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“One can say that three pre-eminent qualities are decisive for the politician: passion, a feeling of
responsibility, and a sense of proportion” Max Weber, Politics as a Vocation

“The fate of our times is characterized by rationalization and intellectualization and, above all,
by the 'disenchantment of the world” Max Weber, Science as a Vocation

“In democracy the people elect a leader in whom they have confidence. Then the elected leader
says:” Now shut up and obey me’. People and parties may no longer meddle in what he does”
Max Weber, “A conversation with Ludendorff recorded by Marianne Weber”

Abstract

his study devoted to problematize the conception of “Plebiscitary Democracy” and its

I relation to “Liberal Democracy” in one of very prominent German sociologists’

political writings, namely, Max Weber (1864 -1920). To do so, the study tries to

answer the following questions: Was Weber gave an affirmative answer to the question
of democracy? Is his conception of “plebiscitary democracy” restrictive one? To what extent
can Weber’s “plebiscitary democracy” contribute to the understanding of liberal democracy?
Was he a liberal in the modern sense of liberty? Was he an advocate of representative
democracy or direct democracy? Was his notion of plebiscitary democracy can be interpreted as
promoting the greatest possible scope for individual leadership? Was he as some scholars claim
“the godfather of Nazi dictatorship”? According to Reinhard Bendix, many German scholars
and writers like the well-known historian Wolfgang Mommsen (1930-2004), Christian von
Ferber, and others have tended to criticise Weber’s intellectual status by linking his political
opinion and his analytical participations in politics with the rise of the Fascism in Germany (R,
Bendix, 1962: 471). This study however, divided into four sections and ends up with a
conclusion. The first section in a very short manner devoted to review the literature on the
subject matter. The second section is invented to elaborate Weber’s political writings and
Germany. The third section tries to conceptualize Weber’s Plebiscitary Democracy. The fourth
section offers the discussion on types of authority in which Weber gave a great attention. The
fifth section discusses the concept of Charisma and democracy in Weber’s political thought.
Key Words
Plebiscitary Democracy, Power, Domination, Charisma and Charismatic Leader, Liberal
Democracy.
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Introduction and Literature Review

It is obvious that the political order of our modern age has been the result of two major
processes: bureaucratization and democratization. Political sociology is concerned with the
transformations which bureaucracy has introduced in modern societies. Reflecting on history,
democratization and bureaucratization go hand in hand. In England or France, for example,
democratic developments have been interrelated with the expansion of bureaucracy. This is in
fact not the case in Germany (J, Freund, 1968: 236; S, Breuer, 1998: 1).

Many scholars in Germany, France, the United Kingdom and the United States of America have
studied the writings of Weber. In Germany, Karl Jaspers, Wolfgang Mommsen and recently
many sociologists promoted their work on the political sociology of Weber; Stefan Breuer, Sven
Eliaeson and Ralph Schroeder. In France Raymond Aron was the leading sociologist in this
respect. The British scholars gave more attention to Weber through the studies of Anthony
Giddens, Gordon Marshal and David Beetham. In the United States of America, Weber
becomes well known through the writings and translations of Talcott Parsons and Lazansfeld &
Oberschall respectively. This study however relies on the existing secondary literature. Weber’s
writings in politics belong to the intellectual heritage of European Liberalism. Therefore, it seeks
to place Weber’s work on the basis of the interpretation offered here in the context of the above
named scholars and specifically; (W, Mommsen, 1974 & 1984), (D, Beetham, 1974) and (R,
Schroeder, 1998).

Weber’s political writings and Germany

Throughout his life, Weber was always interested in politics. The basis of his political writings
was the “National Liberalism” of his father. However, he never committed himself to the
“National Liberal Party”, and in the 1880s as the result of political events in Germany under the
Bismarck regime and of the party putting up with them, he moved away from ‘“National
Liberalism” and from his father’s political position. Due to the influences from his mother’s
family and friends, Weber turned towards a more progressive “Social Liberalism” which
acknowledged the responsibility and obligation of the powerful state to take care of the weaker
and poorer strata of the society (R, Bendix, op,cit,: 7-10; G. Ritzer & D. J. Goodman, 2004: 30 -
31).

Historically speaking, Germany, German unification and Germany’s place and role in Europe
and the world always have been the major issues in which Weber gave a great attention in all his
life. Weber and his generation had experienced “the first German catastrophe” and were
confronted with the question of responsibility for the World War 1. German state entered the
World War 1 in 1914 and consequently lost the war and had to make territorial concessions to
France and to an independent Poland (Z. Krasnodebski, 1998: 132 -134).

Weber's political thought however was related to the historical situation in which he lived, the
situation of Germany and Western society. He treats political matters in a purely classificatory
manner, outlining his ideal-types of different forms of legitimacy (S, Eliaeson 1991: 318). His
conception of ‘Political leader and democracy’ changed significantly over the course of his life.
In his wartime writings (World War 1), particularly in ‘Parliament and Government’, Weber had
looked for a political leader to emerge from within parliament itself. The Contemporary British
political theory, with its emphasis on the Caesarist character of the Prime Minister had lead him
to convince that a plebiscitary type of leadership was possible within a parliamentary system. At
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this stage, as Weber says, “What Germany needed was Parliamentary democracy” (D, Beetham,
1974: 232).

The development of a strong parliamentary system appears to offer a liberal interpretation of
democratic politics. Liberal Democracy as a modern political term used to describe the political
system of the western world and it is known as representative democracy. The importance of
parliamentary institutions in a mass democracy was to provide a training ground for political
leaders. For Weber, Parliament was, simply an apparatus for manifesting consent. He thought
that parliamentary comities should play an important role in the political life of the German
society (W, Mommsen, 1974).

Weber revised this view during the period from 1917 to 1919, which marked for Germany itself
by deep social and political transformations. Weber's treatment of a political leader was
influenced at this stage by his demand of “German national unity” which could only be met by
“divorcing the political leader from the parliament” and giving him a separate power base in a
direct presidential election (D, Beetham, op,cit: 232). This issue as well as his evaluation of
Germany’s situation since Bismarck’s resignation in 1890 became a central feature of Weber’s
political thinking. According to Weber, Bismarck left behind ““a nation without any political
education” and “without any political will of its own”. Thus, he was mainly concerned with the
domination of the professional politician, and he demanded the parliamentary government and
plebiscitary selection of leaders in Germany (G, Roth & W, Schluchter, 1979: 98-102).

David Beetham Pointed out that “the purpose of parliamentary democracy in Weber’s
conception reduced itself essentially to two functions: the selection of politicians with the
capacity for the leadership and the control of.... the administrative apparatus” (D, Beetham,
op,cit: 113).

According to David Beetham The German historian Wolfgang Mommsen and many scholars
after him, have “failed to explain” the reasons behind Weber’s insistency on plebiscitarian type
of leadership, which came after the point of Germany’s defeat, when Weber himself recognised
that a world-political role was no longer possible for his country. He clearly regarded a
Parliamentary system as incapable of providing decisive leadership in these tensions (ibid: 237).
However, Weber’s Parliamentary government system attempted to find a balance between
“elitist and liberal element” ,or as David Held puts it, “might and right, power and law, expert
government and popular sovereignty” (D, Held, 1987: 144). According to Weber a directly
elected leader or president on a plebiscitary basis is the only truly system of democracy. For
Weber the people conceive only as a means for selecting Political leaders and not as a regime in
which there is some kind of direct rule democracy.

As David Held argued, Weber stood squarely in the classic liberal democratic tradition, which
has consistently sought to defend and limit the political rights of citizens. Weber “articulated a
new highly restrictive model of democracy”. More to the point, It is restrictive, because:

(A): Weber envisaged democracy as little more than providing a way of establishing qualified
political leaders.

(B): the role of the electorate and possible avenues of extending political participation are
treated highly sceptically.

(C): although Weber thought that the electoral system provides some semblance of protection
for the electorate; he maintained that this protection was simply to be measured by the
opportunity to dismiss the ineffective from office. Weber's arguments centre directly on the
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impractical nature of direct democracy. He did not claim that direct democracy is impossible in
all situations, rather indeed, among others, the following two characteristics to exist. The
organisation must be local, thus limited in members and the social position of the members
must be reasonably similar to each other. While these conditions are often present in a small
organisation, when looking at a country, these conditions are impossible to meet. In a
heterogeneous society, direct democracy would lead to ineffective administration, unwanted
inefficiency, political instability and ultimately, a radical increase in the probability of
oppressive minority rule (ibid: 149 -159).

According to Weber, the direct rule of the people is out of the question. It is replaced by
representative democracy, and this means that the people cease to have any real control over
“political decisions”, which become the prerogative of a bureaucratic administration and of
leaders of the political parties. For him, the value of representative democracy resides in the fact
that it makes possible the selection of effective political leaders, and the only viable type of
democracy is what he called a “Plebiscitarian democracy”, in which charismatic leaders set
goals which are then to be “sold” to the people at large by “party machines” and afterward
implemented with the help of administrative bureaucracies (W, Mommsen, 1974: 79).

Weber’s Plebiscitary Democracy

Plebiscitary as a form of democracy means, the masses choose a leader. Weber insists that the
plebiscite is a form of legitimation and that it sanctions the leader as a ruler, but gives no power
to the governed masses. Plebiscitary democracy - the most important kind of leader democracy
- is a variant of charismatic authority, which hides behind a legitimacy that is formally derived
from the will of the governed. Plebiscitary leadership is “the transformation of charisma in a
democratic direction”. The state is a relation of men dominating men. Thus the legitimacy of
modern state founded predominantly on “legal authority” (H, Gerth & C, wright. Mills, 1947:
78).

Weber portrays democracy as a testing ground for potential leaders. Democracy is like the
“market place”, an institutional mechanism to weed out the weakest and to establish those who
are most competent in the competitive struggle for votes and power. Weber argued that under
current circumstances, there is only the choice, he wrote, between “leadership democracy” with
a (party) “machine” and “leaderless democracy”, namely the rule of professional politicians
without a calling ( ibid:113). The development of the modern state has brought with it the
growth of mass political parties, and the emergence of professional politicians (A, Giddens,
op,cit: 167). It is essential to recognize that in most of his lecturers, Weber emphasized on
power “Macht” and domination (or authority). In one of his famous later lectures, ‘Politics as a
Vocation’, in 1918, Weber defined power as “the probability that an actor will be able to realize
his own objectives even against opposition from others with whom he is in a social
relationship”. As Anthony Giddens pointed out, “this definition is very broad. The concept of
‘domination’ “Herrschaft’is more specific: it refers only to those cases of the exercise of
power when an actor obeys a specific command issued by another”. Furthermore, “A political
organization becomes a ‘state’ where it is able successfully to exercise a legitimate monopoly
over the organized use of force within a given territory” (ibid: 156).

Mommsen pointed out that Weber’s conception of ‘democratic rule’ was almost as functionalist
as his sociological theory of domination. In addition to that, he, regarded Weber as he was an
advocate of democracy in a sense that, the classical democratic doctrine does not effect on him
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and that he did not at all believe in the theory of the sovereignty of the people. Weber
considered plebiscitarian democracy as a modern representative democracy and he defines it as
an anti- authoritarian version of ‘charismatic domination’. Weber however did not distinguish
sufficiently clearly between ‘charismatic leadership’ and ‘charismatic domination’ (W,
Mommsen, 1974: 93). It is a sort of charismatic rule concealed behind a legitimacy, which is
formally derived from the will of the governed and dependent upon it for its existence (ibid: 78-
90). Mommsen concluded that, “Weber's theory of charismatic leadership has contributed its
part to making the German's willing to accept Hitler's position by acclamation” (W, Mommsen,
1984: 410).
Types of Authority

Weber distinguished three main types of authority as bases for the legitimate exercise of power:
Charismatic, Traditional and legal-rational (A, Giddens, op,cit: 156).

1- Charismatic authority drives from the devotion felt by subordinates to leader who is believed
to have exceptional qualities. These qualities are seen as supernatural, superhuman or at least
exceptional compared to lesser mortals. Alexander the great and Napoleon provide historical
examples.

The Charismatic leader is able to control his followers by direct emotional appeals, which
excite devotion and strong loyalties. Reinhard Bendix argues that Weber’s analysis of
charismatic domination is easier to understand if domination as a result of charismatic
leadership is distinguished from domination as a result of charismatic authority, even though
Weber did not make this distinction explicit in his work (R, Bendix, op,cit: 298)

2- Traditional authority is rests upon a belief in the 'rightness' of established customs and
traditions. Those in authority command obedience on the basis of their traditional status, which
is usually inherited. Their subordinates are controlled by feelings of loyalty and obligation to
long- established positions of power. The feudal system of medieval Europe provides an
example of traditional authority: monarchs and nobles owed their position to inherited status
and the personal loyalty of their subjects. In this kind of authority or “domination” as Giddens
prefer to use, those who rule have no specialised administrative staff through which they
exercise their authority (A, Giddens, op,cit: 156).

3- Rational -legal authority is based on the acceptance of a set of impersonal rules. Those who
possess authority are able to issue commands and have them obeyed because others accept the
legal framework, which supports their authority. The rules on which their authority is based are
rational in the sense that they are consciously constructed for the attainment of a particular goal
and they specify the means by which that goal is to be attained: Laws governing the legal
system are designed to achieve the goal of ‘justice’, for instance. Charismatic authority, in fact,
leaves no room for political representation; it is its whole self at every moment or, to use
Weber’s own term, its own “epiphany” (W, Mommsen, 1974: 73-80; A, Giddens, 1979: 156-
160; J. Freund, 1968: 229). Having examined Weber’s view of the plebiscitary democracy and
the three types of authority, it would be correct to consider his view of the relation between
charisma and democracy.

Charisma and Democracy

As is well known, Weber defined Charisma “as a certain quality of an individual personality by
virtue of which he is considered extraordinary and treated as endowed with supernatural,
superhuman, or exceptional power or qualities” (A, Schweitzer, 1974: 151).
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As Arthur Schweitzer argues, Weber employed two different concept of democracy. One may
be called the delegate or parliament- democracy; the other leader- democracy. In each case the
people who possessed the ultimate power through their votes, selected their representative for
either parliament or the presidency (A, Schweitzer, op, cit: 168).

The difference resides in the meaning of such representation. If the nomination of candidates
lies in the hands of particular interest group, whether parties or business organization, elected
candidates will tend to defend and promote the particular interests of their sponsors. According
to Weber, the elected politicians are likely to act as delegates of party bureaucracy and interest
groups, unable to pay sufficient attention to the public interest. As the dependence of the
delegates increases, so does the tendency toward a “Leaderless democracy”, or what he called
“democracies without leadership” (ibid: 168). However, Weber’s analysis of this issue leads to
what he called “mass democracy” which provides the opportunity for a shift from a delegate to a
leader democracy. As David Beetham points out,” the involvement of the mass in politics was
not regarded by Weber as modifying the fact of oligarchy, but rather the methods by which the
few were selected’ (D. Beetham, op,cit:103).

The charismatic qualities of the leader have to be supported by the activists among the voters
who work through an effective political organization. It is not the politically passive mass that
produced the leader from its midst, but the political leader recruits his following and wins mass
support through his “demagogy”. The nature of his political regime depends on whether the
leader uses his power for democratic or dictatorial goals and policies. A. Schweitzer pointed out,
for mass democracy situations; Weber distinguishes four types of political leaders: firstly,
Demagogic leader, who is not committed to any values, his lack of objectivity tempts him to
strive for the clamorous semblance of power rather than the actual power. Secondly, the
ideological leader who is bond to “the ethic of politics as a cause”. His ideology tends to supply
him with either the ethics of “ultimate ends” or an “ethics of responsibility” for his actions. He is
becomes a leader in an ideological party. Motivated by the ideology, not by any superhuman
powers, this ideologist fails to become a charismatic leader. Furthermore, Weber did not
distinguish clearly the ideological from the charismatic leader, partly because ideological values
and charismatic qualities can become intermingled in political life (A. Schweitzer, op, cit: 170).
Charismatic leader is the third type of party leader, which Weber concentrated on in very
systematic way. His authority in a democracy is derived from two different sources. One
consists of his technological competence as a party leader. The other source of authority resides
in the leader's ability to gain and hold the confidence of the masses. These two sources of
legitimacy lead to a fusion of parliamentary and charismatic leadership.

The fourth type is the Caesarist leader, whose charismatic quality may be recognized either by
voters or by soldiers. It may tend to establish 'hybrid systems' that mix democratic and
dictatorial features of political organization. He also prefers to avoid any specific commitment
to controversial values (ibid: 169 -173).

These three type of charismatic leaders; party leader, civilian and military Caesarism, can be
assigned to a definite place in the theory of democracy. Weber considered modern
plebiscitarian democracy to be essentially different from the traditional type of democracy.
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Conclusion

To sum up, one can argue that Weber's view of politics and democracy cannot be understood
without the specific German background in mind. The history of twentieth-century Western
Europe make it clear that sustaining or creating a democratic form of government not very
easy task. Indeed, Weber did not anticipate a clear solution for the liberal democracy as a
representative democracy, which based on the idea of government by popular consent. He
has been called “a liberal in despair”, and an “aristocratic liberal” (W, Mommsen, 1974: 95),
or as Christoph Steding puts it “pessimistic liberal” (D, Beetham, 1974: 54), or “nostalgic
liberal” (H. Gerth & C. Right Mills, 1974: 50; (S, Eliaeson, 1998: 47). For Ritzer &
Goodman, “Weber was more of a liberal on some issues and a conservative on others” (G,
Ritzer & D.J. Goodman, op, cit: 32-33). However, Sven Eliaeson rightly stated, “all his life
Weber was a national liberal, even if he was more ‘rightist’ in the early years” (S, Eliaeson,
1998: 50). On the other hand, Weber's interpretation of charismatic leader under the condition
of plebiscitary democracy as a result may be regarded as a political solution relevant to the
German state rather than to Europe as a whole.

In his three type of legitimate authority, Weber did not consider people’s democratic rule the
impossibility of democratic ‘decision-making’, which is as he argued impossible in a
heterogeneous societies. For him direct democracy only possible in small societies. For a
country like Germany, the representative democracy should be a proper model, but Weber did
not consider this people's democracy. Weber's conception of the plebiscitary democracy cannot
be made to fit modern liberal democracy, because plebiscitary democracy does not represent
people's interest. As a result, Charismatic authority is no longer relevant in modern democracies
because it allows the concentration of power and the establishment of an unquestioned hierarchy
within society. On the other hand, I would argue that although Weber may not have intended to
justify a totalitarian order, his political writings may inevitably lead in that direction

Journal of Raparin University - Vol.4, No.11, (July 2017) 59



Max Weber’s conception of Plebiscitary Democracy and Liberal Democracy

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Beetham, David, (1974), Max Weber and the theory of modern politics, London: Allen and
Unwin.

Bendix, Reinhard, (1962), Max Weber: An Intellectual Portrait, London: Methuen &Co Ltd.
Breuer, Stefan (1998), “The Concept of Democracy in Weber’s Political Sociology”, PP: 1-13,
in Ralph Schroeder, (ed.), Max Weber, Democracy and Modernization, London: Macmillan
Press Ltd.

Eliaeson, Sven, (1991), “Between Ratio and Charisma - Max Weber’s Views on Plebiscitary
Leadership Democracy”, Journals.Lub.Lu.Se/index.php/st/article/download/2892/2456. Date of
download from the Internet. 06.06.2016, PP 317-339.

Eliaeson, Sven, (1998), “Max Weber and Plebiscitary Democracy”, pp: 47-60, in Ralph
Schroeder, (ed.), Max Weber, Democracy and Modernization, London: Macmillan Press Ltd.
Freund, Julien, (1968), The Sociology of Max Weber, Translated from French by Mary Ilford,
London: Allen Lane, The Penguin Press.

Gerth, Hans G., & C. Wright, Mills, (1974), From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology, New Y ork:
Oxford University Press.

Giddens, Anthony, (1979), Capitalism and modern social theory: an analysis of the writings of
Marx, Durkheim and Max Weber, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Held, David, (1987), Models of Democracy, Oxford: Polity Press.

Krasnodebski, Zdzislaw, (1998), “Back to ‘Mitteleuropa’? Weber, Germany and Central
Europe”, pp: 129-143, in Ralph Schroeder, (ed.), Max Weber, Democracy and
Modernization, London: Macmillan Press Ltd.

Mommsen, Wolfgang, (1974), The Age of Bureaucracy: perspectives in the political
sociology of Max Weber, London: Harper & Row.

Mommsen, Wolfgang, (1984), Max Weber and German Politics 1890-1920, Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Ritzer, George &, j, Douglas, Goodman. (2004), Modern Sociological Theory, New Y ork:
McGraw Hill. Sixth edition.

Roth, Guenther & Wolfgang, Schluchter, (1979), Max Weber's Vision of History, Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Schweitzer, Arthur, (1974), “Theory and Political Charisma”, Comparative studies in society
and history, an International Quarterly, vol, 16. PP: 150-181.

60 Journal of Raparin University - Vol.4, No.11, (July 2017)



Dr. Mahir A. Aziz

s94u3i g (5 G gy

4.....‘\_1]‘u\;S4_\Sés‘t:‘@b.::‘aj._s&éadﬁ.bs*i4Sobaaa\,43‘_;|\9uq_3a\,4;:‘3§\93‘;45
- 1864) LeugioSlos w5 80 4w 0 o) 4w sliled & S LG € s, 4a
Guoss @ 4 ol e gube pull LR ¢ Sy, d gy, clas (1920
@oBaSad gagie (g 4 ob oy 4 Jubid Sgas 5 el el S saase
Js 48 wesiuBing p 6 S Sl 4aie S Galbliss) Ghuwd 4 ob Ses duda 4
S 3o g Gy 4S5 (S o) a5 d ALSLLE sy digw 5 Ol sy ol ss
B Goslasgsions ol ool Sgass (Ko dala) w8 (S swn d LB S50 @ ool S3as (s
oot 4 LE G aalidlnl el Sges i &5 W ) e Sl g
9B L Ly Gulyewl Sgans asal oS sn (5 Ll W pwl Sgas U S0 ,SS Sy
Gul ol Sgas d ol ond Spmnly ool Sgass 3 5w G © w5 Gosad
@ S oy ol & dd 5o SE (Sl S du s o S Wl 5 ga, Kapd K, iy
LR Wl 5 (St o obn 4o S LB G Ses b o3bl gl o d Sy
d S St Ll Gosr s i  Sanss sl O8 wdl (S s BESs ey
Olien S 5 (2004 — 1930) oo SKal5 Gusss 5320 9S8y OIS Glalh 5,035
Gs 0y 4ot B Sl Subsplgd 1o S G oy Jy a5 Sy Gy o 058
G b 0 (il o Sudy Gasads oo ¢ d Sl b G n d b 6 S
pordls Sl a3 s Sd3a, 5w 6 Sluwbe B sl 9 G S ey
G cin on b Gl hsgdu g (6 A gy o oy G iy, e et a 4. Wild & o
S et st o 4 G WS o) dw spla, Gl S 4 o) e
S S o) s dnnlis Ganp s 5o o0 g0 0s S ol b0 § Gl adSe,lid sl
235 5 p A 55 09 gl S Oa, G olad & Age 5oL © sl e @ w6 S
ool p ool o s B el I SEas (S e S e BuSed uss @
6030 S8 il o 558 d w6 € oY s S s 5 5 L osy Go Sl
S G U ol SGass LylS (Se da g 4S5 oy G500 o iy (55 05 G oplay
oo soom d cu SU € (g lad G, a0 4 Gy Koyt a Bl a4 Sl
A U d bl & b Agasl G0 ot S se 6 Sl b
35Sy dw oy by g it 5 4w 6 iyl s G 5 80 i B ) g a sa)
ol 15 (85 s g el Spas d Soland € w gl Sl pwl Spas ¢ s
ol egsr Sundy 0y B4 (Soled Jul (B G lBuos ¢ 4w 6 Sl S
ol (230 5oL J S d ) il Spas (Ko da o dn AusSle (S osmss G

ondly cund SLald 5 ol & ¢l Ll (3 0¥ LS g o)l

Journal of Raparin University - Vol.4, No.11, (July 2017) 61



Max Weber’s conception of Plebiscitary Democracy and Liberal Democracy

el aslo
A 7ell) Ao yasillg AT Adol yhesill 7id (uSLe pogas

i oy pdiall @000 JSHgT 3 U Elatin clole jgdi g el (ro Ay ol Agag 7 ol Of Ayl 08 Joloel
Al ) g A ol Aol jRasllg AU Wl ddal Jhasdl) daggas (e (1920 - 1864) i@ (uSle g9
) Blada ¥l ale Ja> @ (5 daul) meid) delgal Ladg £ gudgll (e i (uSle 4dS U ol gl
COilS o $aads dxllae Aol yaedl AJISET a0 e U2 AU Akl e Al dwl )l Jold ddeg
bl off adliaied Aol yaes ) Sy Sbe (51 J1 Slagame Loggas Adliaiudl ddal Jaesll doggaeg 45,50
Jo A adll Couoell mgall cuus Mad Ll pdd ol uSLe OIS Ja Sl ol ddal yaesldl ciladiudg mgd 3
O-Seay Ailiatiwdl Adal Jaeall deggae of Ja 95 pdldl ddal jaasl Al Auliad) dudol jhasll adlde @ (IS
¥ ey il Cpwyll e pedy LeS i LS ha Saua all Baldll s gdid duged Asliey ailSy yuay
ELiSalg ¢ 53l Jlel QU Gyl aas (18 (uSitis 3 )lglesy STy cawm g SA35LIN Ay gSLSAN szl (o g I
alyin s glayg pd 19l O glglos Gudlll (i pSlg jmi 2B (92 by ;S 9 (2004 — 1930) (isns g0
i LU (3 Adilall g o WMo g Aol dlladlucs (i 9 3 dtaabaad) 0!l Jas ot JaRB (pund (A Sl
o Aalud) bl yillg jaluall dud d HJluaidlig o oy Jo¥ Comdld A wds g ool dwed JI dwl yll
ool Laf Lol ol 23 23Me g nud (uSU Atebuwd) SLUSYE 1o U Somd) Jolidy (> 3 -8 909l
Aaludl g9 Jglitd (pu S 18 a0 ool Ll AB0ATLHT ddol yheplll nd pogae ilguly Jolitd EILYI
=t SLUS (9 Aol yaeallg ey yISH pggas Jolicy n¥1g ualiell Comdly T 43S Loladiadt pud ollaci (5319
Ag>99 Al dyuill d>g e g Atubudl nod (uSLe HISET 9 o)) @8 (Say ¥ All J Aulyull Sdio gl Al
Oall ;5191 @ Lol¥ druluwdl glog¥ls pLI¥ (98 Al pdll Adal yaogllg diliatwdl Aol yaesll o il
AN al IS (Slag @llay @ e (Sl oo ) Al jlll o gy LS oy pdiall & -0 Aglitng iic sl
@ e puSle Ol g LT (3 Loguad g Adiietl) Aol yaogull JIS (po JS& (9 A nalll Al Jh0sl
OS2 o Aliatudl ddol yhell s (uSle pggie ol dul jlll (po (el Leagd Ll pd OIS il Sillasee LU
old LallS by 3 . pudloell cgh LAUY Y9 (gl U3 LAUY Lelaiodl sladly duwluwdl B9 Mol pe momuy
s53la g sl pon @3Ny ¥ A LAWY Adal Rl pgghe U9 Jod) T geddl (B Anddiadll Aol eyl
adiollas ady Led Lai ) pabesd) mhuas (ol ¥ Aaliiwd! Aol yae) ¥ A1 el dodol jBasdd! G )3
ANy (9 39all 35,5 e delud LY gl ddal jaesll e @oewd ¥ (55 ¥1 (g8 A, Alalull
A IS AnalaiM ) e O Jgboms o8 net® (Sl O (o @ (e Al ) i O ety T e 3 UST)

Ol 14D gomi pwdi lgd Taatie 095 O (9-g Al aSLUS ol gLl

62 Journal of Raparin University - Vol.4, No.11, (July 2017)



