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Abstract

The objective of this research is to determine whether there are paradoxes between institutionalization imperatives, on the one
hand, and the contemporary modernization imperatives, on the other hand, in the context of developing countries. In addition,
some suggestions for minimizing the possible negative effects of such paradoxes on developing countries are explored.. A
random sample of two Arab countries is selected for the purpose of analysis. Literature review and data analysis revealed that
there are real paradoxes between institutionalization and globalization in the context of the surveyed Arab countries. Findings
from the analysis also indicated the possible negative effects of such paradoxes in the on-going institutionalization and in the
implementation of the five-year developmental plans. Carrying out a follow-up system in parallel with planning steps to address
incoming varying impulses of globalization on time and consequently maintain plans close to ongoing environmental changes is
one possible suggestion regarding the probable effects of the paradoxes. A second suggestion is to adopt a planned and
selective national policy that is open to the growing influence of incoming globalization imperatives. This approach would
safeguard the cultural and social imperatives of local institutions while still benefiting from the latest scientific and technological
advancement of more advanced countries. However, the balance between these two requirements may not always be an easy
task because a number of developing countries lack some required technologies and expertise.
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1. Introduction

Arab countries, as with other developing countries, are undergoing two different experiences: Institutionalization and
Globalization. Institutionalization started almost four decades ago and is still ongoing in Arab countries, while
globalization is a relatively contemporary event.

Institutionalization aims at building a systemized and stable structural and procedural state system. Despite some
sethacks in Arab state administrative systems, it is still clear that there has been an overall trend towards institutional
systemization and homogeneity throughout the last forty years.

Globalization, on the other hand, aims at maximizing interrelationships between developed and underdeveloped
countries. This actually means maximizing economic, scientific, technological, social and cultural impulses from more
advanced countries to Arab and other developing countries.

Each of these two experiences aims at building institutionalization on different sets of imperatives.

Local institutionalization relies on local, social and cultural imperatives. Globalization aims at remodeling local
institutionalization to include some imperatives from more advanced countries together with existing local imperatives.

The objective of the present research is to determine whether there are actual contradictions between the two
experiences in the context of the Arab countries.

Recommendations from this research are expected to play an important role in minimizing the possible negative
effects resulting from the probable contradiction between institutionalization and globalization in Arab countries.

2. Research Questions

e Are there actual contradictions between institutionalization imperatives and contemporary globalization
imperatives in the context of Arab states?

e Can such contradictions lead to administrative chaos and impede local five-year development plans in the
context of Arab states?

e What are some suggestions to address the probable negative effects of the paradox whenever it appears?
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3. Research Methodology

This research project is aimed at performing a comparative analysis of globalization and institutionalization imperatives
from the literature and in the five-year development plans of the countries concerned in order to reveal probable negative
outcomes of contradictions. Probable suggestions can be developed accordingly. A random sample of two countries
(Jordan and Egypt) out of all of the Arab countries is selected for the purpose of analysis.

4. Analysis of Institutionalization Imperatives

Scott (1995, 2004) has defined institutionalization as the process of crystallizing values, rules and behavioural patterns
and consequently creating a level of systemization and stability within the concerned organization. Johnson and Rhodes
(2007) provide a similar definition of institutionalization and emphasize that its goal is to create a state of stability,
predictability, consistency and systemization in the concerned organization. In terms of the stages of institutionalization,
Rostow (1960) stated that modernization, which implies institutionalization, goes through five stages starting with
"primitive society" where institutionalization is almost nil. Then, it goes through what he calls the "take off" stage to the
"modernization” stage in which institutionalization becomes mature. Riggs (2006) calls the first stage of modernization,
which includes institutionalization, "fused society" where institutionalization is very weak. Then, the society goes through
what he calls a "prismatic society" stage in which institutionalization is developing. Finally, in the "diffracted society"
stage, institutionalization becomes mature. Indeed, Rostow's and Riggs' models need further field evidence. These
authors also suffer from westernization biases when addressing non-western cultural systems.

Bjorck (2004) developed a rather empirical behavioural outlook of the stages of institutionalization development,
illustrated as follows:

1. The starting stage is the adoption of some behavioural values and ethics.

2. When individuals actually behave in accordance with those values and ethics, institutionalization has

appeared.

3. Whenever individuals adopt new, additional values and ethics and translate them into actual behavioral

patterns, institutionalization is renewed and developed.

4. After a period of time, adopted values, ethics and related behavioral patterns become crystallized and

stabilized. This means that institutionalization becomes well established.

5. Inthe last stage, individuals and organizational behavior will be judged in accordance to that well established

institutionalization.

Indicators for measuring institutionalization

Huntington (1965, 1968) has stated four indicators for measuring levels of institutionalization in any organization:
"Autonomy ", "Adaptability", "Complexity" and "Coherence".

Brunsson (1999) has noted two indicators: "Routinization” and "Standardization". Goetz and Peters (1999) have
stated two indicators: “congruence" and "exclusivity".

In the context of five-year national developmental plans, which are the major formal tool for building
institutionalization in Arab countries as well as likely other developing countries, the above-mentioned eight indicators can
be understood as follows:

"Autonomy” refers to the level of plan independence in terms of its budget and other financial resources.

"Adaptability" means the level of a plan's responsiveness to environmental changes. Changes in the plan's
implementation in response to public demands or state financial measures demonstrate "adaptability".

"Complexity" refers to the level of variation and the multiplicity of sub-goals and relationships inside the plan.

"Coherence" refers to the level of effectiveness and strength of functional relationships among various parts and
stages of the plan.

"Routinization" means the level of recurrence and the sequence of the state's five-year developmental plans over a
long period of time.

"Standardization" refers to levels of adopting statistical and digital language in formulating the goals and means of
the five-year developmental plans.

"Congruence" means the level of harmony among the various components and stages of the plan.

"Exclusivity" refers to the level of uniqueness of the national five- year developmental plan in comparison with other
plans inside the concerned state.

The more a plan works at materializing these eight indicators, the more it helps to create institutionalization in a
society. This generally means that the level of institutionalization in a society is almost the levels of the incorporation of
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the eight indicators in its five-year developmental plan.
Therefore, the levels of institutionalization in the sampled Arab states can be measured by diagnosing the extent of
incorporation of the eight indicators in their national five- year plans (Table 1).

Table 1: Measuring Institutionalization levels based on the five years Developmental Planning Imperatives in Some Arab
Countries

" Planning Imperatives as expressed in the five year Plans
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V.W.= Very Weak = 1
W =Weak =2
M = Middle =3

H = High =4
VH = Very High =5

It can be inferred from Table 1 that the levels of institutionalization, measured through the Likert five levels scale, had
developed from 22 to 30 in Egypt and from 21 to 31 in Jordan. In other words, the accomplished levels of
institutionalization in the sampled states have jumped over the median after almost four decades of developmental
planning.
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Similarity among the surveyed states, in terms of their accomplished levels of institutionalization, can be attributed
to the fact that both of Egypt and Jordan adopted incremental long term globalization policies and they both have similar
social and cultural backgrounds. These factors most likely contributed to near identical interactions between local
institutionalization imperatives and globalization imperatives and their respective outcomes in the surveyed states.

It is important to note that all of the incorporated indications of institutionalization in the five-year plans have not
been incorporated in the Arab systems. Therefore, the above-mentioned levels of institutionalization, reflected in the five-
year plans, are in fact much more than the actual levels in the field.

The relatively slow processes of institutionalization through the four decades of national developmental planning is
not totally attributed to lack of planning experiences and to other local factors. The effects of globalization imperatives
could probably be significant reasons for impeding the on-going processes of institutionalization.

5. Analysis of Globalization Imperatives

Bhagwati (2004) given almost the same meaning to globalization in that it aims to integrate a national economy in the
world economy. Globalization also implies an exchange of sciences, technology and social and cultural values among
nations.

Fuhr (2001) states that globalization refers to an exchange of sciences, technology, politics, social and cultural
values among nations. This naturally implies that the movement of sciences, technology, social and cultural imperatives
goes from more developed countries to less developed countries, including Arab countries (Cox, 1993; Wilson, 1993;
Kelly, 2001; Queleh, 2002).

Although the effects of globalization on developing countries seem to be positive, as indicated in the above-
mentioned references, there are a number of authors who note certain negative effects. For exampleSmith (2006) and
Lunt (2002) have stated that although globalization leads to cultural and educational exchange among developed and
underdeveloped countries, at the same time, it also leads to conflicts among civilizations.

For the purpose of diagnosing the possible negative effects of globalization on institutionalization, the following
globalization indicators are derived from the above definitions:

1. Technological impulses coming from more advanced to less advanced countries.

2. Scientific impulses coming from more advanced to less advanced countries.

3. Economic impulses coming from more advanced to less advanced countries.

4. Social and cultural impulses coming from more advanced to less advanced countries.

Based on the above mentioned points, the effects of globalization imperatives can be clarified as in Figure 1.

Institutionalization
Globalization Impulses Imperatives:
Technology Impulses Autonomy

Research Model
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Local

Institutionalization
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Figure 1: Globalization imperatives and institutionalization imperatives.
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When contrasting globalization imperatives with institutionalization imperatives as indicated in Figure 1, a number of
points can be concluded:

1. The maximization of incoming globalization imperatives in the Arab country could lead to the weakening of
local institutionalization imperatives such as congruency, exclusivity and coherence.

2. The maximization of incoming globalization imperatives could exceed the absorptive capacity of the local
developmental plan. A consequential number of incoming variables of globalization will stay functioning out of
local institutionalization. This phenomenon, in turn, means weakening both local planning and local
institutionalization.

3. Anincreasing irregularity of incoming globalization imperatives could make additional local institutionalization
imperatives, such as adoptability and complexity, inadequate. This in turn leads to weakening local plans and
institutionalization. In other words, all of the above mentioned possibilities could ultimately lead to
administrative chaos (Kiel, 1994; Farazmand, 2003) and planning failure.

4. In addition to the above points, the expected interaction between incoming globalization impulses and local
institutionalization variables could drastically change the local environment and consequentially make the
national developmental plan an isolated entity in the new environment. This means a planning setback.
Waterston (1988) indicates that planning failures in developing countries are predominant without excluding
Arab States. Moreover, the U.N. Statistical Books (1990-2010) present a number of indicators regarding
planning setbacks in various developing countries.

6. Conclusion and Recommendations

It can be concluded from the analysis herein that actual paradoxes indeed exist between globalization imperatives and
local institutionalization imperatives in the state sample as indicated in Figure 1. This phenomenon could usually lead to
slowing down institutionalization, as indicated in Table 1, and to limiting the success of plan implementation, as Waterson
(1988) stated and as indicated in the U.N. Statistical Year Books (1990 — 2010).

Naturally increasing weaknesses of institutionalization and planning implementation could probably lead to chaos
in the state.

Different suggestions have been developed to address cases of institutionalization failure and chaos (Shelton and
Darling, 2003; Shelton et al., 2005).

In terms of setbacks in the implementation of national developmental plans, May (2010), David (2006), and Lloyd
(1978) have suggested performing periodic reviews of the different stages of planning processes. They suggest doing
this up to the end of the implementation stage, in order to address the impact of globalization impulses and any
unexpected changes they may cause.

Nguyen and Mintzberg (2003) have suggested the adoption of contingency planning in addition to the main
national developmental plan for the same purpose.

McConkey (1988), Linnemen and Chandran (1981) and Roney (2003) have recommended that contingency plans
be developed and adopted by operational levels in an organization. In doing so, the impact of direct and close contact
with globalization impulses as well as other unexpected changes can be institutionally managed.

Lloyd (1978) has suggested a similar model that she calls "Don't Define the Problem" for the same purpose.

With regard to Arab countries, a selective planned state policy can be adopted to address irregular globalization
impulses. An open door policy regarding incoming scientific and technological globalization impulses is always preferable.

A selective and closely guarded state policy to address social and cultural impulses of globalization to minimize
their possible negative effects on local institutionalization processes is highly needed.

There is no doubt that the lack of required planning expertise and technical knowledge, despite limited and formal
state backing, in a developing country may limit the expected positive outcomes of the above-mentioned suggestions.
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