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PREFACE

A contemporary Cuban anthem refers to Cuba as the "beacon of the Americas,
proudly and haughtily" awaiting for its Latin American neighbors 'when the arms
of liberty angrily (they) raise" (Obra Revoluciomaria, 1963). This "beacon"
theme is based on the assumption that other Latin Americans will adopt the
Cuban solution because they identify with the Cuban situation. Fidel Castro
stated: '"In many countries of Latin America pre-revolutionary conditions are
incomparably superior to those which existed in our country"” (Toch, 1965:205).
Yet eleven years have elapsed since the coming to power of the revolutionary
regim2, and although several guerilla rebellions have sprouted in other Latin
American nations, no country has followed the Cuban "beacon." Partly this
may be explained in terms of what Veliz denotes as excessive stability:

In spite of its reputation for frequent and violent political
upheaval, perhaps the principal contemporary problem of Latin

America is excessive stability. There exists in the region a

resilient traditional structure of institutions, hierarchial

arrangements, and attitudes which conditions every aspect of

pelitical behavior, and which has survived centuries of colonial

government, movements for independence, foreign wars and iIinvasions,

domestic revolutions, and a confusingly large number of lesser

palace revolts. More recently it has not only successfully resisted

the impact of technological innovation and industrialization, but

appears to have been strengthened by it. (Veliz, 1965:1)

Accounting for obstacles to change in Latin America, is a great challenge
which I will not undertake, However, I will attempt to explain some of the
conditions which, I will argue, partly account for the '"uniqueness" of the
Cuban change. Its drastic revelutionary changes in a span of ten years
~disrupted and recreated the institutional order. How successful was this

change will not be considered. What is pertinent are the social forces

which made possible this change.



CHAPTER I
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

A brief survey of the literature indicates that most sociological theories
consider institutions to be sotiety's major mechanism of socialization and
social control. I argue hypothetically that estimates of the strength of the
social system can be studied by analyzing the effectiveness of institutions.
That is, unstable and ineffective social institutions do not effectively
perform social control and socialization. Such a system is weak, and its
weakness may result in unstability, ineffectiveness, and ultimately in dis-
ruption. Using a tautology simply manifests the poor state of knowledge which
characterizes today's Sociolegical thought on drastic social change. 1 am
theorizing that such a system inclines to rapid and drastic social change.

A revolution is more likely to occur in such a society rather than in one
where deeply-rooted, popularly-supported institutions exist.

Even though a revolution is likely to occur when institutions are ineffec-
tive and unstable, the new social system is perhaps equally vulnerable to the
pressures that brought about the disruption of the former. Thus, these new
systems shortly collapse or compromise original hopes to bring about reforms
rather than drastic change. Collapse of the total social system is uncommon.
Such occurs when the institutional order collapses or when one institutional
order, the political and/or the military, seizes the reins of power. History,
however, shows this to be improbable. Few revolutions since the French Revo-

" lution have succeeded in drastically changing the social order. Huntington
(1966:264) denotes these so-called 'great revolutions" as merely "revolutions."
Palace revolts, insurrections, coups, rebellions, and wars of independence

that are not accompanied by drastic changes in the social order are not revo-



lutions. This discussion follows Huntington: a revolution is a rapid,
fundamental, and violent domestic change in the dominant values and myths

of a society, in its political institutions, social structure, leadership,
and government activity and policies (1966:264). Thus, there have been few
revolutions; the French, Russian, Mexican, Chinese, and Cuban follow closely
the definition.

Being precise, then, prior to 1959, contrary to journalistic and some
scholarly information, Cuba had had no revolution. Cuba had had small scale
insurrections, coups, revolts, and prior to its liberation from Spain, two
wars of independence. The changes resulting from those conflicts affected
only the decision-making cadre. Beneath that level, crumbling institutional
orders persisted. These insignificant changes--insignificant to the popular
mass of Cubans--did not affect changes of the other institutional orders.

The great masses of Cubans were left untouched as a result of those elite
changes. Indeed, weakly-articulated institutions, education, economy,
government, religion, provided rewards to officialdom but maintained coercive
control of masses. In essence, institutions coerced and exploited the masses
of the countryside but did not constitute viable soclal arrangments for most
Cubans except that mass populations were victims of the operations of
institutions.

There were institutions but not widely articulated, nor were institutions
conceived as being relevant to the masses except as the masses were controlled
by thelr institutions. At the national level--literally in Havana--all
institutions were represented and the reins of those institutions were held
there. I analyze the Cuban institutional order prior to 1959 as indicative
of a crumbling social order. We are interested in those aspects which were

necessary antecedent conditions for revolutionary change, and which after 1959



resulted in an effective revolution and an ineffective counterrevolution.
Before proceeding with that analysis, it 1s necessary to establish some
theoretical formulations on social control and institutions, social change,

revolution, and modernization.
Institutions: Socialization and Social Control

This section briefly reviews theoretical formulations of social control
as d@minant paradigms of sociology. TFollowing Kuhn's usage (1962:10),
paradigms mean medels giving rise to particular traditions and approaches
of scientific research.

Conformity has been accounted for in two broad ways (Stone and Faberman,
1970:13). First, Durkheim's view of fhe nature of constraints, coupled with
Freud's formulation of the superego as internalized social rules, led sociol-
ogists to interpret conformity as a consequence of socialization. Second,
Parsons and Reisman see man as involved in a continuous quest for social
acceptance. In the second instance, anxiety operates to maintain man's
conformity and to minimize his deviance.

Durkheim and Parsons see society as controlling the individual from out-
side by imposing constraints on him through sanctions, such as codes of law
orrconventions. Durkheim's model emphasizes society as the single and
decisive element in socialization. Society regulates the conduct of the indi-
vidual through the collective conscience and the division of labor. Social
solidarity occurs because individuals subscribe to the collective conscience
and the division of labor. This pressure from society embedded in the division
of labor makes man a moral being (Durkheim, 1947:390-405). In Parsons' model
the relationship between man and society prevails. Through internalization

and socialization the individual learns both to interpret the attitudes and



intentions of others and to adopt the commitments and capacities essential to
perform his adult role (Parsons, 1964:20-30),

Marx (1937) sees society as dominated by the mode of economic production.
The class structure consists of rulers (owners) and oppressed (nonowners) as
related to production. The struggle between those two classes determines
men's social relations. In particular, the ruling class, which owes its
position to owning and controlling means of production, alse controls,
through often subtle ways, the whole moral and intellectual life of the
pe0p1é. According to Marx, law and government, art and literature, science
and philosophy serve, more or less directly, the interests of the ruling
class. For Marx, the organization of production provides a framework whereby
some indi--iduals become class conscious and %ngage in class conflict because
of the ownership of production., Workers want a voice in production, owners
resist their a#quiring such a voice. For sensitized owners or workers,
socialization into particular roles im social classes occurs because they
understand how their interests are determined in relationship to production.
Through the process of stratification, society controls and instills confor-
mity on individuals. Class position dominates and conditions individuals.
Classes result from the organization of production. Therefore, through his
class, the individual becomes subordinate to society.

Some members of a society in the Marxian model are unaware of the central
role of ownership. For the most part, those individuals are workers or
bourgecis, who falgsely conceive of their interests as being similar or iden-
tical to those of the owners. Such workers or bourgeois are manipulatable

"silent" majority as

by owners and provide manpower for the so-called
identified by contemporary observers of the Unlted States. So long as a

substantial sector of public opinion is so disposed a revolutionary situation



is unlikely to develop.

Manunheim argues that social organization results because individuals give
up their own freedom to procure higher social ends. Social organilzation
defines and structures individual behavior. Society controls the individual
by pressures in the form of incentives and rewards for which individuals
strive. Social organization instills wishes and determines the range of
possible gratifications (Mannheim, 1940).

Mead's process of socialization involves a never ending exchange between
the "I" and the '"'me," that is, between the self and society. Personality

' and the "generalized other."

results from the juncture of the "I," the '"me,’
Society in the form of the generalized other influences the behavior of the
individual. Mead's self develops as a result of relating to society and
individuals (Mead, 1934:134-138).

Gerth and Mills, as Mead, see man and society as relating in interactive
processes involving ego, individual, alter{(s), and society. The individual
molds his personality according to the several significant others around him
and according to his position and career in society.

Those authors draw from Mead the two fundamental concepts which unite
personality and social structure--~role and institution. Role refers to
units of conduct which (1) recur as regularities, and (2) orient to the
conduct of other actors. Imstitutions are organizations of roles carrying
different degrees of authority.

Institution is the basic unit on which Gerth and Mills build their notion
of social structure. A soclal structure is more than the interrelations of
its institutions, but these institutions in the authors' view do make up its

basic framework. The authors classify institutions so as to enable them to

construct types of soclal structure. They classify institutions accordiné



to the ends served. An institutional order, for the authors, collects those
institutions within a social structure having similar consequences and ends

or serving similar objective functions (ends). Institutions vary in size,
recruitment, and composition of membership, in forms of control or in pro-
portions of permanent and transient roles. They distinguish five major
institutional orders which are classified according to their having ends
concerning power, goods, and services, violence, deities, and procreation.

"Any social structure, according to this conception is made up of certain
combination or pattern of such institutional orders" (Gerth and Mills, 1964:26).

(1) The political order consists of those ingtitutions within which
men acquire, wield, or influence the distribution of power and
authority within social structures.

(2) The economic order is made up of those establishments by which
men organize labor, resources, and technical implements in order
to produce and distribute goods and services.

(3) The kinship order is composed of institutions which regulate
and facilitate legitimate sexual intercourse, procreation, and

the early rearing of children.

(4) The military order is composed of institutions in which men organize
legitimate violence and supervise its use.

(5) The religious order is composed of those institutions in which
men organize and supervise the collective worship of God or
deities, usually at regular occasions and at fixed places. (1964:26)
Any discussion of socialization and social contrel, whether extensive or
briefly summarized, leads to a rather abstract philosophical level, That
is so, because the question concerns defining the relationship between
individuals and society. 1In briefly reviewing these models, I purposely
excluded abstractly discussing origins and evolution of society. By limiting
discussion to theoretical models which founded traditions and approaches of
soclal research, a theoretical perspective is galned of the relationship

existing among individuals, the institutional order, and society.

Those paradigms provide a basis for analysis and prediction., Each



paradigm acknowledges the decisive impact of society, through its institutions,
to mold individual personalities and to exercise social control upon its
members., The differences among those paradigms are of manner and degree, and
concern authors' basic models of man and society.

The intention of this review is to stress the centrality of the insti-
tutional order in effectively performing socialization and social control.
To say society is to say control of people. Social control is indispensable
for the existence of the social system. Institutional orders socialize,
reward, and coerce to perform that function. Institutional orders failing
to perform that function yield an unstable and collapse-prone social system.

Observing the theoretical context of that thesis follows.

Drastic Social Change

Amitai and Eva Etzioni observe that grand theories on social change give
inadequate guidance for soclological research, but neither does modern social
theory. '"There is no adequate theory of social change, just as there is no
fully developed general theory of society" (1964:75). Talcott Parsons and
Wilbert Moore suggest that a theory of society and one of social change are

inseparable. Parsons closes his discussion of change in The Social System

with the statement:

Perhaps, even, it is not too much to hope that this chapter
as a whole will convince the reader that there is a certain falsity
in the dilemma between "static' and "dynamic' emphases. If theory
is good theory, whichever type of problem it tackles most
directly, there is no reason whatever to believe that it will
not be equally applicable to the problems of change and to those
of process within a stabilized system., (1951:536)

Moore states; "“An 'integrated' theory of social change will be as singular

or plural as soclological theory as a whole, and will include about the same

subdivisions and topics" (Moore, 1960:818).



Smucker and Zijdeveld observe that negative critics of the system-model
of functionalism, in accusing that theory of being unable to adequately
account for social change, may have encouraged functionalists to convince
them that functionalism does account for change. Functionalists analyze
change within a social system and note reactions to total systems to exo-
geneous sources of change (1970:375)., Further, they relate those analytic
perspectives to the process of institutionalization. '"However, even though
an analysis of change requires an historical approach, the basic assumptions
of functionalism remain conspicuously ahistorical." The authors note that
the functionalist approach may view social systems as processual entities
moving through history but the actual mode of analysis focuses more upon the
effects of change rather than upon explaining the historical dynamics of
change.,

Conflict models offer an alternative, but they too are limited. Evolu-
tionary and equilibrium theories conceive of society as including mutually
interdependent structures that operate functionally or dysfunctionally to one
another. If evolutionary and equilibrium theories see stable structure
everywhere, conflict theories see structural change everywhere. Proposed
conflict models introduce a historical dimension into the analysis of change,
"but they share the limitations of the system-model in that they tend to
restrict their analysis of change to only structural change. By not dealing
with meaning, the impact of the historical perspective is seriously limited"
(Smucker and Zijderveld, 1970:375).

Diversity in social change theory makes finding a precise and compre-
hensive definition of social change very difficult. Edward Tiryakian
(1967:75) following Parsons, distinguishes between societal change and social

change. Social change is essentially a continuous rather than a discontinuous
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process and a quantitative elaboration of structural differentiation. It is
characterized by quantitative increments within a certain pattern of organ-
ization within a certain inst;tutional structure. Societal change involves
change of the organizational structure of a total society (Tiryakian, 1967:70).
Such change is radical in being a total transformation of institutional
structures, or approximating what Meusel calls "a recasting of the social
order" (1934:367). Societal change is, therefore, s qualitative change,

a discontinuity or leap in the general normative pattern of the organizatiom,
which will be manifested in all major foci of institutional structure
(Tiryakian, 1967:70).

In our forthcoming discussion, then, we will refer to Tiryakian's model
of societal change, as we will be interested in radical change, the "recasting
of the social order.”

What distinguishes a revolution from other sccial upheavals as a type of
socletal change? It is not the magnitude of physical violence, but the
revolution's permeation of the social structure. Revolutions radically, not
gradually, transform the structure of the social order. Hannah Arendt
observes, '"violence is no more adequate to describe the phenomenon of revo-
lution than change; only where change occurs in the sense of a new beginning,
where violence is used to constitute an altogether different form of govern-
ment to bring about the formation of a new body politic . . . can we speak
of revolution" (1963:28). Revolutions are rare. Most societies never
experienced revolutions and most ages before modern times were without
revolution (Huntington, 1966:264).

Great civilizatioms of the past--Egypt, Babylon, Persia, The Incas,
Greece, Rome, China, India, and the Arab world--experienced revolts,

insurrections, and dynastic changes, but these did not "constitute anything
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resembling the 'great revolutions' of the West" (1963:644), More precisely,
revolution is a characteristic of modernizing societies. Moreover, it is
one way of modernizing a society. "Revolution is the ultimate expression
of the modernizing outlook, the belief that it is within the power of man

to control and to change his enviromment” (Huntington, 1966:265),

Revolution as modernization cannot occur in any society at any period in
its history. It is not a universal occurrence but rather historically limited
phenomenon. It will not occur in highly traditional societies with uncompli-
cated economies. Nor will it occur in ighly modern societies. It occurs in
societies having experienced some social and economic development (Huntington,
1966:265). And, particularly where some institutionazl orders have lagged
behind economic change.

A social system whose political institutions cannot assimilate and absorb
new groups 1s opened to an explosion of political participation. Without that
explosion there is no revolution.

A complete revolution, however, involves another phase--the creation and
institutionalization of a new social order. The successful revoluticn combines
rapid mobilization with rapid institutionalization. As Huntington comments:
"The measure of how revolutionary a revolution is is the rapidity and the
scope of the expansion of pelitical participation. The measure of how
successful a revolution is is the authority and stability of the institutions
to which it gives birth." To summarize, a full scale revolution involves the
rapld and viclent destruction of the existing institutions, the mobilization
of new groups, and the creation of new institutiomns. The sequence and the
relations among these three aspects may vary from one revolution to another.

Delimiting his perspectives on revolution, Tiryakian (1967:75) observes

that a revolution requires antecedent necessary conditions structural
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prerequisites in Levy's sense (1952;71-76) for a structural transformation
that may have no direct or manifest relation to the objectives of the revo-
lutionaries. In fact; these antecedents may have developed over a long
period of time at various "depth" levels of the social structure. They may
not be publicly recognized, although there may be some awareness of a gemeral
"malaise" or "unrest" (1967:75). Chalmers Johnson (1964:5) following a
structural functional approach refers to these antecedents' necessary
conditions as dysfunctions. "Dysfunction is the condition that demands the
response of social change--and of revolution." But what distinguishes revo-
lutionary change from other forms of social change? Two considerations are
relevant here: revolution occurs because nonviolent evolution is not
occurring, and revolution occurs in response to a distinct condition of the
system that we call "multiple dysfunction.”" It is a peoples' awareness of
the actual, or incipient, metastasis of social ills that causes the "loss of
confidence" that so often presages revolutionary conditions. In addition

to the criterion of elite intransigencies in the face of system dysfunction,
dysfunctions must "metastisize" beyond one substructure in order for revolution
to become appropriate (Johnson, 1964:9).

Presumably revolutions occur when there is coincidence of certain condi-
tions in political institutions and certain circumstances among social forces.
In these terms, the two prerequisites for revolution are, first, political
institutions incapable of providing channels for the participation of new
social forces, and secondly, the dissatisfaction, demands, and desire of

social forces.

Two Patterns of Revolution

Huntington identifies two general patterns of revolutions (1966:266-267).
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The "Western' pattern involves a collapsing of the political institutions of
the old regime, then the mobilizing of new groups in politics and then the
creating of new institutions. The "Eastern" revolution, in comntrast, begins
with mobilizing new social groups into politics, and creating new institutions
and ends with violent overthrow of the political institutions of the old order.
The French, Russian, Mexican, and, in its early phases, Chinese Revolution
approximate the '"western' model. The latter phases of the Chinese Revo-
lution, the Vietnamese Revolution and other colonial struggles against imperi-
alist powers approximate the "eastern' model. In the "western" revolution,
mobilizing new social forces is the consequence of the collapse of the old
regime; in the "eastern" revolution, mobilizing new forces collapses the old
reglme,

Western revolutions require relatively little overt‘acticn by rebellious
groups to overthrow the old regime. "The revolution," as Pettee says (1938:
100-101), "does not begin with the attack of a powerful new force upon the
state. It begins simply with a sudden recognition by almost all the passive

' Whether or not a

and active membership that the state no longer exists.'
revolution develops depends upon the number and the character of the groups
involved. A crucial factor following the coliapse of the old regime, however,
is whether power concentrates or disperses. 'The less traditional the society
in which the old regime has collapsed and the more groups which are available
and able and inclined to participate in politics, the more likely is revo-
lution to take place'" (Huntington, 1966:268).

After an old regime collapses, three social types have played roles in
the ensuing political struggle, Initially, as Brinton and others have pointed

out, the moderates (Kerensky, Madero, Sun Yat-Sen) assume authority. Typically,

they attempt to establish some sort of liberal, democratic, constitutional
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state which is described as restoring an earlier constitutional order. More
frequently, moderates remain moderate and lose power because of their
moderation, Their failure stems from both their inability to mobilize new
social forces and to lead the radical forces. Incapable of performing

either function, moderates are swept from power by counterrevolutionaries who
perform the first, or by revolutionaries who perform the second. Castro was
both Kerensky and Lenin to the Cuban Revolution. His style shifted from
moderation to revolution as his movement assumed and then consolidated its

power.

In most revolutionary situations, counterrevolutionaries attempt to
stifle the development of increased political participation and to reestablish
the old political order which relies on concentrated (unshared, authoritarian)

power. Access to power is by ascription.

The radical revolutionaries are the third major political group in a
revolutionary situation. They mobilize social forces and expand political
participation. Revolutionaries with a scenario to mobilize and increase
participation, have an advantage over either group of rivals when established
institutions break down. The revolution becomes more radical as larger and
larger masses of the population enter the political arena. In most instances,
revolutionary success lies in appealing to peasants and other lower class
groups. Appeals are usually social and economic. Both oftimes nationalist

appeals supplement socio-economic themes.

The Western revolution is distinguished by the period of political
struggle or violence among moderates, counterrevolutionaries, and revolution-

arles after the old regime's fall. The Eastern revolution is distinguished by
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a prolonged period of "dual power in which revolutionaries expand political
participation and scope and authority of their institutions at the same time
that the government is, in other geographlical areas and at other times,
continuing to rule. In the Western revolution, the principal struggles are
between contesting groups; in the Eastern revolution, struggle is between a
revolutionary group and the established order" (Huntington, 1966:271).

In Brinton's terms, the Western revolution stems from the fall of the 01d
regime. Then follows events--the revolutionary honeymoon, moderate rule,
efforts of counterrevolution, the rise of radicals, reigns of terror and
virtue, and eventually, the thermidor--that differ in time and space as
compared with Eastern revolutions.

With regard to institutions, the Western revolution features the
collapse of established institutions, mobilization of new social forces and
expansion of their political participation, and finally the creation of new
institutions. The pattern of institutional evolution during the Eastern
revolution is quite different. The mobilization of new social forces, and
the creation of new institutions are carried on simultaneously and gradually
by the revolutionary elite and the collapse of the institutional order of the
0ld regime marks the end rather than the beginning of the revolutionary
struggle. The Eastern revolution features parallel institutions within a
political entity whereln a protracted struggle betwéen competing institutional
arrangements eventually is won by the revolutionary forces. The Western
revolution, we speculate, is urban: it usually originates in the capital
and gradually expands to the countryside. The Eastern revolution appears to
be rural. It establishes itself in a remote section and gradually escalates

military operations until the capital is successfully occupied.
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This classification provides a useful model to illustrate paths followed
by certain revolutions. For example, early phases of the Cuban Revolution
come close to the Eastern model. Revolutionary forces were based in the
remote countryside, their military operations escalated from isolated terror-
istic operations to guerilla warfare., However, in later phases, the Cuban
Revolution approximates the Western pattern.

The old Cuban regime collapsed unexpectedly—--not as revolutionaries
occupied the capital. Whether or not guerilla warfare was capable of over-
throwing the government remains open for speculation., We do know that
guerilla advances substantially contributed to its downfall, but those
advances were not the sole reason. The old regime collapsed in the capital
city as the revolutionary group was located some distance from Havana. Here,
as in the Western pattern, a struggle ensued among moderates, radicals, and
conservatives, There was a period of amarchy as the revolutionary government
was not established until some period after the Batista government had failed
to govern. And, as in the Western model, an initial take-over by moderates
among the revolutionists was threatened by counterrevolutionary action.
Finally, the revolution was radicalized culminating in Castro's shift from
moderation almost one year after the Batista regime's collapse.

Revolution requires not only political institutions which resist the
expansion of participation to other major social groups, but also social
groups which demand that expansion of political participation. We add that
the existing institutional orders fail to effectively perform their function
and thus fail to satisfy demands of social groups.

Theoretically, every soclal class is potentially revolutionary. Frus-
trating its demands, denying its opportunities to political participation

may make any group a revolutionary group. But it takes more than one



