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I. INTRODUCTION

Political culture is one of the renegade concepts of contemporary social science.
Theorists have not provided a persuasive picture of its causal role, but analysts
have not been able to do without it in explaining empirical outcomes. In this
article, I explore some of the ways that political culture combines with political
structure to create or maintain a democratic regime form.

Three main positions have emerged in debates about political culture since
World War II. A first generation of researchers, many working in a
functionalist framework, argued that political culture plays a major role in
determining political structures and regime outcomes (e.g., Adorno, et al. 1950;
Stouffer 1955; Lipset 1981 [1960], 1963; Almond and Verba 1963). A second,
critical generation argued either that political culture plays no role, or that
it simply follows from the structure and institutions of the regime. Most critics
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took broadly materialist positions (not necessarily Marxist), and the most
radical of them adopted a rational choice framework (e.g., Barry 1970). Yet
while their critiques were persuasive, the critics’ positive theoretical
prescriptions were less compelling, and researchers have found it difficult to
deny political culture a causal influence altogether. Thus, a third answer to
the question was suggested by Almond (1980), a major proponent of the first
position, that political culture and political structure affect each other
reciprocally, in a complex fashion. This assertion was the easy part; neither
Almond nor other writers have indicated in any detail what this interaction
looks like. Instead, a new wave of writing, sometimes citing new data, simply
tends to argue that the first generation was right and that political culture plays
a major role (especially Inglehart 1988; also see Chilton 1988; Eckstein 1988;
Wildavsky 1987, 1988).

In this paper, 1 adopt Almond’s third alternative and investigate how the
combination of political culture and political structure contributes to regime
outcomes. Since it is impossible to address this whole question in a single article,
I restrict my discussion to a special, but central, case: how legitimation and
opposition structure (party systems and government coalitions) jointly
contribute to democratic outcomes. In the discussion section, 1 suggest that
this special case can be generalized.

My discussion proceeds in several stages. | begin by arguing that two popular
theories are implausible. First, we do not necessarily need “deep” political
culture to account for democratic outcomes. Democratic legitimation, a
shallower aspect of political culture, probably suffices. Second, I argue that
we cannot account for the emergence of liberal democracy simply in terms of
the number and power of actors who want it. Liberal democracy is not just
an additive sum of “actor-vectors,” but rather, a product of actors’ interaction.
This interaction sometimes produces different outcomes from those the actors
intend, just as drivers intending to spend the weekend at the beach sometimes
spend it in a traffic jam instead. Thus, I describe how political culture and
political structure combine to produce regime outcomes. First, I describe one’s
effects on the other. Legitimation constrains the influence of opposition
structure, and opposition structure affects the growth of democratic
legitimation. Second, I describe how the combination of the two factors affects
the creation, survival, or collapse of democracy.

In this paper, I employ a social action framework in the tradition of Weber.?
This framework shares features with other metatheories used in the literature
on political culture, but it also differs at important points. First, a social action
framework resembles rational choice theory, and differs from functionalism,
in restricting motivation and goals to the actor, not the system. That is,
teleology (goal-seeking) resides not in the system, but in actors who want certain
things for themselves or the system. This orientation avoids many of
functionalism’s tautological problems. Second, like rational choice theory, a
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