with 
the changes in the very foundations of the system of political power, but reforms do not 
always   affect   them.   At  the  same  time,  the lines between reforms and revolutions are  
 

 
7 J. C. Chaturvedy, Political Governance: Political theory (Isha Books, 2014).  
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sometimes very flexible8. The examples include political changes in the countries of 
Eastern Europe in the late 1980s-early 1990s after the fall of communist regimes; they 
comprise both revolutionary transformations and a series of structural reforms of public 
administration and local self-government. 

 
Another boundary in the typologization of political changes lies along the lines of 

“intrasystemic” or “transit” transformations. This approach reveals a different side of 
political changes, namely, the attitude to the system of institutions and basic norms which 
form a kind of “frame” of any state. The first type of processes takes place on such a 
political field, where, figuratively speaking, as in chess or football, the number of players 
and judges (institutes) is quite strictly defined; the time, procedures and rules of the game 
are stipulated (political and legal norms)9. This is applied to countries in which a stable 
political system has crystallized, democratic or totalitarian one, in the “Procrustean bed" of 
which any political change is unfolding, reproducing at the same time the old roles of 
actors and the functions of institutions (for example, a seventy-year period in France of the 
Third Republic). The second type includes political changes in those countries that are 
undergoing a period of total change in the entire system of power and its institutions, as 
was the case in Russia after February 1917. The very field of the theory of political change 
associated with the studies of transitional processes and with the radical transformation of 
political institutions is designated by the term “transitology” in modern political science. 

 
The third major division of political changes is largely connected with value 

orientations and axiological criteria, with the help of which the social “vector” of political 
changes, their “progressive” or “regressive” character, are evaluated. This type of 
typologization largely depends on a number of reference points, usually shared by most 
political scientists, that is, axiological criteria for positive, progressive, or negatively 
regressive changes in political life. It was not so long ago when in Russian social science 
literature, all political transformations in our country and abroad were evaluated only from 
the standpoint of their correspondence to the “interests of the working class” and the 
“tasks to build a communist society”10. Today, we can meet almost the same one-sided 
criterion in political assessments, but with a diametrically opposite vector of 
correspondence of any guidelines for social changes with the values and patterns of 
liberal, mainly American, democracy. In his famous article “The End of History?”11 F. 
Fukuyama directly pointed to this way of assessing the positive or progressive nature of 
any political changes at any period, anywhere in the world, but only in the context of the 
“triumph of the West”, since “history has ended as such, the ideological evolution of 
mankind and universalization of Western liberal democracy as the ultimate form of 
government has been completed”. One cannot but doubt the categorical nature of such a 
judgment, in spite of all the value of the liberal democratic tradition of the West, when the 
way to assess diverse political changes in dozens of countries that differ greatly in socio-
cultural and ethnic conditions is reduced to this homogeneous criterion12.  

 

 
8 European Absolutism And Power Politics (International World History Project, 1998). 
9 C. Gibson, From inspiration to participation: A review of perspectives on youth civic engagement. 
(Grantmaker Forum on Community & National Service, 2011). 
10 L. Grinin; A. Korotayev y A. Tausch, Economic Cycles, Crises, and the Global Periphery. Springer 
International Publishing, Heidelberg (New York, Dordrecht, London, 2016). Available at: 
https://www.nytimes.com/ 
11 J. Painter y J. Alex, Political Geography (London: SAGE Publications Ltd, 2009.) 
12 D. J. Levinson, Conservatism and radicalism (International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, 
2016). 
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Finally, the last criterion makes it possible to separate “quantitative” accumulations, 

event changes, and conflict situations between political actors that do not lead to 
institutional changes from “qualitative” shifts in the institutional structure due to a radical 
change in the general distribution of social forces. The search for such criteria by political 
scientists is necessary to evaluate political transformations in various states. Indeed, as it 
was already mentioned, not every political change is uniquely positively progressive in 
nature (fascism, totalitarian communism, etc.).13 

 
What is the difference between states that are able to maintain stability and 

overcome crisis trends through innovation and reforms and countries experiencing 
permanent and systemic crises leading to coups and upheavals, uprisings and civil wars? 
There are a number of political, socio-economic and socio-cultural factors that determine 
these differences, for example, the role of traditions and customs of finding consensus and 
compromises, or the use of force in the event of a disagreement between competing 
actors. 

 
At the same time, in modern political science literature, a significant place in 

explaining the successes of Western democracies is occupied by institutional mechanisms 
of maintaining stability. However, it should be borne in mind that political stability can be 
reproduced not only in democratic, but sometimes in totalitarian countries. For more than 
seven decades of the existence of the USSR, the political regime periodically evolved in 
the direction of some liberalization (from Stalin to Khrushchev, from Brezhnev to 
Gorbachev), providing at a certain moment a fairly high level of institutional stability 
(reproduction of a well-known set of social functions by state institutions such as the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union, the All-Union Leninist Young Communist League, 
and the All-Union Central Trade Union Council). 

 
This tendency was noticed by S. Huntington, who back in the late 1960s 

distinguished political systems not by traditional types of political regimes, but by the level 
of stability, organizational “strength”, and the degree of stability of institutions that regulate 
political dynamics. Analyzing the conditions for the effective maintenance of political order 
during rapid social changes, he noted that “the differences between democracy and 
dictatorship are smaller than the differences between those countries in which there is 
consensus, unity, legality, organization, efficiency, stability, and those countries whose 
policies lack these features.14 Both communist totalitarian states and Western liberal states 
are more likely to be described as strong rather than weak political systems. The United 
States, Great Britain, and the Soviet Union have different forms of government, but in all 
three systems the government does govern. These governments take advantage of the 
loyalty of their citizens and therefore manage tax resources, can use human resources, 
innovate and implement policies. According to S. Huntington, that is how the stable 
political dynamics in the “first” and “second” world countries (at the end of the 1960s) 
differed from the unstable and uneven rhythm of political changes in most developing 
countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America15. 

 

 
13 P. Osborne y C. Matthew, Walter Benjamin. Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Stanford: 
California: Stanford University, 2015). 
14 L. Grinin; A. Korotayev y A. Tausch, Economic Cycles, Crises, and the Global Periphery 
(Heidelberg, New York, Dordrecht, London: Springer International Publishing, 2016). Available at: 
https://www.nytimes.com/ 
15 A. Ryan, On Politics: A History of Political Thought from Herodotus to the Present (London: Allen 
Lane, 2012). 
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Apparently, the collapse of the USSR and the transformation of the former 

communist countries noticeably adjusted the conclusions about their level of stability, but 
perhaps they had certain grounds for a specific period of post-war political development. 
At the same time, as H. Arendt noted, temporary stabilization in totalitarian regimes is 
achieved through ideological coercion and political violence, and in general, the stability of 
totalitarian rule contradicts its social nature. External stability and the “unity of the party 
and people” during the period of “great terror” in the USSR in the late 1930s, for example, 
rested on a constant struggle against “objective class enemies” inside and outside the 
country. Later at the turn of the 1970s and 1980s, in USSR, a different form of “stability” 
has developed – the so-called political and economic “stagnation” that prepared the 
catastrophic collapse of the USSR in the early 1990s. 

 
The sustainable economic growth and the relative effectiveness of a number of 

political transformations in the developed and democratic countries of the West are 
explained by political scientists with various reasons, depending on the position of the 
researcher. The representatives of rather “new” institutionalism, which is quite influential in 
modern social science, attribute the successes of Western democracies primarily to the 
effective political institutions that adequately reproduce their basic functions and flexibly 
adapt to changing social circumstances. 

 
An American scientist, D. North, defining institutions as a system of formal rules, 

informal norms and their implementing mechanisms of communication between people, 
raises the question of the reasons for choosing different directions of institutional changes, 
starting from the 16th century, from the two leading powers for that time – Spain and 
England. At first, there was a similarity of social problems and political structures in these 
countries: royal power and bureaucracy, legislative and representative bodies arise next to 
it: parliament and cortes (courts), in which different “rules of the game” were formed. In the 
17th century Great Britain, under the Tudors, a tripartite agreement was reached between 
the crown, parliament and merchants, by which the parliament expanded its rights in 
exchange for the introduction of new taxes. 

 
This difference is based on two systems of rules of political communication, which 

have developed over decades and even centuries: in the North – “horizontal” civic 
solidarity and mutual trust, in the South of Italy – “vertical” non-civilian clientelism and 
mutual isolation. This allowed the North of Italy to carry out institutional and economic 
reforms much more effectively than the backward regions of the South. As R. Putnam 
wrote, “For at least ten centuries, the North and the South of Italy used different 
approaches to the dilemmas of collective action. In the North, the norms of reciprocity and 
structures of civic engagement are embodied in “tower societies”, guilds, mutual aid 
societies, cooperatives, trade unions, sports and even library clubs”. These horizontal civic 
ties made it possible to achieve higher levels of economic and institutional activity 
compared with the South. This laid the foundation for a stable institutional and sustainable 
economic development. Let us consider in more detail the very concept “sustainable 
development”. 

 
In the most general sense of the word “development” means a type of change in 

objects that has a certain direction, and an irreversible, regular character. In recent years, 
the concept of sustainable development has gained considerable popularity in political 
science and sociology. What is the meaning of the concept of “sustainable development” 
of a democratic state? The countries of sustainable political development, as noted above, 
include primarily the Western democracies of Europe, North America, Australia, etc. 
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Democratic development becomes sustainable only when there is a flexible and 

adaptive institutional structure, able to resolve social conflicts, but strong and rigid enough 
to withstand their escalation. At the same time, A. Przeworski adds, in order to maintain 
sustainable development, it is essential that all the main political forces choose a pluralistic 
institutional system for expressing their interests and value orientations, which will make it 
possible to reach the relative agreement necessary for the development and 
implementation of the reform strategy by the government. Thus, the process of political 
transformation in the developed capitalist countries plays a significant role in the 
development of an adequate state strategy, with reduced spontaneity and uncertainty 
threshold of social change. 

 
Such examples include socio-economic changes, political innovations and reforms 

carried out in two Anglo-Saxon states of the Old (Great Britain) and New (USA) Worlds. In 
Great Britain, in the 1980s the conservative government of M. Thatcher was faced with a 
crisis caused by the technological restructuring of production, which in the middle of the 
decade led to massive unemployment of 3.2 million people (more than 12% of the 
country's workforce). By radically rebuilding the social security system, the Tory 
government gradually achieved a turning point in structural reforms by the beginning of the 
1990s, retained a number of social stabilizers and spent considerable resources on this. 
The expenditures for public needs during the reign of M. Thatcher’s cabinet sometimes 
exceeded 50% of the country's gross national income, while their maximum under the 
Laborites was only 46%. Despite the destabilizing factors that accompanied the Tory's 
tough economic strategy, the political system of Great Britain (the pendulum of the 
bipartisan system, etc.) had survived the social transformations and structural 
reorganization of the country's economy by the beginning of the 1990s. At the same time, 
political transformation in the “most stable country” was undoubtedly actively unfolding, as 
evidenced by the creation of autonomous parliaments in Scotland and Wales in the late 
1990s after the advent of the Labor government of T. Blair, who proposed a course 
towards a certain decentralization of a number of institutions of power. 

 
Let us consider another “model” option for ensuring political stability – more than 

two hundred years of experience simultaneously maintaining stability and carrying out 
institutional reforms in the United States. In this country, the initiative to carry out various 
political and administrative changes alternately came mainly from either the Congress or 
the President. It is noteworthy that in the United States there was a long tradition of 
introducing the institutionalized way of political changes from above through administrative 
and legal reforms, the adoption of legislative acts establishing new “rules of the game”. 
Moreover, this tradition worked even in times of crisis, war or depression. Important 
stabilization mechanisms in American political dynamics include: 1) systems of separation 
of powers, horizontal “checks and balances” (between the President, Congress and the 
US Supreme Court); 2) relative decentralization and a clear vertical separation of powers 
(between federal authorities, states and regional local structures); 3) the  “pendulum”, 
bipolar system of regrouping of two main political parties (Democrats and Republicans); 4) 
certain civilian control and pressure “from below” through the use of elections, self-
government, the media, public organizations and movements, etc. 

 
At the end of the 18th century, the United States' Founding Fathers (A. Hamilton, J. 

Madison and others) tried to develop a kind of “golden ratio”, or a formula containing the 
optimal proportion between stability and variability in public policy. In a sense, they were 
able to formulate the general principles of such an “optimum,” which allowed the United 
States for decades to maintain the sustainable nature of political development.  J. Madison  
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emphasized in the “Federalist Papers” that state power, on the one hand, must constantly 
respond and adapt to the changing demands of the people, gaining authority from it and 
being dependent on it. However, on the other hand, “sustainability in governing requires 
that the same hands hold power for a long time. Frequent elections would lead to a 
frequent change of the elected, and frequent changes of the elected would lead to a 
frequent change of measures; whereas, the government must use power and, moreover, 
exercise it with one pair of hands to gain strength. The members of the Senate elected for 
6 years were also called upon to neutralize certain excessively fast actions and radical 
innovations of the executive branch carried out under direct pressure from the people.16 
 
Conclusions   

 
The orthodox provisions of the theory of political modernization were criticized and 

then reconsidered in the 1970s and 1980s. First of all, the provision on a strict sequence of 
phases of linear evolution was questioned (for example, the experience of the 
development of a number of “Asian dragons” demonstrated this). Secondly, the model of 
ethnocentric, “westernizing” modernization was criticized as well since many countries 
successfully combine traditional and modern institutional components (Japan). The claim 
of the modernization doctrine for universalism was critically evaluated; universalism 
implies that all states are moving in the direction of transition from heterogeneous to 
homogeneous, identical institutions of power. Thirdly, the mechanism for implementing the 
modernization strategy is far from being democratic both politically and economically. For 
example, Stalin's industrialization and collectivization in the USSR had a huge amount of 
social costs. As B. Moore wrote, the experience of seven decades of the 20th century 
confirms that non-democratic, often anti-democratic, methods of modernization are quite 
successfully imposed to solve state problems in a number of countries. 

 
The following parameters were referred to the main characteristics of political 

modernization: 1) growing strong and centralized state power at the national level 
alongside weakening traditional sources of the tribal type; 2) the differentiation and 
specialization of political institutions; 3) the growing level of participation of the masses in 
politics. 

 
Some of the above characteristics relate the theory of modernization to the concept 

of political development, which is understood in the narrow sense of the word as one of the 
directions of the general theory (or approach) of development (the developmental 
approach) associated primarily with institutional changes. What are these institutional 
changes that are not a simple consequence of economic development? The concept of 
political development focuses on the institutions of a political system and their 
transformation. These are the signs of political development that the former president of 
the American Political Science Association, L. Pye, noted. He defined political 
development as a process of change characterized, firstly, by an increase in the 
differentiation of political structures, secondly, by an increase in the system’s ability to 
solve social problems and manage public affairs, and thirdly, by the development of 
citizens’ participation and equality when engaged in politics.  
 
 
 

 
16 Political Corruption Law & Definition (US: Legal, 2016). 
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