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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

It is useful to begin this investigation by comparing 

the traditional and common meanings of legitimacy with the 

usage of modern political scientists. The most relevant 

entries from Webster's (1969, 1291) are: 

Legitimate: (1) lawfully begotten . . . (2) real, 
genuine; not false, counterfeit, or spurious; (3) 
accordant with law or with established legal forms 
and requirements; lawful; (4) conforming to 
recognized principles, or accepted rules or 
standards. 

According to Dolf Sternberger, 

Legitimacy is the foundation of such governmental 
power as is exercised both with a consciousness on 
the government's part that it has the right to 
govern and with some recognition by the governed 
of that right. (International Encyclopedia of the 
Social Sciences, Vol. 9, 1968, 244) 

By 1984, the definition had evolved even further when John 

H. Schaar presented three current professional definitions: 

(1) Legitimacy involves the capacity of the 
system to engender and maintain the belief that 
the existing political institutions are the most 
appropriate one for the society. 

(2) In the tradition of Max Weber, legitimacy 
has been defined as 'the degree to which 
institutions are valued for themselves and 
considered right and proper.' 

(3) We may define political legitimacy as the 
quality of 'oughtness' that is perceived by the public 
to inhere in a political regime. (Connolly, 1984, 108) 



The contrast between the common definition and the 

modern, "scientific" ones is obvious. The older definitions 

all appeal to the element of law or right. The force of the 

claim is laid upon some higher force. The modern, 

scientific definitions all base legitimacy purely in belief 

or opinion. If a population believes the existing 

institutions are "appropriate," then those institutions are 

legitimate. What has occurred here is that the older 

concept has been trimmed of its normative, value-laden parts 

in that there is no implication of a supreme truth--only 

man-made truth exists. 

There are several ramifications to this process which 

should be considered. First of all, when legitimacy becomes 

nothing more than belief, the investigator is confined to 

examining popular opinions in order to define political 

legitimacy. (This may guarantee the validity of survey 

instruments in this pursuit.) In short, legitimacy becomes 

"willing compliance" with the rules. This leads up to a 

second point, in which legitimation can be seen as the 

process encompassing the articulation of the leadership's 

awareness of the validity of its authority and the necessity 

of attempting to secure some recognition of that validity on 

the part of those it rules (International Encyclopedia of 

the Social Sciences. Vol. 9, 1968, 244). Therefore, the 

modern definitions see legitimacy as a function of the 

system's ability to persuade members of its own 



"appropriateness." The flow of legitimacy (power), is from 

leaders to followers. 

While this leads to a number of implications, several 

are of special interest. First, power no longer resides in 

the "people" but in the system and in the elite's ability to 

create willing compliance. But most important, legitimacy 

has ceased to be based upon rights, instead it is completely 

based upon laws. Has Jean Jacques Rousseau's Social 

Contract been taken to the absurd or is it now the time of 

Nietzsche's nihilism? Clearly, legitimacy research is an 

extremely fertile field of inquiry. Yet, this investigation 

is a more basic probing of the factors thought to create or 

influence legitimacy. This investigation involves the 

"reality" testing of several theoretical views of the 

legitimation process specifically targeting Jurgen Habermas' 

potential 'Legitimacy Crisis,' 

Quantitative research relative to political legitimacy 

and political stability has been done. But it has tended to 

focus on determining the likelihood and magnitude of civil 

strife (Gurr, 1968). This focus differs significantly from 

the qualitative analyses that have been done which have 

tended to concentrate on the legitimation process and 

potential failures within the system (Connolly, 1984). 

If legitimation may be seen as a relevant focus for a 

comparative analysis because of its traditional importance 

to the discipline, it is even more salient because of its 



relationship to contemporary political crises. These 

political crises appear closely linked to the breakdown of 

the legitimation process which has occupied many 

contemporary theorists (Habermas, 1973; Lipset, 1960; Kateb, 

1979; Connolly, 1984). The theme of a legitimacy crisis has 

been prominent in the works of theorists ever since Jurgen 

Habermas (1973) sounded the alarm. 

The contemporary concept of legitimacy crisis appears 

to have concerns differing from the traditional 

concentration on simple political stability. Rather than 

merely focusing on the presence or absence of political 

stability the more recent qualitative analyses of legitimacy 

appear to concentrate on discerning a relationship between 

changing demands by the state and its constituents as well 

as the effects of these changes upon political legitimacy. 

Hypotheses 

Arising from these questions are hypotheses which this 

study was designed to investigate. It was hypothesized that 

economic productivity is a precondition for the political 

legitimation process. Therefore, low levels of economic 

productivity should be accompanied by low levels of 

legitimacy. Based upon Max Weber's writings and 

interpretations by noted theorists, it is also hypothesized 

that there is a significant relationship between high levels 

of bureaucratization and political legitimacy. It is 

hypothesized to be a negative relationship, quite the 



opposite of Samuel Huntington's assumptions (Huntington, 

1968). This relationship was hypothesized to be negative 

because Habermas based most of his arguments on it being a 

negative relationship. As the investigation was attempting 

to test Habermas' potential legitimacy crisis, it has to be 

negative here too. It is noted that this is quite the 

opposite of Samuel Huntington's assumptions that a large 

bureaucracy would have a positive influence on political 

legitimacy (Huntington, 1968). Hence, high levels of 

bureaucratization should correspond to low levels of 

legitimacy. A third hypothesis was that coercive 

compliance, i.e., using force to ensure compliance with the 

laws of the state, would also have a negative relationship 

with level of political legitimacy. It follows then, that 

high levels of coercive compliance should be found with low 

levels of political legitimacy (Gurr, 1968). Finally, it 

was hypothesized that level of socialization would have a 

positive relationship with political legitimacy. Finally, 

high literacy rates should correlate to high levels of 

political legitimacy. 

All of this may be summarized in the formula: 

Y = b + B| (Level of Bureaucratization) 
+ Bn (Economic Performance) 
+ B, (Political Socialization) 
+ Bi (Use of Coercive Compliance) 

where y = Level of Political Legitimacy. Thus, it was 

hypothesized that this formula would provide an excellent 



tool for predicting the existence of political legitimacy 

for any nation-state. 

Basic Assumptions 

For the purpose of this investigation the following 

assumptions are made: 

1. The acts of a populace are an adequate 

representation of the beliefs which that population holds 

such that acts of compliance may be construed as willing 

compliance in the absence of force or the threat of force; 

2. There exists a quantitatively distinguishable 

difference between political legitimacy and the legitimation 

process; 

3. Gross national product is an adequate, though not 

ideal, measure of a nation's economic productivity and 

further that it is reported honestly and in good faith; 

4. There exist readily identifiable cross-cultural 

patterns of behavior which are sensitive to quantitative 

indicators. 

Limitations of the Investigation 

The investigation was a secondary analysis of data 

based on 54 of the 155 nations documented in the 1982 World 

Handbook of Political and Social Indicators. The data set 

itself does contain several limitations. It ignores all 

transnational institutions like the Roman Catholic church or 

multi-national corporations which admittedly influence the 



political legitimation process in certain nations. This 

data set is a compilation of aggregate level data. This 

means that a weak individual trend may appear strong because 

of wide distribution among the population. 

Since only nations collect and publish vast arrays of 

statistics of the type relevant to this area of study, which 

means the reliability of the data set is entirely dependent 

on the reporting nation's honesty and good faith as well as 

technical expertise in collecting data. The study is 

limited to 54 nations, as these were the only nation-states 

which collected enough data and which did not have missing 

data in at least one of the variables utilized. Hence, all 

tables and results presented, rest upon the analysis of 

these 54 nation-states. 

Given that the data were collected by the nations, any 

errors within the data set might be reasoned to be skewed in 

the direction of the less developed nations. Thus, self-

reporting might actually be causing certain distortions in 

the data with the less developed countries reports being 

poorly constructed or perhaps even false. However, as this 

is the best data set available, it was used--though there 

might be possible problems in using this data. 

Finally, this study was limited to investigating only 

the incidence of political legitimacy, and not with 

describing the entire legitimation process. That is, the 

relationships tested were hypothesized and tested as 
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non-recursive relationships although it is certainly 

possible that they are in reality recursive. Thus, this 

investigation was interested in creating a framework which 

would allow the prediction of the presence or absence of 

political legitimacy without making the claim that these 

factors are purely causal and not themselves affected by the 

presence of political legitimacy. 

Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this investigation two terms were 

used repeatedly and function within limitations requiring 

definition here, exclusive of the definitions of 

instruments. The term "political legitimacy" has many and 

varied definitions. For the purposes of this study, 

however, it is defined as the willing compliance of a 

population to the rules and laws of that population's 

government. If legitimacy is the recognition by the people 

of a particular nation-state of the right of a regime to 

rule over them and the willingness on the part of the people 

to obey the rules and laws promulgated by that regime, then 

legitimacy is indicated by the willingness on the part of 

the ruled to obey the law. 

This definition differs substantially from the 

definition of the legitimation process. "Legitimation" can 

be seen as the process encompassing the articulation of the 

leadership's awareness of the validity of its authority and 

the necessity of attempting to secure some recognition of 



that validity on the part of those it rules (Sternberger, 

International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, Vol. 9, 

1968, 244). As can be seen, the definition of the 

legitimation process implies both positive means (education 

and socialization), and negative means (actions to cause 

coercive compliance). Yet, this definition still excludes 

two major components: bureaucratization and economic 

productivity. The latter is important as it provides a 

basis for creating legitimacy in which the population is 

secure. In a population which is in a condition of 

deprivation, either relative or adsolute, it is much more 

difficult for the state to gain political legitimacy (Gurr, 

1968, 1105). Therefore, economic productivity is an 

essential precondition for securing political legitimacy. 

Bureaucratization will also be included in the legitimation 

process. The level of bureaucratization affects all of the 

aforementioned factors. It is reasonable to suggest that a 

nation's ability to produce both education and socialization 

is directly related to its government's level of 

development, as measured by the level of bureaucratization. 

Thus, the legitimation process includes economic 

productivity, socialization, the use of coercion to create 

compliance, and bureaucratization. Legitimacy is the 

willingness on the part of the people to obey those laws. 

Clearly legitimation and legitimacy are different concepts, 

one is the process, the other is the result. 
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Need and Significance 

The need for knowledge and insight into the 

relationship between political legitimacy and economic 

productivity is crucial to understanding many of the 

contemporary political crises facing the political elites of 

the entire world. Qualitative information already is 

available to these elites which identifies and supports the 

relationship between political legitimacy and economic 

productivity (Marx and Engels, 1985; Weber, 1958; Habermas, 

1973; Lipset, 1960). This investigation should compliment 

the qualitative work done by leading political theorists by 

concentrating on this relationship and testing its 

existence. However, it also will expand past theoretical 

work by subjecting it to quantitative examination. It is 

significant in that it is designed to: 

1. Help distinguish between political legitimacy and 

the legitimation process. 

2. Indicate whether a relationship exists between 

economic productivity and political legitimacy. 

3. Indicate whether a relationship exists between 

bureaucratization and political legitimacy. 

4. Indicate whether a relationship exists between 

authoritative actions to create coercive compliance and 

political legitimacy. 

5. Indicate whether a relationship exists between 

socialization and political legitimacy. 
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6, Provide rationale for further quantitative study in 

the areas of political legitimacy and the legitimation 

process which is bound to bear upon the contemporary 

legitimacy crises appearing throughout the world. 
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Note 

Both Habermas and Huntington argued quite persuasively 
concerning the direction of the bureaucracy-legitimacy 
relationship. It is possible they were both correct 
concerning the specific qualities they are describing. If 
this were the case, a statistical relationship may be very 
difficult to establish. 



CHAPTER II 

RELATED LITERATURE 

The four hypotheses of this investigation are tightly 

bound together by the thread of theory. But it is a theory 

which was woven over time. To understand its origins, it is 

necessary to examine each of the hypotheses in turn. By 

beginning with the examination of the concept of legitimacy, 

it will be possible to understand how each of these 

hypotheses was formed. 

The question of legitimacy is modern. It could never 

have been posed during the middle ages. The framework of 

society was ordained by God, as was all knowledge, nature, 

language, and morality. In a world in which the political 

structure is divinely ordained, the legitimacy of a 

political figure might be questioned, but the political 

structure was sacred. As John Huzinga tells us, 

the idea of a proposed and continual reform . . . 
of society did not exist. Institutions is general 
are considered as good or as bad as they can be; 
having been ordained by God, they are 
intrinsically good, only the sins of men pervert 
them . . . Legislation . . . never aims . . . at 
creating a new organism . . . it only restores 
good old law . . . or mends special abuses. 
(Connolly, 1984, 3) 

13 
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Rationalization 

By the eighteenth century, there was no longer 

perceived to be a divine purpose guiding the social 

institutions of the world or guaranteeing the social order. 

Changes in the understanding of nature led to changes in the 

understanding of God. Suddenly, human will emerged as a 

creator of social order. In 1755, Jean Jacques Rousseau 

wrote: 

Man is born free, and everywhere he is in chains 
. , . How did this change occur? I do not know. 
What can make it legitimate? I believe I can 
answer this question . . . But the social order is 
a sacred right that serves as a basis for all 
others. However, this right does not come from 
nature; it is therefore based on convention. The 
problem is to know what these conventions are. 
(Rousseau, 1978, 5) 

Rousseau's writing is essential to this discussion of 

legitimacy for a number of reasons. His first concern is 

that "man is born free" and then "chained by social 

conventions" at some later point (Rousseau, 5). He further 

discerned that these conventions were not the product of 

God's unfathomable will, but instead were the products of 

human will. Gone was the understanding that the social 

order was ordained by God or nature. Only with these most 

fundamental understandings could one begin to question 

political legitimacy. 

Yet, Rousseau has more to add to the subject. He 

declares that the social order is the most basic of 

institutions, "the basis of all others" (Rousseau, 5). 
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Hence, the discussion of legitimacy is given both validity 

and direction by Rousseau. Validity in that institutions 

are no longer perceived to be ordained by God, but instead 

are creations of men and therefore subject to "legitimate" 

change by men. Direction in that he viewed legitimacy as a 

basic building block of society, worthy of investigation. 

Once Rousseau had set the stage. Max Weber's definition 

of legitimacy, published in 1921 provides the starting point 

for this discussion (Weber, 1958). Weber discerns three 

different types of claims to legitimacy. A claim might 

appeal to tradition--"an established belief in the sanctity 

of immemorial traditions and legitimacy of those exercising 

authority under them." It might be founded on charisma, "on 

devotion to the exceptional sanctity, heroism or exemplary 

character of an individual person and of the normative 

patterns of order revealed or ordained by him." It could 

appeal to rational procedures, to "a belief in the legality 

of enacted rules and the right of those elevated to 

authority under such rules to issue commands" (Weber, 1958). 

It is in an essay by Max Weber called "Bureaucracy" 

that he describes the rational-legal institution. John 

Schaar writes: 

Bureaucracy had advanced, as Weber pointed out, by 
virtue of its superiorities over the other modes 
of directing human energy towards the ends of 
mastery over nature and other men. It is superior 
in speed, precision, economy, and clarity over 
alternative modes of controlling men and 
coordinating their energies. It is simultaneously 
an expression of the drive for rationality and 
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predictability and one of the chief agencies in 
making the world ever more rational and 
predictable, for the bureaucratic mode of knowing 
becomes constitutive of the things known . . . 
Bureaucracy is rational in certain specific ways. 
First, it is in principle objective and 
impersonal, treating all cases without regard to 
their personal idiosyncrasies: all must stand in 
line. The objects of bureaucratic management are 
depersonalized. Secondly, bureaucracy is 
objective in the sense that the official is 
expected to detach his personal feelings from the 
conduct of his office. Subjectivity is for the 
private life. Thirdly, since bureaucracy proceeds 
by fixed rules and techniques, the incumbent of an 
office is in principle replaceable by any other 
individual who knows the rules and procedures 
governing that office and commands the skills 
appropriate to it. (Connolly, 1984, 121) 

Suffice to say that Weber describes the various 

characteristics of a bureaucracy in this work. But then he 

goes on, delving into the power position of bureaucracy. He 

writes, "Everywhere the modern state is undergoing 

bureaucratization" (Weber, 1958, 232). Weber saw 

bureaucracy as an unavoidable consequence of modernization. 

Sheldon Wolin notes that 

Weber's own views about bureaucracy confirm that 
while . . . bureaucracy trivializes politics and 
reduces human beings to classifications, the only 
rational choice is resignation before its massive 
facticity: 'The needs of mass administration make 
[bureaucracy] completely indispensable.' 
(Connolly, 1984, 84) 

For Weber, a bureaucratic state achieves legitimacy through 

following impersonal and rational procedures of decision 

making, i.e., rationalization. Furthermore, this 

rationalization seems committed to its own reproduction and 

growth. A number of theorists have noted that Weber's trend 
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toward bureaucratization seems to have triumphed in modern 

nation-states (Habermas, 1973; Lipset, 1960; Scharr, 1981; 

McCarthy, 1978). 

The unprecedented growth of bureaucracy has led to a 

situation which might best be described as a breakdown of 

the legitimation process. This theme has been prominent in 

the work of Jurgen Habermas (1973). This is a trend that is 

not confined to the capitalist nations of the world; 

instead, it appears to be endemic to modernization. In 

1981, Schaar writes: 

Weber thought that the day of charismatic and 
traditional structures of legitimacy was over and 
that both were being displaced by rational-legal 
authority. But he did not see far enough into the 
matter, for the rational-legal authority has also 
been undermined, leaving the great institutions it 
brought into being gravely weakened from within 
. . . Two assumptions are of [the] greatest 
importance: (1) the notion that man's cognitive 
apparatus did not itself condition the quality and 
nature of what was known, and; (2) the notion that 
there existed a kingdom of order outside man and 
independent of him (e.g., that laws of nature, or 
God). Given the first assumption, truth always 
meant discovery of a pre-established order . . . 
Given this concept of truth, social and political 
life too could be seen as a harmonious association 
of self and society with an objective order 
external to man and constituted by some force 
independent of him. Political societies were not 
works of human art and will, but were embedded in 
and even constituted by a larger order of being. 
Human authority rested on bases more 'solid' than 
individual choice and will. (Connolly, 1984, 112) 

Before proceeding through the rest of Schaar's 

argument, it would be useful to examine the basis of his 

position more thoroughly. He begins by agreeing with Weber 

that rational-legal authority would supplant charismatic and 
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the authorities that embody, defend, and replenish 
those ideals. (Connolly, 1984, 117) 

It seems clear then, that there is a theoretical basis 

for the conceptual belief that increasing bureaucratization 

leads to lower levels of political legitimacy. Yet, the 

argument is still incomplete. 

Habermas' recognition of the potential for a legitimacy 

crisis was based in the conflicting demands placed upon the 

state. Yet, he notes that the growth of the state's sphere 

of influence has placed an additional strain on its 

legitimation. He writes: 

A crisis argument . . . can be constructed out 
of these considerations only with the viewpoint 
that the expansion of state activity has the side-
effect of disproportionately increasing the need 
for legitimation. 

I regard such an overproportionate increase as 
likely because things that are taken for granted 
culturally, and have so far been external 
conditions of the political systems, are now being 
drawn into the planning area of administration. 
(Habermas, 1973, 657) 

Thus, the situation arises where the state is expanding 

its sphere of influence. This is done primarily through the 

mechanism of government regulation of formerly private 

areas. Any law runs into the problem of securing 

compliance, with willing compliance (i.e., legitimacy) being 

the optimum occurrence. So as the state expands its sphere 

of power, it is expanding its sphere of demands upon the 

population. This leads directly to a greater need for 

legitimacy. 
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Economic Performance 

It was further hypothesized that a positive 

relationship existed between economic productivity and 

political legitimacy, i.e., that a healthy economy would 

accompany high levels of legitimacy. Seymour Lipset goes 

even further, arguing that a healthy economy is a 

prerequisite for political legitimacy. He writes: 

The . . . conditions for political (growth) are 
again those of economic development--the growth of 
urbanization, education, communications, media, 
and increased wealth . . . Thus the factors 
involved in modernization or economic development 
are linked to those which establish legitimacy. 
(Lipset, 1960, 90) 

Lipset is careful to say that the economic performance 

is not a direct factor affecting legitimacy, but only a 

precondition, a necessary requirement. 

In extending the previous rational-legal legitimacy 

crisis argument, Habermas, is bolder, writing: 

We have seen that the state cannot simply take 
over the cultural system and that, in fact, the 
expansion of areas for state planning creates 
problems for things that are culturally taken for 
granted. 'Meaning' is an increasingly scarce 
resource, which is why those expectations that are 
governed by concrete and identifiable needs--i.e., 
that can be checked by their success--keep 
mounting in the civil population. The rising 
level of aspirations is proportionate to the 
growing need for legitimation. The resource of 
'value,' siphoned off by the tax office, has to 
make up for the scanty resource of 'meaning.' 
Missing legitimations have to be replaced by 
social rewards such as money, time, and security. 
A crisis of legitimation arises as soon as the 
demands for these rewards mount more rapidly than 
the available mass of values, or if expectations 
come about that are different and cannot be 
satisfied by those categories of rewards 
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conforming with the present system, (Habermas, 
1973; 659) 

Here Habermas has done a great many things. First of 

all, he has once again, restated the hypothesis that 

increasing bureaucratization is associated with decreasing 

levels of political legitimacy. 

Secondly, and more importantly, he has described one of 

the mechanisms used by the rational-legal mode of authority 

to secure willing compliance or legitimacy. Rationalization 

has eroded the traditional values which supported legitimacy 

to the point that the population must be "bribed" in order 

to continue to support the system. 

The situation described allows the citizens to become 

consumers of the state. If the state is providing enough of 

the new values, "money, time, and security," as opposed to 

the old values, "meaning" or truth or right, then they will 

choose to abide by its laws. But if the expectations of 

these consumers are not met, then the state faces a 

legitimacy crisis. 

If economic performance becomes the limit of a state's 

ability to secure legitimacy from its population, then the 

conceptual basis for hypothesizing a positive relationship 

between economic performance and political legitimacy is 

clear. 



23 

Political Socialization 

By virtue of its expansion the state has another 

mechanism for creating legitimacy: socialization. Richard 

Dawson, Kenneth Prewitt, and Karen Dawson address this 

subject in their book Political Socialization. According to 

them, in every way, the educational system functions as a 

transmitter of political socialization. The two major 

theories of political socialization, hegemonic and systems-

theory, both illustrate that the means may differ; but, the 

end of political socialization is the transmission of the 

system's political values to its members. They write: 

There is little question that the level of 
education affects a citizen's perception of the 
political world and his or her relationships with 
it. This form of influence operates in addition 
to the more direct effect of the schools as agents 
of political learning . . . The educated citizen 
. . . acquires attitudes that are transferred to 
the political sphere. A clear illustration of 
this is the feeling of political competence. The 
educated tend to believe that rational 
manipulation of social institutions can produce 
desired goals. This mastery and control over the 
social environment is generalized to politics, and 
the educated feel more politically efficacious 
than the uneducated. Educated persons . . . feel 
a greater stake in society. (Dawson, Prewitt & 
Dawson, 1977, 176) 

Here they have enumerated some of the differences 

between the educated and uneducated members of a population. 

They began be noting the differences in efficacy and 

understanding. These also act to bind this theory to the 

previous hypothesis of rationalization, for they are 

describing the scientific, rational approach as the 
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political socialization that is being transmitted through 

the educational system in "developed" nations. No longer 

does one learn to do what is right; instead one learns to 

maximize one's potential for gain from the system. Finally, 

they note that the more educated tend to have a greater 

stake in the system. If the more educated have a greater 

stake in the system, they are more apt to support it--

especially through passive, willing compliance. Not 

surprisingly, it seems that those with more education are 

more willing to grant political legitimacy. 

Clearly there is a wide gulf between those targeted by 

the term "more educated" and simple literacy; however, both 

of these terms describe points on an education continuum. 

The argument goes something like this, all people everywhere 

may be placed on the education continuum (whose ends are "no 

formal education" and "completed terminal degrees"). The 

theory states that the more education one acquires, the more 

one will support one's nation (enought to give willing 

compliance with its laws). The basic assumption here is 

that formal education may be equated with political 

socsialization. 

Yet, it could be argued that there is a considerable 

difference between simple literacy and real political 

socialization. This argument is directly addressed by 

Thomas Sanders. He writes: 

Thoughtful and critical [people] no longer think 
of learning to read as acquiring a mere technical 
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skill, but as a process implying values, forming 
mentalities, and leading to social and political 
consequences. In fact, literacy training may 
become revolutionary, (Sanders, 1963, 2) 

This shift in understanding is primarily because of the 

work of Brazilian educator Paulo Freire, "Freire contends 

that all pedagogical methods imply a concept of man and 

society. There is no neutral education," writes Sanders 

(1968, 4). Using this reasoning, it becomes clear that any 

and all education gives those persons access to and 

understanding of the political system which they would not 

have had without the education. Therefore, it is quite 

reasonable to suppose that education would be related to the 

level of political legitimacy. Furthermore, as Dawson, 

Prewitt, and Dawson indicate, not only is there a greater 

awareness, but a "greater stake" in the system. This leads 

to the hypothesis that a positive relationship exists 

between level of education (even measured crudely by 

literacy), and level of political legitimacy. 

Coercive Compliance 

In 1968, Ted R. Gurr persuasively articulated a model 

of civil strife with a number of variables including 

Coercive Potential and Political Legitimacy among others 

(Gurr, 1968, 1105). Gurr's main focus was in explaining 

civil strife, not the legitimation process; however, he 

produced some statistics which were fairly compelling. His 

data seemed to suggest that a substantial negative 
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relationship exists between the use of coercion to create 

compliance and political legitimacy, Gurr's coercive 

potential differed from the coercive compliance used in this 

investigation; however, on the basis of his study, it may be 

hypothesized that the use of coercion to guarantee 

compliance cannot help but have a negative impact upon 

legitimacy. Therefore it is hypothesized that coercive 

compliance would have a negative relationship with political 

legitimacy. 

Statement of the Problem 

This investigation is interested in testing a framework 

of legitimation amalgamated from these political theorists. 

This framework specifies four principal factors which 

contribute to the creation of political legitimacy within a 

nation-state. 

Thus, to the question of legitimacy (why people obey 

the law), modern theorists have provided four answers: 

bureaucracy (size of government), economic productivity 

(money and goods), socialization (teaching the people), and 

coercion (the use of force). 

Having discerned these four answers, the next step in 

this investigation is the operationalization of these 

concepts into concrete variables so the theories may be 

empirically tested. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

Having established the theoretical basis of this 

investigation, the conceptual level hypotheses were 

operationalized through the use of specific variables or 

creation of these variables through statistical methods. 

Two statistical techniques were utilized in this study. 

Factor analysis was used to create indices of variables and 

multiple regression was used to test the hypotheses. The 

statistical research performed a secondary analysis of 

Taylor and Jodice's World Handbook of Political and Social 

Indicators. 

Secondary Analyses Data Set 

This investigation was a non-experimental secondary 

analysis targetting the year 1975. The extant multi

national data sets covering the entire world included The 

Cross Polity Survey and the World Handbook of Political and 

Social Indicators. The Cross Polity Survey was not selected 

for use in this study because its data, although 

longitudinal, end in 1966. The World Handbook of Political 

and Social Indicators extends all the way up to 1978. It 
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was also determined that missing data could present a 

serious problem for this study due to the number of 

variables being analyzed. A missing value anywhere in the 

factor analysis or in the multiple regression would drop the 

case out of the analysis. It was also hoped that a more 

recent data set would contain fewer missing values. 

Further, there may also be a problem with valid comparisons 

if the study was to have included data from two different 

investigations. 

Therefore, the World Handbook of Political and Social 

Indicators was selected to be the only data set used in this 

study. Specifically, the updated set published in 1982 was 

the primary data set used in this investigation. 

Early efforts at performing a longitudinal study failed 

due to large numbers of missing data reducing the degrees of 

freedom to less than 30. 

Because several of the key indicators utilized in this 

investigation are reported in the World Handbook of 

Political and Social Indicators only every five years, the 

year 1975 was the most recent year for which all the needed 

data was available. It is a comparative compilation of data 

for 155 nation-states. 

The study is limited to 54 nations, as these were the 

only nation-states which collected enough data and which did 

not have missing data in at least one of the variables 
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utilized. Hence, all tables and results presented, rest 

upon the analysis of these 54 nation-states, 

A compilation of the complete variable definitions is 

found in Appendix B, which includes descriptions of all of 

the variables analyzed in this study including those which 

were later discarded. 

Methodological Instruments 

This investigation was interested in testing a model of 

legitimation amalgamated from various political theorists as 

noted in Chapter I, This model specified four principal 

factors which contribute to the creation of political 

legitimacy within a nation-state. These may be written as 

the formula: 

Y = b + Bi (Level of Bureaucratization) 
0 1 

+ Bn (Economic Productivity) 

+ B, (Political Socialization) 

+ Bi (Coercive Compliance) 

where Y = Level of Political Legitimacy. 

Thus, the conceptual level variables included in this 

model include bureaucratization, economic productivity, 

coercive compliance, socialization, and of course, the 

dependent variable, legitimacy. 

Three of these were quite easily operationalized. 

Bureaucratization was measured through the use of the ratio 

of current government consumption to the gross domestic 

product of the particular nation-state (CurrGovCons/GDP). 
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It was reasoned that the greater the level of 

bureaucratization of the government of a nation-state, the 

greater would be its proportion of the economy. Therefore, 

a larger level of consumption in proportion to the general 

economy would indicate a greater level of bureaucratization. 

Economic productivity was measured using the ratio of 

each nation-state's gross national product to its population 

(GNP/capita). This measure was used because it was reasoned 

that as an economy expanded, there would be an increase in 

the gross national product, measurable in proportion to the 

nation's citizenry. While it is noted that a growth rate 

indicator would have been preferable; none was used because 

data is missing on this particular variable. In addition, 

the limited number of cases sometimes forced the use of less 

than perfect operationalizations because of the wish to 

conserve cases for which data were reported. 

Political socialization was measured using the 

literarcy rate (ratio of literate citizens to population) of 

each nation. As already indicated, if mere exposure to an 

education allows increased political socialization, then the 

literacy rate is an excellent indication of the proportion 

of a population exposed to political socialization. It 

should be noted that originally, the study hoped to use the 

percent of the population in the primary school age enrolled 

in school to represent this conceptual variable; however, 

due to problems with missing data, the literacy rate was 
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substituted for this variable in order to operationalize the 

concept. 

The last two conceptual level variables were: coercive 

compliance and political legitimacy. These two concepts 

were more difficult to operationalize because no single 

indicator sufficiently measured these concepts. However, it 

was found that a number of variables existed which measured 

various aspects of them, although each of these indicators 

was an incomplete measure by itself. Therefore, factor 

analysis was utilized to create indices of the variables 

which were thought to represent "pieces" of these conceptual 

variables. 

Coercive compliance was reasoned to include variables 

which represent both actual use of coercive force as well as 

the threat of force. The key concept used in determining 

which variables to use in this analysis was the identity of 

the actor. If an act was done by the government, it was 

considered to fall in the category of coercive compliance; 

if the actor was the population, the action fell into the 

legitimacy category. To operationalize the actual use of 

coercive force, variables which measured extension or 

retraction of governmental power were chosen. These 

included both the imposition and relaxation of political 

sanctions by a nation's government. Potential coercion was 

operationalized through the use of the size of the military 

establishment as a percentage of the working age population 
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for 1975. The concept of "government power to directly 

manipulate the masses" was operationalized through the use 

of regime support demonstrations for 1975. It was reasoned 

that this measured the level of direct regime manipulation 

since it included demonstrations orchestrated by the 

government with the aim of showing public support for the 

government. An indirect means of manipulating the public is 

in the form of executive adjustments; here the government 

replaces or sacrifices one of its own cabinet level leaders, 

to placate the masses so it can retain power. Each of these 

variables was included in a factor analysis which produced a 

variable called Coercive Compliance. 

The results of this factor analysis may be found in 

Table 1. Only one factor had an eigenvalue above 1.0 

(somewhat supporting the notion that there exists a 

continuum of use of coercion along which all nations must 

fall). All of the factors extracted with eigenvalues below 

1.0 were deleted as pure mathematical constructs. 

Furthermore, as is shown in Table 2, the Communalities 

reported come from the final statistics, not the initial 

statistics or the factor matrix. It should be noted that 

all of the variables had very strong communalities with the 

exception of the military manpower variable. This was 

retained in the analysis because of very strong theoretical 

considerations (this was the only variable included to 

attempt to capture the threat of coercion). Finally, as 
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TABLE 1 

Coercive Compliance--Eigenvalues 

Factor Eigenvalue Percent of Variance 

1 3,02449 60,5 

2 .98004 19.6 

3 .67717 13.5 

4 .24238 4.8 

5 .07593 1.5 

TABLE 2 

Coercive Compliance--Communalities 

Variable Communality 

Regime demonstrations .67201 

Executive adjustments .71820 

Imposition of sanctions .81672 

Relaxation of sanctions .75838 

Military manpower .05918 
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only one factor was hypothesized, the analyses were not 

specified to be oblique; varimax rotation was also utilized, 

although this was not necessary, as only one factor was 

extracted in both cases. The actual factor scores for each 

of the nations included in the study are presented in 

Appendix C. 

Legitimacy was earlier defined to be "willing 

compliance." But this concept proved impossible to directly 

measure. Instead, it is much easier to measure 

noncompliance. "Noncompliance" is also distinct from 

"unwilling compliance" which is the result of the use of 

that coercion and will be measured with regard to variable. 

Noncompliance is measured by two variables: number of 

protest demonstrations and political strikes in 1975. 

Clearly, according to the variable definitions, these are 

both variables measuring overt noncompliance with the 

government as direct result of political disaffection among 

the noncomplying population. Both of these variables were 

used in a factor analysis to create a variable which would 

represent some level of disaffection. This variable, 

although labeled Legitimacy, actually was a measure of the 

lack of legitimacy in a population. 

The results of this factor analysis may be found in 

Tables 3 and 4, Table 3 lists the eigenvalues. Again only 

one factor was extracted which had an eigenvalue above 1.0, 

these factor loadings were retained for use during the 
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TABLE 3 

Legitimacy--Eigenvalues 

Factor Eigenvalue Percent of Variance 

1 1.51375 75.7 

2 .48625 24.3 

TABLE 4 

Legitimacy--Communalities 

Factor Analysis 

Variable Communality 

Protest demonstrations .75687 

Political strikes .75687 
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regressions. The factor with a lower eigenvalue was 

deleted. Table 4 lists the communalities of the included 

variables. This clearly illustrates that these loadings 

capture both variables very strongly. 

The actual factor scores for each of the 54 nations 

included in this investigation are presented in Appendix C. 

The identities of the nations analyzed in this 

investigation are also contained in Appendix C as 

abbreviated by the WHPSI database. As the factor analyses 

conducted a listwise deletion of missing data (i.e., all of 

the excluded nations had a missing value reported in at 

least one of the variables utilized in the factor analysis). 

It was reasoned that the larger a population, the 

greater its inherent propensity toward dissatisfaction. For 

example, consider two populations, one numbering 100 

citizens and one numbering 1000. Finding 10 dissatisfied 

citizens actually represents two very different levels of 

dissatisfaction, although using the WHPSI criteria would 

have recorded identical numbers. In order to control for 

this phenomenon, the legitimacy score was divided by the 

nation's population. This number (factor analysis 

communality/population), was then used as the dependent 

variable in the confirmatory analysis. 

The actual confirmatory technique utilized by this 

investigation was multiple regression. It was considered 

appropriate because it measures significance and association 
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of each individual independent variable and the model as a 

whole. Furthermore, should any of the basic assumptions be 

violated, the regression would still perform those functions 

well because it is a very robust technique. The 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, version x 

(SPSSx) was utilized for these analyses. It was selected 

also because this software package allowed the use of both 

the Factor Analysis and Multiple Regression techniques, 

Basic Assumptions 

For the purpose of this investigation the following 

assumptions were made: 

1, The acts of a populace adequately represent the 

beliefs which that population holds such that acts of 

compliance may be construed as willing compliance in the 

absence of force or the threat of force and acts of non-

complicance may be construed as dissatisfaction; 

2, There exists a quantitatively distinguishable 

difference between political legitimacy [the dependent 

variable] and the legitimation process [the various 

independent variables]; 

3, Gross national product is an adequate (though not 

ideal) measure of a nation's economic productivity and 

further that it is reported honestly and in good faith. 
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Summary 

Arising from the research question were the hypotheses 

which this study was designed to investigate. It was 

hypothesized that economic productivity was a precondition 

for the political legitimation process. Economic 

productivity was operationlized through the use of 

GNP/capita. Therefore, low levels of GNP/capita should be 

accompanied by low levels of legitimacy. 

It was also hypothesized that there is a significant 

relationship between high levels of bureaucratization and 

political legitimacy. Bureaucratization was operationalized 

to be indicated by CurrGovRev/GNP. This was hypothesized to 

be a negative relationship. Hence, high levels of 

CurrGovRev/GNP should correspond to low levels of 

legitimacy. A third hypothesis was that coercive 

compliance, i,e,, using force to ensure compliance with the 

laws of the state, would also have a negative relationship 

with level of political legitimacy. It follows then, that 

high levels of coercive compliance should be found with low 

levels of political legitimacy. Finally, it was 

hypothesized that level of socialization would have a 

positive relationship with political legitimacy. Level of 

socialization was measured using the literacy rates of 

individual nation-states. Thus, high literacy rates should 

correlate to high levels of political legitimacy. The 
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operational hypotheses now stated, the next step in the 

investigation was the confirmatory analysis. 
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Note 

The Basic Assumptions of Regression are as follows: 
1, No specification error, la. The relationship between X-
and Y- is linear, lb. No relevant independent variables 
have been excluded, Ic. No irrelevant independent variables 
have been included, 2. No measurement error, 2a. The 
variables X̂  and Y- are accurately measured, 3. The 
following assumptions concern the error term, E^, 3a. For 
each observation, the expected value of the error term is 
zero, 3b. The variance of the error term is constant for 
all values of X- [Homoskedasticity] , 3c. No 
autocorrelation, so the error terms are uncorrelated, 3d. 
The independent variable is uncorrelated with the error 
term, 3e. The error term is normally distributed (Lewis-
Beck, 1980, 26). 



CHAPTER IV 

DATA ANALYSES AND RESULTS 

As previously indicated, in order to facilitate the 

analyses and interpretation of the results, a multiple 

regression technique was used to test the relationships 

between the independent and dependent variables. Use of the 

multiple regression procedure allowed the testing of the 

measures of association, i.e., strength and direction of 

each independent relationship while controlling for each of 

the other independent variable's effects. It also tested 

significance to check the validity of the null hypotheses 

for each of the independent variables. Should a variable 

fail the significance test, then it was assumed that the 

null hypothesis had a likelihood of being correct and 

therefore that the research hypothesis was probably false. 

The conventional .05 Probability level was used in all of 

the testing in this investigation. 

Analysis of the Data 

Computation of the multiple regression produced some 

suggestive results. In the primary analyses, using all four 

independent variables, only coercion passed the significance 

test. The adjusted r̂  was fairly strong (adj r" = .517). 
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Bureaucracy, socialization, and economic productivity all 

failed the significance test. These values are reported in 

Table 5. 

Before completely rejecting three of the research 

hypotheses, tests were run to determine if multicollinearity 

might be affecting the significance tests of the multiple 

regression. These results are found in Table 6, 

Clearly, there appeared to be a multicollinearity 

problem with regard to the economics variable: GNP/Capita, 

1975, The R Square of .514 was far above the generally 

accepted levels. Unfortunately, this meant that the 

estimates from the primary analyses were made unreliable by 

severe multicollinearity. This presented a common problem. 

As Lewis-Beck wrote. 

With nonexperimental social science data, the 
independent variables are virtually always 
intercorrelated, that is, multicollinear . . . 
High multicollinearity creates estimation problems 
because it produces large variances for the slope 
estimates and, consequently, large standard 
errors, (Lewis-Beck, 1980, 58) 

In order to solve these problems, Lewis-Beck the wrote: 

Regress each independent variable on all the other 
independent variables. When any of the R from 
these equations is near 1.0, there is high 
multicollinearity. In fact, the largest of these 
R serves as an indicator of the amount of 
multicollinearity which exists. (Lewis-Beck, 
1980, 60) 

The R̂  of .514 certainly led to the suspicion that high 

multicollinearity existed in these analyses. The question 

then arose as to how to better assess this specific problem. 
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TABLE 5 

Multiple Regression--Primary Analysis 

Adjusted R Square = .51740 

Independent 

Variable Beta Sig T 

Coercion -.723313 .0000 

Bureaucracy +.189076 ,1355 

Economics +,059838 .7148 

Socialization +.012842 .9315 
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TABLE 6 

Multicollinearity Tests—Independent 
Dependent Variable: Coercion 

R Square = .01500 

Independent 

Variables Beta Sig T 

Bureaucracy +.032383 .8611 

Economics +.136853 .5724 

Socialization -. 115607 ^ 0 1 6 

Dependent Variable: Economics 

R Square = .53874 

Independent 

Variables Beta Sig T 

Bureaucracy -.334072 .0049 

Socialization -.600971 .0000 

Dependent Variable: Socialization 

R Square = .02699 

Independent 
Variables Beta Sig T 

Bureaucracy - . 164295 3̂0_ 17 
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In response to this problem of multicollinearity, bivariate 

analyses were done in which the four independent variables 

were individually regressed upon the dependent variable, 

legitimacy. These results are found in Table 7. 

Upon reflection, it appeared clear that although 

multicollinearity may have been suspect, these bivariate 

analyses indicated that only the Coercion variable passed 

the significance test. In all other cases the null 

hypotheses had to be accepted. This meant that the data 

suggest that no significant relationship exists between the 

independent and dependent variables in the population. 

One final note, the Adjusted R of the Coercion 

variable was substantially lower than those produced by Ted 

Gurr in 1968; however, this result was expected since Gurr 

specifically noted that his data set was custom made to test 

his theories and further that future analyses would probably 

find lower levels of association than he was reporting 

(Gurr, 1968, 1105), It was ;joncluded that this finding was 

exactly what was hypothesized in Chapter II, 
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TABLE 7 

Simple Regressions--
Bivariate Analysis 

Dependent Variable: Legitimacy 

Independent 

Variables Beta Sig T Adj R̂  

Coercion -.732289 .0000 .52436 

Bureaucracy +.217814 .1713 .02302 

Economics +.084700 .5985 -.01828 

Socialization +.010189 .9496 -.02553 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize briefly the 

findings of this investigation and their implications for 

further study and research. 

Summary of the Investigation 

The investigation was primarily designed to help 

distinguish between political legitimacy and the 

legitimation process in a substantive manner and in order to 

produce operational definitions to facilitate statistical 

investigation of both phenomena. The importance of this 

investigation is supported by the fact that prior to this 

study, little quantitative analysis had been done 

concentrating on the area of legitimacy since Ted Gurr's 

writing in 1968. 

Furthermore, this particular investigation was designed 

to determine whether relationships exist between political 

legitimacy and a number of different independent variables, 

specifically: bureaucratization, economic productivity, 

socialization or literacy, and authoritative actions to 

enforce coercive compliance. 

47 



48 

Further quantitative study in the areas of political 

legitimacy and the legitimation process may help explain 

many contemporary legitimacy crises appearing throughout the 

world such as in Poland, the DDR, the PRC and throughout the 

USSR. 

The sample used in the study consisted of 54 nation-

states including representatives from each continent as well 

as numbers of post-industrial nation-states and less 

developed countries (LDC's). The sampling did not appear 

skewed in any direction. However, only the year 1975 was 

used for this analysis because of a lack of data for other 

years. 

The data was gathered by the Yale Institute and 

published in the form of the World Handbook of Political and 

Social Indicators, The investigation created two variables 

(namely Legitimacy and Coercive Compliance), to 

operationalize certain conceptual variables for analysis. 

(This was done because it was difficult to find measures of 

Legitimacy and Coercion which were attitudinal, so only 

indirect measures could be utilized and these were less than 

ideal.) Then multiple regression was performed with results 

which supported a suspicion that multicollinearity existed. 

Multicollinearity tests were performed and tended to 

substantiate this suspicion. Finally, bivariate analyses 

were conducted, which failed to produce significant 

relationships in three instances. With regard to 
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bureaucratization, economic productivity, and political 

socialization, the null hypotheses were accepted, meaning 

the data suggested no statistically significant 

relationships exist between them and political legitimacy in 

the population. The only hypothesis accepted tested the 

relationship between the use of force or the threat of force 

and legitimacy. 

Thus, the analyses tended to disconfirm three research 

hypotheses and to confirm only one. 

It is worth noting that the empirical falsification of 

widely held theory is of definite value. It reminds us that 

we still have much to learn. In this instance, it appears 

that we have theories which have been widely accepted which 

are not supported by quantitative data. If nothing else, 

this helps point out new directions for our investigation by 

the discipline. 

The findings suggest that testing of some vaunted 

political theories is in order. The statistical 

significance of Ted Gurr's Coercive Compliance was expected 

(although the results were slightly weaker as already 

explained); however, in truth, this variable was included 

more as a control variable than as a substantial predictor 

of behavior. The failure to find significant relationships 

for the other variables should give pause to many. 
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Recommendations for Further Study 

In view of the findings of this investigation, the 

following recommendations for further research are presented 

for consideration: 

1, The results of this quantitative analysis of 

legitimacy by traditional comparative political theorists 

suggest that a difference exists between theory and reality. 

2, The findings of this study suggest that 

relationships do not exist between Economic Productivity, 

Levels of Bureaucratization, Political Socialization, and 

Political Legitimacy in 1975, Additional data is needed, 

such as for 1965 or 1985, or perhaps different measures. 

Further research is necessary to test the reliability of 

these findings. It is suggested that a longitudinal 

analysis might yield different results; or--as already 

noted--a more comprehensive operationalization might find 

the relationships, if they exist. 

3, A basic assumption of this investigation was that 

the statistical analyses would be valid and appropriate for 

measuring these conceptual variables. There is, however, no 

assurance that different measurement devices would not yield 

different findings. Further research is recommended 

employing different measurement techniques utilizing 

different operationalizations. 
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APPENDIX A 

ERIC Search Information 

The search for related literature in preparation for 

this study involved both manual investigation and computer 

assisted search techniques. Computer assisted searches were 

performed through Educational Resources Information Center 

(ERIC) using key words as locators in relation to (1) 

legitimacy, (2) legitimation, (3) economy, (4) productivity, 

(5) socialization, and (6) bureaucracy. These techniques 

failed to retrieve or produce any citations specifically 

correlating high levels of bureaucracy, literacy, coercion 

or economic performance with a legitimacy crisis. 

Archival research, however, provided extensive 

literature related to legitimacy. The question then 

becomes, how to relate it in a coherent fashion. This was 

the object of Chapter II. 
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APPENDIX B 

World Handbook of Political and 
Social Indicators 

Complete Definitions of Variables 

A Protest Demonstration is a non-violent gathering of 
people organized for the announced purpose of protesting a 
regime, a government, or one of its leaders; its ideology, 
policy, or intended policy; or its previous action or 
intended action. The issues of protest involved are 
perceived as significant at the national level, but within 
that framework demonstrations directed as all levels and 
branches of government are included. This category of 
events includes demonstrations for or against a foreign 
government, its leaders, to its visiting representatives 
when such demonstrations are reported to indicate opposition 
to the demonstrator's own government. 

Not included are election meetings and rallies, 
political parades, and normal holiday celebrations. A 
residual category of other protests was coded separately for 
the 1968-1977 period, but was aggregated with demonstrations 
in the annual series [used in this investigation]. 

A Regime Support Demonstration is also a non-violent 
gathering of people whose purpose, however, is to lend 
support to a government, its' policies and actions, or to 
one or more it its' leaders. Support demonstrations 
directed at all levels and branches of government are 
included when the issues are perceived as significant at the 
national level. Included also are all demonstrations that 
are not clearly of a protest nature; therefore, the category 
includes demonstrations that, while political in nature, 
cannot be classified as explicitly supportive of a regime. 

A Riot is a violent demonstration or disturbance 
involving a large number of people. Riots are distinguished 
from protest demonstrations by the presence of violence. 
Violence implies the use of physical force and is usually 
evinced by the destruction of property, the wounding or 
killing of people, the use of riot control equipment such as 
clubs, guns, gas, and water cannons, and by the rioters' use 
of various weapons. If destruction of property (e.g., the 
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burning of automobiles, the smashing of storefronts, and the 
throwing of molotov cocktails) is an essential component of 
the observed behavior, the event is coded as a riot rather 
than as a demonstration. 

Demonstrations that changed nature within the course of 
a single day were coded for the 1968-1977 period separately. 

Peaceful demonstrations that turned into riots of their 
own accord were coded as single events each and were 
aggregated in the annual series with riots to form a series 
comparable with the riots series of the first 20 years. 
Frequently, demonstrations turning violent were the result 
of two or more rival groups clashing when their 
demonstrations ran afoul of each other. In these instances, 
the participation of a multiplicity of groups was noted 
among the attributes, but only one event was coded. Riots 
are distinguished from armed attacks by the degree of 
spontaneity. Riots may sometimes be planned, but the riot 
organizers constitute a small, often invisible, portion of 
the rioters. Events were classified as riots if it appeared 
from the report that most of those involved were violently 
agitated in their behavior, that they formed an excited or 
confused mob or crowd, that they were engaged in 
unpredictable acts of disorder, and that the objects of 
their violence would not seem to be closely related to the 
objects of their political discontent in the analysis of a 
dispassionate observe. 

An Armed Attack is an act of violent political conflict 
carried out by (or on behalf of) an organized group with the 
object of weakening or destroying the power exercised by 
another organized group. It is characterized by bloodshed, 
physical struggle, and the destruction of property, A wide 
variety of weapons may be used, including guns, explosives 
(conventional bombs, hand grenades, letter bombs), 
chemicals, bricks and other primitive hand weapons such as 
spears, knives or clubs. 

This category is intended to encompass all organized 
political violence, although assassinations are coded 
separately. It excludes all spontaneous violence. Also 
excluded are activities of organized crime which are not 
observed to be directly relevant to political cleavages and 
issues. The target of an armed attack is typically a 
regime, a government, or a political leader, but it may also 
be a religious, ethnic, racial, linguistic, or special 
interest minority. When a government is unable or unwilling 
to control an insurgency situation by normal sanctions, it 
may also resort to armed attacks. For the 1968-1977 period, 
whenever possible, armed attacks by governmental and 
military forces were coded separately from those undertaken 

56 



by insurgents. When it was impossible to determine which 
side initiated the event, or when a battle or clash was 
reported, the generic armed attack code was used. All three 
types were aggregated together in the annual series. 

^ Political Assassination is a politically motivated 
murder or attempted murder of a national leader, a high 
government official or a politician. Among the national 
leaders included are chiefs of state, heads of government, 
ministers, legislators, judges, and high-ranking civil 
servants and military officers. In addition to national 
leaders, state, province or district governors, mayors of 
large cities, and newspaper editors are included. 
Nationally prominent politicians who are not holding office 
(e,g,. Dr. Martin Luther King and Robert F. Kennedy) were 
also included. Unsuccessful assassination attempts were 
coded separately in the daily events file. Only successful 
assassinations, however, were aggregated into the annual 
events file. 

We excluded assassination plots that only reached the 
planning stage. Consistent with out general practice we 
have coded only those events that have actually taken place. 
Rumors about coups, arrests, or demonstrations, for 
instance, were not coded. If an actual attempt was 
unsuccessful (e.g., that against General Alexander Haig, 
NATO Commander, in July of 1979), it was coded as a failed 
assassination. One caveat is necessary here. Numerous 
(attempted) assassinations are the results of personal 
idiosyncrasies and even psychological illness on the part of 
the assassin. Often such events have no obvious political 
purpose. However, to judge their political relevance at 
each occurrence would have substantially reduced the 
reliability of the resulting series. We chose to be guided 
in our coding of the assassinations by the identity and 
status of the target, rather than by the uncertain and often 
unknowable objectives of the assassin. 

A Political Strike is a work stoppage by a body of 
industrial or service workers to a stoppage of normal 
academic life by students to protest a regime of its 
leaders' policies or actions. Strikes which were primarily 
directed at economic goals (higher wages, better working 
conditions, shorter hours) were not coded, even if the 
employer was a public enterprise. If there were a greater 
political significance to the strike we coded it. An 
indicator of such significance would be a political party's 
or movement's embracing of these economic demands, and 
supporting and disseminating them with the objective of 
embarrassing the government, eroding its' base of support 
and even precipitating its fall. For the 1968-1977 period, 
we distinguished political strikes involving workers from 
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those involving only students. The two were added together 
in the annual series. A political strike may last for many 
days or weeks, but it was counted as a single event, unless 
Its essential nature changed. For example, a new category 
of strikers might join in or a new set of goals might be ' 
announced. In cases of this sort, a new event was coded. 

A Renewal of Executive Tenure is an act that 
reestablishes or reconfirms the term of office of the 
national executive incumbent leader or ruling group through 
the country's regular institutionalized channels for this 
procedure. Formal power is neither lost nor transferred, 
but renewed in those who currently hold it. The term 
"regular" means that the change is not reported to be 
accompanied by actual or directly threatened violence or 
physical coercion and that it conforms to the prevailing 
conventional norms of the system. The idea was to measure 
change and continuity within systems as they are, not as 
they ought to be. For the moment we have had to ignore 
notions of structural violence. Examples of executive 
renewals include the reelection of a president, the 
reelection to parliament of the party or parties that 
support an incumbent president or premier, the reappointment 
of an incumbent premier who has resigned, a vote of 
confidence in a premier or his cabinet and the defeat of a 
vote of no-confidence. On 15 September 1974, Tunisia's 
Bourguiba was named President for life. This was coded as a 
renewal of executive tenure. A renewal of executive tenure 
which occurred simultaneously with one or more executive 
adjustments was coded as a distinct event type. The two are 
aggregated together in the annual series. 

An Unsuccessful Regular Executive Transfer is an event 
in which an abortive attempt is made by persons not holding 
national executive office to obtain such office through 
legal or conventional procedures. National executive office 
refers both to individual leadership positions such as 
presidents, prime ministers, monarchs and party chiefs in 
states where single parties exercise decisive political 
power and also to collegian executive bodies such as 
cabinets composed of one or more parties or groupings. The 
term "regular" means that the change is not reported to be 
accompanied by actual or directly threatened violence or 
physical coercion, and that it conforms to the prevailing 
conventional procedures of the particular political system 
in which it takes place. Unsuccessful regular executive 
transfers are "intermediate" between renewals of tenure and 
regular executive transfers. 

An unsuccessful regular executive transfer is not coded 
after an election which confirms the ruling individual or 
group in power. This is coded as a renewal or executive 
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tenure, A recurring example of this type of event is the 
appointment of a premier who fails to form a coalition 
government or who fails to have her or his government 
approved by the legislature. Eventually, when a new 
government is formally installed, a regular or irregular 
executive transfer is also scored. Unlike the situation 
following a renewal of tenure, there is in this case a 
governmental crisis in which political decision-making 
beyond routine administration is suspended. 

An Unsuccessful Irregular Power Transfer is a reported 
attempt by an organized group to remove and replace the 
incumbent national executive outside the conventional 
procedures for transferring formal power. An important 
coding condition for such an event is that an actual attempt 
at seizing power must be reported; if the authorities 
discover a "plot" before its' implementation is undertaken, 
an unsuccessful irregular power transfer is not coded. The 
criterion of success is whether the incumbent executive is 
effectively removed from exercising his powers and the 
challenger is installed in his place. There is no time 
condition; thus, a challenger who displaces the incumbent 
executive for a period of hours has effected a successful 
irregular owner transfer. In addition, the attempt must 
take place in the capital or in the physical center of 
government. A revolt or mutiny in a province or another 
city does not qualify; it is an armed attack. "Irregular" 
events, the opposite of "regular" as defined above, are 
characterized by actual or directly threatened violence and 
by non-conformity to the prevailing conventional procedures 
of the political system. A group inside or outside of the 
government, including a member group in a coalition; a 
faction within an administration, ruling party or military; 
a political opposition party or movement; a dissatisfied 
element outside of politics per se, such as a religious 
brotherhood; or foreign conspirators can stage an 
unsuccessful irregular transfer. An example is a situation 
in which dissident units of the army in conjunction with a 
political party are reported to have taken up positions 
around key government installations and kidnaped several 
high government officials before being crushed by loyal army 
units. 

An Irregular Power Transfer is a change in the office 
of national executive from one leader or ruling group to 
another. The change is accomplished outside the 
conventional legal or customary procedures for transferring 
power in effect at the time of the event. Such events are 
accompanied either by actual physical violence or with the 
clear threat of force. These events thus encompass 
bloodless depositions of rulers as well as the more 
spectacular sanguinary variety. In conformity with the 
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general practice, no qualitative assessment is made of the 
subsequent significance of an irregular power transfer as a 
criterion for coding. Thus, such an event may precipitate a 
fundamental change in the political system, or the system 
may continue substantially unchanged except for the 
irregularity of the power transfer event itself. Users of 
this variable would be ill-advised if they thought of it as 
an exhaustive indicator of political or social revolution. 

Irregular power transfers are closer conceptually to 
what are conventionally thought of as coups d'etat. They 
are probably more numerous than conventional coups, however, 
because the coding rules required that the many steps and 
maneuvers associated with a crisis be recorded as distinct 
events. So there are a number of occasions in which events 
that historians might consider a single coup are represented 
here by two or more irregular change events. The only 
criterion for a "successful" irregular power transfer is 
that there be a report stating the new leadership has 
actually replaced the old, arrogating to itself the titles 
and functions of chief executive. No minimum tenure limit 
could be imposed as a criterion for "success" without being 
unduly arbitrary. There are a few cases in which two 
irregular power transfer have occurred on the same date. 
The indicator is more sensitive to maneuverings and 
"counter-coups" than an inspection of the definition alone 
might lead one to suppose. 

Irregular power transfers sometimes beget further 
irregular political crises. It happens even more frequently 
that an irregular transfer is closely followed by several 
other kinds of governmental change as a new regime seeks to 
consolidate and legitimize its* position. After the coup, 
the coup leaders sometimes install a person either inside or 
outside the government as president or premier. Such events 
were coded as regular executive transfers because in the new 
power context such delegations or transfers of authority 
conform to new procedural norms and are not accompanied by 
threatened or actual coercion. Irregular power transfers 
are initiated by groups, cliques, cabals, parties and 
factions either inside or outside a government and its' 
agencies. Sometimes they are carried out by rebellious 
minorities within a country, the military, or conspirators 
backed by foreign powers. 

An Executive Adjustment is a much more modest form of 
governmental change. This event is a change in the 
composition of the ruling elites and its' most prevalent 
variety is the cabinet coalition shift. More formally, an 
executive adjustment is a modification in the membership of 
a national executive body that does not signify a transfer 
of formal power from one leader or ruling group to another. 
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National executive bodies include cabinets, councils of 
ministers, presidential offices, military juntas, and ruling 
party councils in states in which authoritative power is 
wielded by a single party. Modification in the membership 
of such a ruling body, short of major executive transfers, 
typically includes "reshuffles" or "shakeups" in which a 
single member or a small number of leaders are removed from 
or added to the membership. The simple redistribution of 
ministerial portfolios among the same individuals does not 
constitute an executive adjustment. There must be movement 
in or out of the executive body. The creation and 
elimination of cabinet posts were also coded as executive 
adjustments. 

Executive adjustments are considered "minor" in the 
power process because only one or a few positions change 
hands. The control exercised by the leader or ruling group 
is not reported to have been transferred or lost either 
wholly or partially to another group, faction or coalition. 
In most cases, according to the coding staff, the ruling 
group makes such adjustments to consolidate or strengthen 
its' security or popularity. Often cabinet ministers are 
sacrificed to the populace as scapegoats for specific policy 
failures. Executive adjustments are also considered 
"regular" in that they are not reported to be accompanied by 
actual or threatened coercion or be unconventional 
procedures. Executive adjustments can occur at any time 
during the tenure of a government. They can also be scored 
simultaneously with renewals. For the period 1968-1977, we 
distinguished simple renewals of executive tenure from 
renewals that were accompanied by adjustments. But 
adjustments occurring simultaneously with major regular 
executive transfers or irregular power transfers are not 
scored because they are considered an integral part of the 
executive transfer. A reported major transference effect 
obscures that context in which mere adjustment could occur. 
The removal of a member from an executive body and his 
simultaneous arrest is coded as governmental sanction rather 
than as executive adjustment. The death of a minister in 
office is coded as an executive adjustment more because of 
possible political consequences rather than because there 
was a political cause for the death. 

Significant shakeups can occur, of course, in many 
executive structures besides the highest ruling body. For 
example, in some countries large-scale purges of the 
military and civilian bureaucracies would seem to represent 
a kind of power adjustment. Nevertheless, considerations of 
comparability of categories and of available information 
required confining the arena for this variable to the 
pinnacle of the national government. 
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Thus, changes in a country's general staff have not 
been coded unless the general staff actually ruled the 
country. Changes in deputy premiers or cabinet 
undersecretaries have not coded. Adjustments in party 
central committee membership in communist countries have 
been excluded, but praesidium members and heads of 
ministries have been included. 

A Regular Executive Transfer is a change in the office 
of national executive from one leader or ruling group to 
another that is accomplished through conventional legal or 
customary procedures and is unaccompanied by actual or 
directly threatened physical violence. The office of 
national executive refers both to the individual leaders, 
such as presidents and prime ministers, add also to 
collegian executives bodies, such as cabinets composed of 
one or more parties or groups. In the latter case, a change 
is recorded if a constituent element is included or if a new 
element replaces an old one. The term "regular" means that 
the change is not reported to be accompanied by actual or 
directly threatened violence and that it conforms to the 
prevailing conventional procedures of the political system. 

In contrast. Irregular Executive Transfer events are 
characterized by actual or threatened violence and through 
the use of abnormal procedures. Chief executives include 
monarchs, presidents, prime ministers, and party chiefs in 
countries where single parties exercise decisive power, 
paralleling or supervising the affairs of government. Also 
included are all other analogous offices and titles that may 
not enjoy general usage. For a transfer to be scored, it 
was necessary that the Chief executive office change hands, 
but the new recipient of power could have held office 
previously. Cases in which an executive's tenure was 
extended through elections or other means were coded as 
renewal events. 

In some political systems there are two chief 
executives. To avoid qualitative judgments about the 
relative significance of prime ministers over presidents 
(e.g., France) changes in both offices were coded. In 
constitutional or traditional monarchies only changes in the 
prime minister were coded. A number of countries were under 
colonial administration during the period under 
investigation. In these countries, changes in the colonial 
executive, such as the governor-general were coded as power 
transfers. Many of these countries became independent 
during the coding period. This was especially true of the 
1960-1965 period in Africa. The formal change to sovereign 
status was recorded as a power transfer even if there 
happened not to be a simultaneous change in executive 
officers. Several countries also underwent secession or 
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unification during the 1948-1977 period. These violent and 
tumultuous changes were coded as irregular executive 
transfers. Examples included Bangladesh, South Vietnam, and 
Biafra. The date of the power transfer was coded as the 
effective date of the transfer. For example, the 
unification of North and South Vietnam was coded on 30 April 
1975, the date of the fall of Saigon, rather than 2 July 
1976, the date of formal unification. Similarly, changes in 
a country's constitution that clearly increased or decreased 
a chief executive's powers were also counted. Some 
constitutions, notably in Latin America, require the 
temporary resignation of a president while traveling abroad, 
such resignations were not counted unless the president 
failed to resume office when he returned. Another coding 
question concerns the duration of a change event. 
Sometimes, the consummation of a power transfer without any 
discernible change exceeded the 24 hour time boundary 
typical of most of our events. Coders therefore were 
instructed to score the data of each power transfer event as 
the date on which it was reported completed. For example, 
if a cabinet were restructured to include a new party, the 
event would be scored on the day that the new cabinet 
assumed power, not the day that the old one resigned. In 
the case of newly elected president or prime minister, the 
executive transfer was scored as occurring when the office 
was taken and not on the day the election results were 
announced. 

An Election is an act of collective choice by a body of 
people entitled to vote. Reported events by a national 
electorate to elect national leaders or to express a choice 
about a policy issue were coded. Included are popular 
elections to national legislatures, popular elections of 
national chief executives, and national referenda. Also 
coded were by-elections, but these were not aggregated into 
the total for elections in the annual series file. In order 
to make the new aggregations comparable with the earlier 
series of elections for the first 20 years, we aggregated 
together elections for national legislatures, chief 
executives, and referenda discounting, however, more than 
any one of these on a single day. 

No exclusions were made on the basis of suffrage 
limitations, competitiveness, legality, or political 
significance. Excluded were elections held within the 
national assembly or party congresses, popular elections to 
bodies such as trade union councils or political party 
leadership, and elections below the national level. 
Although coding was much more straightforward than was the 
case with events of protest and coercion, there were a 
number of ad hoc decision rules which were invoked as coding 
progressed. In the case of Algeria, for example, the 
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election of the president on 12 December 1976 was coded as 
an election even though there was only one candidate. 
Alternatively, we could have considered this a referendum on 
Boumedienne's leadership. On the other hand, the selection 
of General Geisel on 15 January 1974 by the Brazilian state 
legislature was not coded as the election of a national 
chief executive because it was not a popular election. The 
event was coded as a renewal of executive tenure. Finally, 
although Puerto Rico's status is ambiguous, the election of 
the governor on 7 November 1968 and every four years 
subsequently, was coded as an election and , as appropriate, 
as a regular power transfer of a renewal of executive 
tenure. 

Imposition of Political Sanction and Relaxation of 
Political Sanctions includes both Censorship and other 
political restrictions. 

The Imposition of Censorship includes actions by the 
government to limit, to curb, or to intimidate the mass 
media, including newspapers, magazines, books, radio, and 
television. Typical examples of such action are the closing 
of newspapers or journals, the censoring of articles in the 
domestic press, the controlling of dispatches sent out of 
the country. 

The Relaxation of Censorship involves the modification 
or elimination of controls on the mass media. These event 
types are reported in the daily events file, but they are 
combined with reports of the imposition and relaxation of 
other restrictions in the annual events file. 

The Imposition of Other Political Restrictions includes 
actions taken by the government to neutralize, to suppress, 
or to eliminate a perceived threat to the security of the 
government, the regime, or the state itself. Although this 
category encompasses a diversity of governmental activities, 
all of them share the characteristic of constituting 
specific responses to a perceived security problem at the 
national level even though sanctions are sometimes carried 
out by subnational governmental units. An attempt has been 
made to exclude sanctions against criminal behavior that has 
no political relevance. This does not mean that organized 
crime or crime in the streets are unimportant or that they 
do no indicate a degree of social dissatisfaction. Rather, 
we have tried to maintain a focus on behavior that is 
directly political, i.e., behavior concerned with the 
distribution and use of political power in the polity. 

The Relaxation of Political Restrictions involves the 
modification or elimination of these restrictions. 
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^ Political Execution, the outright elimination of a 
political dissident, is a more severe form of governmental 
sanction. This event type consists of the execution of 
persons in the control of the authorities and under orders 
from the national authorities. Excluded are assassinations, 
even if known to have been arranged by the authorities, and 
persons killed in riots, armed attacks, strikes, etc. Also 
excluded are executions for criminal offenses such as murder 
that are not reported to have political significance. 
Typically, a political execution is one in which the person 
executed is charged with activities threatening the state, 
the regime, the government, or its leaders. Executions for 
political crimes committed before 1948 are excluded. 
Reports of death sentences handed down are not included 
unless there is evidence that the sentence was carried out. 

Gross National Product (in million U.S. dollars) is 
estimated in United States dollars using an exchange rate 
conversion. GNP is first expressed in domestic currency as 
a weighted average of domestic prices for the base period 
1974-1976. This figure is then converted using a weighted 
average exchange rate for the same base period and is 
adjusted for the aggregate price difference in the GNP of 
the United States between the base period and 1975. 

For the centrally planned economies, the beginning 
point is an estimate of gross domestic product for 1965 
developed by the United Nations Economic Commission for 
Europe through an extensive comparison of physical 
indicators. GDP per capita estimates for 22 non-centrally 
planned economies were regressed against 21 physical 
indicators. Estimates for the centrally planned economies 
were obtained by using the resulting parameters. Data for 
1975 were estimated by employing indies of real GNP growth 
rates. [Source: World Bank, World Bank Atlas: Population. 
Per Capita Product, and Growth Rates (Washington,1977)] . 

Gross National Product Per Capita (U.S. dollars) were 
obtained by dividing Gross National Products by mid-year 
populations. 

"Legitimation can be seen as the process encompassing 
the articulation of the leadership's awareness of the 
validity of its' authority and the necessity of attempting 
to secure some recognition of that validity on the part of 
those it rules" [Source: International Encyclopedia of the 
Social Sciences. Vol. 9 (1968), 244]. 
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APPENDIX C 

Factor Loadings of Each Country 

Country 

1. 
2, 
3, 
4. 
5. 
6, 
7. 
8, 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12, 
13, 
14, 
15, 
16. 
17. 
18, 
19, 
20, 
21, 
22, 
23. 
24, 
25, 
26, 
27, 
28, 
29, 
30, 
31, 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38, 
39, 
40, 

USA 
CNDA 
MXCO 
GTML 
HNDS 
CLMB 
BRZL 
ARGN 
URGY 
UK 
IRLD 
NTHL 
BLGM 
FRNC 
SWTZ 
SPAN 
PRTG 
BRD 
PLND 
AUST 
CZCH 
ITLY 
YGSL 
GRCE 
CYPR 
RMNA 
USSR 
FNLD 
SWDN 
NRWY 
NIGA 
KNYA 
TNZA 
ANGL 
SAFR 
LBYA 
IRAN 
TRKY 
EGPT 
LBNN 

Acts of Noncompliance 
Legitimacy Coercion 

.69 
-.29 
-.45 
-.60 
-.41 
-.44 
-.37 
-.06 
-.48 
1.12 
-.43 
-.43 
-.48 
.33 

-.56 
3.41 
5.45 
-.20 
-.37 
-.57 
-.06 
-.48 
-.24 
.25 

-.28 
-.40 
1.72 
-.27 
-.48 
-.47 
-.19 
-.34 
-.53 
.04 

-.28 
-.50 
-.45 
-.33 
-.10 
.32 

6 
3 

08 
37 
34 
35 
37 
29 
28 
25 
40 
,52 
,29 
,35 
,32 
,23 
.40 
.01 
.21 
.32 
.32 
.37 
.32 
.03 
.29 
,32 
,23 
,40 
,06 
,37 
,40 
,40 
,59 
.23 
.40 
.32 
.37 
.37 
,37 
,06 
,40 
.09 
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APPENDIX C: continued 

Country 

41. 
42, 
43, 
44, 
45, 
46. 
47. 
48. 
49. 
50, 
51, 
52, 
53, 
54, 

ISRL 
CHNA 
KORS 
INDA 
PKST 
BRMA 
TLND 
KMPC 
LAOS 
VNMS 
MLYS 
PHLP 
AUSL 
NZLD 

Acts of Noncompliance 
Legitimacy 

13 
37 
00 
03 
40 
23 
36 
40 
01 
22 
40 
27 
31 
40 

Coercion 

.03 
-.25 
.10 
. 70 

-.27 
-.54 
-.14 
-.14 
.01 
.30 

- . 56 
-.21 
-.21 
-. 58 

In explanation of these results, with regard to the 
Legitimacy Factor Loadings: the lower the number, the fewer 
the acts of noncompliance the greater the number the more 
frequent the acts of noncompliance. Coercion Factor loading 
may be similarly interpreted: the lower the number, the 
lower the level of Coercion, the greater the number, the 
higher the level of Coercion utilized by the government. 
Two important cautions must be emphasized: first, the acts 
of noncompliance, specifically targeted non-violent 
noncompliance, acts of violence were not included in these 
analyses (and perhaps should have been), thus, some 
indicators may not agree with general knowledge, and second, 
"not only are the correlations between the hypothetical 
factor and the corresponding scale likely to be much less 
than 1.0, but also the relationships among the scales are 
not likely to be the same as the relationships among the 
underlying factors. What (Kim and Mueller) are emphasizing 
is that one should not forget the fact that factor scales 
are error-prone indicators of the underlying factors" (Kim 
and Mueller, 1985, 51) . 
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APPENDIX D 

Reservations Concerning the Data Set 

The data set itself does contain several limitations. 

It ignores all transnational institutions like the Roman 

Catholic church or multi-national corporations which 

admittedly do influence the legitimation process in certain 

nations. 

As noted within the text, this data set is a 

compilation of aggregate level data. This means that a weak 

individual trend may appear strong because of its wide 

distribution among the population. Finally, only nations 

collect and publish vast arrays of statistics of the type 

relevant to this area of study, which means the reliability 

of the data set is entirely dependent on the reporting 

nation's honesty and good faith, as well as technical 

expertise in collecting data. Illustrative of the problem 

is the fact that the study was limited to 54 to the 155 

nations reported. 

It should also be noted that severe difficulties 

hampered the operationalization phase of this investigation. 

These variables admittedly, are probably not the best 

measures of the concepts; however, they were the best 

provided by the data set. 
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