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POWER AND PARTICIPATION

This is a study about quiescence and rebellion in a situation
of glaring inequality. Why, in a social relationship involving
the domination of a non-élite by an élite, does challenge to
that domination not occur? What is there in certain situations
of social deprivation that prevents issues from arising, griev-
ances from being voiced, or interests from being recog-
nized? Why, in an oppressed community where one might
intuitively expect upheaval, does one instead find, or appear
to find, quiescence? Under what conditions and against what
obstacles does rebellion begin to emerge?

The problem is significant to classical democratic and
Marxist theories alike, for, in a broad sense, both share the
notion that the action of the dispossessed will serve "to
counter social inequities. Yet, as these views move from
political theory to political sociology, so, too, do they
appear to move—particularly with reference to the United
States—from discussing the necessities of widespread partici-
pation and challenge to considering the reasons for their
non-occurrence.! In their wake, other more conservative
theories of democracy present the appearance of quiescence
in the midst of inequality as evidence of the legitimacy of an
existing order, or as an argument for decision-making by the
few, or at least as a phenomenon functional to social stability.?
More recently, these ‘neo-élitists’ have in turn been challenged
by others who, with C, Wright Mills, argue that the appearance

18ee, for instance, Sidney Verba and Norman H. Nie, Participation in America:
Political Democracy and Social Equality (Harper and Row, New York, 1972);
Anthony Giddens, The Class Structure of the Advanced Societies (Hutchinson
University Library, London, 1978).

2§ ¢. the so-called ‘neo-¢litists’ such as Schumpeter (Capitalism, Socialism and
Demaocracy, 1942), Berelson (Voting, 1954), Dahl (4 Preface to Democratic
Theory, 1956). The views dre neatly summarized and contrasted with classical
theories of participation in Carole Pateman, Participation and Demaocratic Theory
(Cambridge University Press, 1970).
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of quiescence need neither suggest consent nor refute the
classical ideals.® Rather, it may reflect the use or misuse of
modern-day power.

While the theories of democracy turn, at least to a degree,
upon disputes as to the significance of quiescence, the
sociological literature of industrial societies offers an array
of explanations for its roots: embourgeoisement, hegemony,
no real inequality, low rank on a soclo-economic status scale,
cultural deficiencies of the deprived, or simply the innate
apathy of the human race—to name but a few. Rather than
deal with these directly, this study will explore another
explanation: in situations of Inequality, the political re-
sponse of the deprived group or class may be seen as a
function of power relationships, such that power serves
for the development and maintenance of the quiescence of
the non-élite. The emergence of rebellion, as a corollary,
may be understood as the process by which the relationships
of power are altered.

The argument itself immediately introduces a further set
of questions to be explored: what is the nature of power? How
do power and powerlessness affect the political actions and
conceptions of a non-élite?

In his recent book, Power: A Radical View, Lukes has
summarized what has been an extended debate since C.
Wright Mills, especially in American political science, about
the concept and appropriate methods for its study. Power,
he suggests, may be understood as having three dimensions,
the first of which is based upon the traditional pluralists’
approach, the second of which is essentially that put forward
by Bachrach and Baratz in their consideration of power’s
second face,’ and the third of which Lukes develops. In this
chapter, T shall examine the dimensions briefly, arguing
that each carries with it, implicitly or explicitly, differing

3See, for example, Peter Bachrach, The Theory of Democratic Elitism: A
Critique (University of London Press, 1969); Jack E. Walker, ‘A Critique of the
Elitist Theory of Democracy’, American Political Science Review, 60 (1966),
285-95,

¢ Steven Lukes, Power: A Radical View (Macmillan, London, 1974).

* Peter Bachrach and Morton 8. Baratz, ‘The Two Faces of Power’, American
Political Science Review, 56 (1962), 947-52; and Bachrach and Baratz, Power
and Poverty: Theory and Practice (Oxford University Press, New York, 1970).
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ions about the nature and roots of participation an
iiosll:-t}l)lfrttli?:?pation. I shall argue further that togethelr thg
dimensions of power (and powerlessness) may be develope
into a tentative model for more usefully understanding Fhﬁ
generation of quiescence, as well as the process by whic
challenge may emerge. Finally, I shall sketch in general.;cflermcs1
a methodology by which the notions may be cor}zl Ere
empirically. Then, in Chapter 2, T shall begin to specity OV\;
the notions might apply to the study of the politics o
inequality in a Central Appalachian Valley.

1.1 THE NATURE OF POWER AND ROOTS OF QUIESCENCE

The One-Dimensional Approach. The one—dimensmnai ap(i
proach to power is essentially that of the plurahsts, dev}e{]og)e :
in American political science mos.t.pax.'tlcularly by Ro e}r11
Dahl and Nelson Polsby. ‘My intultlve.ldea (.)f power’, Da
wrote in an early essay, ‘is something like this: A ha§ power
over B to the extent that he can get B'tf) do something t.hat
B would not otherwise do.” In the politics of a community,
Polsby later added, power may be studied by exam};nr.xg
‘who participates, who gains and loses, and who prevails in
ision-making’.” . -
dechisll:nkey to g‘t’he definition is a focus on bfl:hav10ur_dou‘;g,
participating—about which se'veral assumptions are made,
to be questioned later in this book. First, grievances are
assumed to be recognized and acted upon. -Polsb).r writes,
for instance, that ‘presumably people_partlapatc in thOfC
areas they care about the most. Their yalues, eioquentby
expressed by their participation, cannot, it seems to me, be
more cffectively objectified.’” Sccondly, participation 1}51
assumed to occur within decision-making arenas, whic
are in turn assumed to be open to virtually any org.amzati_
group. Again, Polsby writes, ‘in -‘the dec;smn-makmg od
fragmented government—and Amcrlcan.natlonal,' state an
¢ Robert A. Dahl, “The Concept of Power’, in Rodenck' Bell, David M. Edward;,
R. Harrison Wagner, eds., Political Power: A Reader in Theo_ry ar;cng‘esearc2
{Free Press, New York, 1969), p. 80, reprinted from Behavioural Science,

- _5. ., n . .
(1922:3133; W. Polsby, Community Power and Political Theory (Yale University
New Haven, 1963}, p. 55. ] '
Prcisl'\lelesgn W. Polsby, ‘The Sociology of Community Power; A Reassessment’,

Social Forces, 37 (1959), 235.
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local government are nothing if not fragmented—the claims
of small intense minorities are usually attended to’.® In his
study of New Haven Dahl takes a similar view: '

In the United States the political system does not constitute a homo-
genous F!ass with well-defined class interests. In New Haven, in fact
the political system is easily penetrated by anyone whose 'interests:
and concerns attract him to the distinctive political culture of the
stratum . ., The independence, penetrability and heterogeneity of the
various segments of the political stratum all but guarantee that

dissatisfied group will find a spokesman ., . . '° o

Thirdly, because of the openness of the decision-makin
process, leaders may be studied, not as élites, but as re reg-
sentative spokesmen for a mass. Polsby writes, ‘the p]uraﬁsts
want to find about leadership’s role, presurﬁeé to be diverse
and fluid’.'* Indeed, it is the conflict amongst various leaders
that ensures the essential responsiveness of the political game
to all groups or classes. As Dahl puts it, ‘to a remarkable
degree, the existence of democratic ceremonials that give rise
to the rules of combat has insured that few social elements
have been neglected for long by one party or the other’.!?
Within the one-dimensional approach, because a) peoi)le
act upon recognized grievances, b) in an open system c) for
‘Fhem_selve‘s or through leaders, then non—partz’cipat’ion or
tnaction 1s not a political problem. For Polsby it may be
explained away with ‘the fundamental presumption that
h}m']an l}ehaviour is governed in large part by inertia’.!3 Dahl
dlstmgu.lshes between the activist, komo politicus, and the
non-activist, homo civicus, for whom ‘political a,ction will
seem considerably less efficient than working at his job
carning more money, taking out insurance, joining a club’
p.lanmng a vacation, moving to another neighbourhood 01:
City, or coping with an uncertain future in manifold other
ways . . >.'* The pluralists argue that by assuming political
action rather than inaction to be the problem to be

:o};{ol;by (}1\963), op. cit., p. 118.
obert A, Dahl, Who Governs? 3 ! f
(Yalle University Press, New HavchSIQSDle)',n:;T;? ;gdpﬂwe” F an American City
:; Polsby (1963), op. cit., p. 119. T
13Da.hI (1961), op. cit., p. 114,
“Polsby (1963), op. cit., p. 116.
Dahl (1961) op. cit., p. 221.
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explained, their methodology avoids the ‘inappropriate
and arbitrary assignment of upper and middle class values to
all actors in the community’'® —i.e. the value of participation.
Yet, the assumption itself allows class-bound conclusions.
Dahl's characterization of homo civicus is certainly one of a
citizen for whom there are comfortable alternatives to
participation and relatively low costs to inaction. And for
Polsby, the assumption of inertia combines with the assump-
tion of an open system to allow the conclusion, without
further proof, that class consciousness has not developed in
America because it would be ‘inefficient’ or ‘unnecessary’.'®

The biases of these assumptions might appear all the more
readily were this approach strictly applied to the quiescence
of obviously deprived groups. Political silence, or inaction,
would have to be taken to reflect ‘consensus’, despite the
extent of the deprivation. Yet, rarely is the methodology
thus applied, even by the pluralists themselves. To make
plausible inaction among those for whom the status quo
is not comfortable, other explanations are provided for what
appears ‘irrational’ or ‘inefficient’ behaviour. And, because
the study of non-participation in this approach is sequestered
by definition from the study of power, the explanations must
generally be placed within the circumstance or culture of the
non-participants themselves. The empirical relationship of
low socio-economic status to low participation gets explained
away as the apathy, political inefficacy, cynicism or alienation
of the impoverished."” Or other factors—often thought of
as deficiencies—are put forward in the non-political culture of
the deprived group, such as in the ‘amoral familism’ argument

$Polshy (1963), op. cit., p. 116.

16 ihid., p. 118. .

1"For examples of this approach see Gabriel Almond and Sidney Verba, The
Civic Culture (Princeton University Press, 1963), especially chaps. 7-8; Lester W,
Milbraith, Political Participation (Rand, McNally and Co., Chicago, 1965); Stein
Rokkan, Approaches to the Study of Political Participation {The Christian Michel-
son Institute for Science and Intellectual Freedom, Bergen, 1962); Peter H. Rossi
and Zahava D. Blum, ‘Class, Status and Poverty’, in Daniel P. Moynihan, ed.,
On Understanding Poverty (Basic Books, New York, 1968), pp. 36-63. For more
general discussions of this literature see S.M. Lipset, Political Man (William
Heinemann, London, 1959), especially pp. 170-219; or, more recently, Verba
and Nie, op. cit.
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of Banfield in reference to Southern Italy.® Rather than
examining the possibility that power may be involved, this
approach ‘blames the victim’ for hijs non-participation.!®
And it also follows that by changing the victim—e.g. through
remedial education or cultural integration—patterns of non.
participation will also be changed. Increased participation, it
1s assumed, will not meet power constraints,

Even within its own assumptions, of course, this under-
standing of the political behaviour of deprived groups is
inadequate. What is there inherent in low income, education
Or status, or in rural or traditional cultures that itself explains
quiescence? If these are sufficient components of explanation,
how are variations in behaviour amongst such groups to be
explained? Why, for instance, do welfare action groups spring
up in some cities but not in others? Why are the peasantry of
southern Italy quiescent (if they are), while the ujamaa
villagers of Tanzania are not? Why do rural farmers of Saskat-
chewan form a socialist party while those in the rural areas of
the southern United States remain ‘backward’??® If most
blacks are of a relatively low socio-economic status, why did
a highly organized civil rights movement develop, and itself
alter patterns of political participation?

In short, as operationalized within this view, the power of
A is thought to affect the action of B, but it is not considered
a factor relevant to why B does not act in a manner that B
otherwise might, were he not powerless relative to A. That

point, among others, is well made by those who put forward
the two-dimensional view of power,

The Two-Dimensional Approach. ‘It is profoundly charac-
teristic’, wrote Schattschneider, that ‘responsibility for
widespread nonparticipation is attributed wholly to the

ignorance, indifference and shiftlessness of the people.” But,
he continued:

There is a better explanation: absenteeism reflects the suppression of
the options and alternatives that reflect the needs of the nonparticipants,

"®Edward C. Banfield, The Moral Basis of Backwerd Society (Free Press,
Glencoe, Ilinois, 1958},

% See William Ryan, Blaming the Victim (Pantheon Books, New York, 1971).

* Contrast Lipset’s earlier work, Agrarian Socialism (University of California
Press, Berkeley, 1950) with his later work, Political Man, op. cit., pp. 258-9.
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It is not necessarily true that pecple with the greatest need.s partlc:;;:litg
in politics most actively—whoever decides what the game is about als

decides who gets in the game.

In so writing, Schattschneider introduced a concel;)t {ater tz
be developed by Bachrach a.qd Baratz as power’s .st:conts

face’, by which power is exercised not just upon partl(;pa?he
within the decision-making process but also towar hs he

exclusion of certain participants and 1issues altoget1 er. )
Political organizations, like all organizations, c?eve' op .
‘mobilization of bias . in favour of th.e exploitation o

certain kinds of conflict and the sup.p?essmn‘of others . . .
Some issues are organized into politics while others are
organized out.”® And, if issues dre preverllted from ar(lismg%
so too may actors be prevented from acting. The Stl,(li K C‘)N
politics must focus ‘both on who §ets what, when and ho Y
and who gets left out and how’* —and how the two ar

mt‘i’r;‘;ﬁitfﬁi-s view has been applied (explicitly or 1mphc1’tly)
to the political behaviour o.f depri.vejd groups, explgnat}llci)?;
for quiescence in the face of inequalities have emerge ,1W' ct
are quite different from those of.'the gne-dlmensmna vie 1
For instance, Matthew Crenson, in his extendche?Flrlc:f
application of the ‘non—issues’_ approach, The Ui:l- ol zc;: of
Air Pollution, states that ‘while very few investigators ha f
found it worthwhile to inquire about the pOlﬂ:.lCEll origins o

inaction . . ., in Gary, Indiana, ‘the reputation for powg
may have been more important than its exercise. It.c}(:u :
have enabled U.S. Steel to prevent political action V\Ft ct);]l

taking ‘action itself, and may have. been re-spon.mble ’2<5)r Ore
political retardation of Gary’s air p.ollutlon issue. . that,
Parenti, in his study of urban blacks in Newark, foun

MEE, Schatts.chneidcr, The Semi—Sovereign' People: A Rea?’.:)t's Vlzgz; of
Democ;acy in America (Holt, Rinehart and V\)r'inston‘, N;w \:ork,ﬂljz sar)!,lé).aumc.)rs'

22 Bachrach and Baratz (1962) and (1970), op. cit. See, oo, 2 ors’,
‘Dccisli}c?lcls rz::d Nondecisions: An Analytical Framework', American Political
Science Review, 57 (1963), 641-51. ' . "

*3ibid., p. 8, quoting Schattschneider, op. cit., p. 71.

*4ibid., p- 105. i ] . ]

25 ;\liﬁt,hiw A. Crenson, -The Un-Politics of Air Po{lut:on. A Study ofONgg
Decision-Making n the Cities (John Hopkins Pressl, Baltimore, 1971), pp: 1]3 . 80,

*$Michael Parenti, ‘Power and Pluralism: A View From.the Bottom’, Jo

of Politics, 32 {1970), 501-30.



10 Power and Participation
in city hall the ‘plurality of actors and interests . . . displayed
remarkable capacity to move against some rather modest
lower-class claims’. ‘One of the most Important aspects of
power’, he adds, is ‘not to prevail in a struggle but to pre-
determine the agenda of struggle—to determine whether
certain questions ever reach the competition stage.”?® Salamon
and Van Evera, in their work on voting in Mississippi, found
patterns of participation and non-participation not to be
related to apathy amongst low status blacks as much as to
‘fear’ and ‘vulnerability” of these blacks to local power
¢lites.>” Similarly, in his extensive study, Peasant Wars, Wolf
found acquiescence or rebellion not to be inherent in the
traditional values or isolation of the peasantry, but to vary
‘in the relation of the peasantry to the field of power which
surrounds it’,?®

In this view, then, apparent inaction within the political
process by deprived groups may be related to power, which
In turn is revealed in participation and non-participation,
upon issues and non-issues, which arise or are prevented from
arising in decision-making arenas. But though the second
view goes beyond the first, it still leaves much undone.

Empirically, while the major application of the approach,
that by Crenson, recognizes that ‘perceived industrial in-
fluence, industrial inaction, and the neglect of the dirty air

issue go together’, it still adds ‘though it is difficult to say

how’ 29

Even conceptually, though, this second approach stops
short of considering the full range of the possibilities by
which power may intervene in the issuc-raising process.
While Bachrach and Baratz insist that the study of power
must include consideration of the barriers to action upon
grievances, they equally maintain that jt does not go so far

*?Lester Salamon and Stephen Van Evera, ‘Fear, Apathy and Discrimination:
A Test of Three Explanations of Political Participation’, American Politicql
Science Review, 67 (1973), 1288-1306.

8 Eric Wolf, Peasant Wars of the Twentieth Century (Faber and Faber, London,
1969), pp. 276-302 generally, and especially p. 290,

Crenson, op. cit., p. 124. Also, Crenson’s study is more one of inaction
amongst decision-makers on a single issue rather than of passivity amongst non-
élites who may be outside the decision-making process altogether. See critique by
Edward Greer, ‘Air Pollution and Corporate Power: Municipal Reform Limits in
a Black Community’, Politics and Society, 4 (1974), 483-510.
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as to include how power may affect conceptions of grievances
themselves. If ‘the observer can uncover no grievances’, if in
other words, there appears to be.ur'uversal‘ acquiescence 1;11
the status quo’, then, they argue, it is not possible, in suc
circumstances, to determine empirically wlrtcatoher the con-
sensus is genuine or instead has been enforced’. '

However difficult the empirical task, tl‘lough, their assump-
tion must be faulted on two counts. First, as Lukes points
out, ‘to assume the absence of grievance ‘t?quals genuine
consensus is simply to rule out 'tl'{c posm.bll’;t?}lf of false 1or
manipulated consensus by defln.ltlonal. fiat’. Secor.uily,
though, the position presents an inconsistency even within
their own work. They write further:

For the purposes of analysis, a power struggle exists., ovel:tly or covcr;ly,
either when both sets of contestants are aware of its existence orlw 81;
only the less powerful party is aware of it. The -latter case is redevan_
where the domination of status quo defenders is so secure an, pcrf
vasive that they are oblivious of any persons or groups desirous o

challenging their preeminence. ‘
But, if the power of the ‘defenders of the status quo’ serves
to affect their awareness that they are being challengt?d,. why
cannot the powerlessness of potential chalIengers. 51m1.1ar!y
serve to affect their awareness of interests and conflict within
a power situation? That is, just as the domma.n‘t may bec’ome
so ‘secure’ with their position as to become 'obhvmus , 5O,
too, may such things as routines, internalization of roles or
false consensus lead to acceptance of the status quo by the
dominated. In short, I shall agree with Lukc§ that the em-
phasis of this approach upon ob‘serval_)le,cc‘)nﬂlct may lead it
to neglect what may be the ‘crucial point’: ‘the most §ffect1ve
and insidious use of power is to prevent such conflict from

arising in the first place’.®®

The Three-Dimensional Approach. In putting‘ forwar(;l a
further conception of power, Lukes argues that ‘A exercises
power over B when A affects B in a manner contrary to B’s
interests.”*® The means by which A may do so go significantly

3%RBachrach and Baratz (1970), op. cit., pp. 49-50.

31 Lukes, op. cit., p-24. ] )

32 B:chrachpand Baratz (1970) op. cit., p. 50 (emphasis supplied).
33 Lukes, op. cit., pp. 20, 23.

%3bid,, p. 34.
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bey(?nd those allowed within the first two approaches
First, ‘A may exercise power over B by getting him to do.

what h.e does not want to do, but he also exercises power
over h}grsn by influencing, shaping or determining his ve
wants.™ Not only might A exercise power over B b rry
vaﬂmg in the resolution of key issues or by preventin Byﬁg) e—
effectlve:*ly raising those issues, but also through affe?:tin BI;n
conceptions of the issues altogether. Secondly, ‘this gmas
happen in the absence of observable conflict whic,h ma havy
b;en successfully averted’, though there mu’st be latenst, con?
ﬂlCt3 which consists, Lukes argues, ‘in a contradiction betwee
the interests of those exercising power and the req/ z'nterestn
of those they exclude’.® Thirdly, the analysis of power m i
avoid the individualistic, behavioural confines of tie one- aisd
to some  extent the two-dimensional approaches. It must
E‘IHOW for consideration of the many ways in which.potentz'al
wsues are kept out of politics, whether through the operation
of s?c1a1 forces and institutional practices or throu hpindivid
uals” decisions’.3” In so extending the concept if ower-
Lukes suggests, ‘the three-dimensional view . . . offf?rs the’
prospect of a serious sociological and not merely personalized
explan_atlon of how political systems prevent demands fro
becoming political issues or even from being made’,38 B
~ Though the‘prospect has been offered, the task.has et to
have been carried out. To do 50, though, might bring to yether
usefl.llly approaches often considered separately ogf the
relationship of political conceptions to the social order. For
instance, following in a line of American political scier.ltists
(b.egmmng perhaps with Lasswell), the emphasis upon con-
sciousness allqws consideration of the subjective e?fects nf
power, including Edelman’s notion that ‘political actioﬁ
chlef_ly arouse or satisfy people not by granting or withS
holdlr}g their stable, substantive demands but rather b :
changing their demands and expectations’,®® At the sam‘g

**ibid., p. 23 (emphasi i
ibid., p. phasis suppiied).
2 ihid., PP. 24-5, Ppiied)

*7ibid., p. 24.

*ibid., p.38.

¥ Murray Edelman, Politic 1

y s as Symbol fon. Y

(Markham Publishing Co., Chicago, i’;’;]‘;,’;:‘;‘:‘tw"' Mass Arousal and Quisscence
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time, by not restricting power to individuals’ actions, the
three-dimensional definition allows consideration of the social
forces and historical patterns involved in Gramsci’s concept
of hegemony, or what Milliband develops as the use of ideo-
logical predominance forthe ‘engineering of consent’ amongst
the subordinate classes.*®

Perhaps more significant, however, are the implications of

this three-dimensional approach for an understanding of how
power shapes participation patterns of the relatively power-
less. In a sense, the separation by the pluralists of the notion
of power from the phenomenon of quiescence has indicated
the need for such a theory, while in the second and third
approaches are its beginnings. In the two-dimensional ap-
proach is the suggestion of barriers that prevent issues from
emerging into political arenas—i.e. that constrain conflict. In
the three-dimensional approach is the suggestion of the use
of power to pre-empt manifest conflict at all, through the
shaping of patterns or conceptions of non-conflict. Yet, the
two-dimensional approach may still need development and
the three-dimensional prospect has yet to be put to empirical
fest.

This book therefore will pick up the challenge of attempt-
ing to relate the three dimensions of power to an understand-
ing of quiescence and rebellion of a relatively powerless group
in a social situation of high inequality. Through the empirical
application further refinements of the notion of power may
develop, but, of equal importance, more insights may be
gleaned as to why non-¢élites in such situations act and believe

as they do.

1.2 THE MECHANISMS OF POWER

What are the mechanisms of power? How might its compon-
ents be wielded in the shaping or containment of conflict?

First Dimension. In the first-dimensional approach to power,
with its emphasis on observable conflict in decision-making

40 Antonioc Gramsci, Selections from the Prison Notebooks of . . . ed. and
trans., by Quinton Hare and Geoffrey Nowell-Smith (Lawrence and Wishart,
London, 1971), see especially selections of ‘State and Civil Society’, in pp. 206-78.
Ralph Milliband, The State in Capitalist Society: An Analysis of the Western
Systems of Power (Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London, 1969), pp. 180-2.
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arenas, power may be understood primarily by looking at
who prevails in bargaining over the resolution of key issues
The. mechanisms of power are important, but relativel‘
strqlghtforward and widely understood: they involve th?:r
pohtlca.l resources—votes, jobs, influence—that can be brought
by political actors to the bargaining game and how V\%ell
those resources can be wielded in each particular play—

through personal efficac iti i i
Y, political experience, or i
strength, and so on. ° $ oreaniationd]

Second Dimension. The second-dimensional approach adds
to these resources those of a ‘mobilization of bias’
b}

CAdset of‘ predominant values, beliefs, rituals, and institutional pro-
edures (‘rules of the game’) that operate systematically and con-
sistently to the benefit of certain persons and groups at the ex »
of others, Those who benefit are placed in a' preferred po 't'pense
defend and promote their vested interests.”! posttion to

Bach.rgch and Baratz argue in Power and Poverty that the
mob}llze}tion of bias not only may be wielded upon decision-
making in political arenas, but it in turn is sustained primaril

through ‘non-decisions’, defined as: P ¢

A decision that results in suppression or thwarting of a latent or manj
fest challenge to the values or interests of the decision maker. To bl-
more nearly. explicit, nondecision-making is a means by which d;:mand::
. for change in the existing allocation of benefits. and privileges in th

community can be suffocated before they are voiced, or kept coverte'
or kxll.c_d before they gain access to the relevant decisi(;n-makin aren :
or, faJhng.all of these things, maimed or destroyed in the dic' ion.
implementing stage of the policy process,*? e

One form of non-decision-making, they suggest, may be force
fi second may be the threat of sanctions, ‘negati,ve or positive’.
ranging from intimidation . . . to co-optation’. A third ma :
be the ‘invocation of an existing bias of the political systemz
a norm, precedent, rule or procedure—to squelch a threaten-
Ing demand or incipient issue’. This may include the manipu-
%atlon of s,ymbols, such as, in certain political cultures
communist” or ‘troublemaker’. A fourth process which the ,
c1.te’ involves reshaping or strengthening the mobilization 03;
bias’ through the establishment of new barriers or new

*! Bachrach and Baratz (1970 i
“2ibid., p. 44. (1970). op. cit., p. 43.
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symbols ‘against the challengers’ efforts to widen the scope
of conflict’.

While the above mechanisms of power involve identifiable
actions which prevent issues from entering the decision-
making arenas, there may be other processes of non-decision-
making power which are not so explicitly observable. The
first of these, ‘decisionless decisions’, grows from institutional
inaction, or the unforeseen sum effect of incremental de-
cisions. A second process has to do with the ‘rule of antici-
pated reactions’, ‘situations where B, confronted by A who
has greater power resources decides not to make a demand
upon A, for fear that the latter will invoke sanctions against
him’.** In both cases, the power process involves a non-event
rather than an observable non-decision. :

Third Dimension. By far theleast developed and least under-
stood mechanisms of power—at least within the field of
political science—are those of the third dimension. Their
identification, one suspects, involves specifying the means
through which power influences, shapes or determines
conceptions of the necessities, possibilities, and strategies
of challenge in situations of latent conflict. This may in-
clude the study of social myths, language, and symbols, and
how they are shaped or manipulated in power processes.*’
It may involve the study of communication of information—
both of what is communicated and how it is done.** It may
involve a focus upon the means by which social legitimations
are developed around the dominant, and instilled as beliefs
or roles in the dominated.*® It may involve, in short, locating
the power processes behind the social construction of mean-
ings and patterns®’ that serve to get B to act and believe in a

*3ibid., pp. 42-6.

*4See, for instance, Edelman, op. cit.; Edelman, The Symbolic Uses of Politics
(University of lllinois Press, Urbana, 1967); and Edelman, *‘Symbols and Political
Quiescence’, American Political Science Review, 54 {1960), 695-704.

4SFor example, as developed by Claus Mueller, The Politics of Communi-
cation: A Study in the Political Sociology of Language, Socialization and Legiti-
mation (Oxford University Press, New York, 1973).

*6ibid.; see, too, Milliband, op. cit., pp. 179-264; and C. Wright Mills, The
Sociological Imagination (Oxford University Press, New York, 1956), pp. 36-40.

47 This is to suggest that processes may be similar to those suggested by Berger
and Luckmann but that the processes are not random. They occur in a power
field and to the advantage of power interests. See Peter L. Berger and Thomas
Luckmann, The Secial Construction of Reality (Doubleday and Co., New York,
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manner in which B otherwise might not, to A’s benefit and
B’s detriment.

Such processes may take direct observable forms, as Lukes
suggests. ‘One does not have to go to the lengths of talking
about Brave New World, or the world of B.F. Skinner to see
this: thought control takes many less total and more mundane
forms, through the control of information, through the mass
media, and through the process of socialization.”®® His asser-
tions are supported in various branches of contemporary
social science. For instance, Deutsch and Rieselbach, in
writing of new developments in the field, say that communi-
cations theory ‘permits us to conceive of such elusive notions
as consciousness and the political will as observable pro-
cesses”.** Similarly, the study of socialization, enlightened by
learning theory, may help to uncover the means by which
dominance is maintained or legitimacy instilled, as Mann or
Frey, among others, argue.*

In addition to these processes of information control or
socialization, there may be other more indirect means by
which power alters political conceptions. They involve
psychological adaptations to the state of being without
power. They may be viewed as third-dimensional effects of
power, growing from the powerlessness experienced in the
first two dimensions. Especially for highly deprived or vulner-

‘able groups, three examples might be given of what shall be
called the indirect mechanisms of power’s third dimension.

In the first instance, the conceptions of the powerless may
alter as an adaptive response to continual defeat. If the
victories of A over B in the first dimension of power lead to
non-challenge of B due to the anticipation of the reactions
of A, as in the second-dimensional case, then, over time, the

calculated withdrawal by B.may lead to an unconscious pat-
1966); and critique by Richard Lichtmann, ‘Symbolic Interaction and Social

Reality: Some Marxist Queries’, Berkeley Journal of Sociology, 15 (1970) 75-
94,

*% Lukes, op. cit., p. 28.

**Karl W, Deutsch and Leroy Rieselbach, ‘Recent Trends in Political Theory
and Political Philosophy’, The Annals of the American Political and Social Science,
360 (1965), 151.

59 Michael Mann, ‘The Social Cohesion of Liberal Democracy’, American
Sociological Review, 35 (1970). Frederick W. Frey, ‘Comment: On Issues and
Non-Issues in the Study of Power’, American Political Science Review, 65 (1971),
1081-1101.
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tern of withdrawal, maintained not by fear of power of A but
by a sense of powerlessness within B, regardlgss of A’s con-
dition. A sense of powerlessness may manifest itself as exten-
sive fatalism, self-deprecation, or undue apathy about one’s
situation. Katznelson has argued, for instance, in Black Men,
White Cities that ‘given the onus of choice, the powerless
internalize their impossible situation and internalize their

guilt . . . The slave often identified with his master and
accepted society’s estimate of himself as being w1thqut
worth . . . The less complete but nonetheless pervasive

powerlessness of blacks in America’s northern ghettos . . .
has had similar effects.” Or, the powerless may act, but
owing to the sense of their powerlessness, they may alter the
level of their demands.’> The sense of powerlessness may
also lead to a greater susceptibility to the internalization of
the values, beliefs, or rules of the game of the powertul as a
further adaptive response—i.e. as a means of escaping the
subjective sense of powerlessness, if not its objective con-
dition.® .
The sense of powerlessness may often be found with,
though 1t is conceptually distinct from, a second cx.ample
of the indirect mechanisms of power’s third dimension. It
has to do with the interrelationship of participation and
consciousness. As has been seen in the pluralists’ literature,
it i1s sometimes argued that participation is a consequence of
a high level of political awareness or knowledge, most often
associated with those of a favourable socic-economic status.
However, it might also be the case, as is argued by the classi-
cal democratic theorists, that it is participation itself which
increases political consciousness—a reverse argument from
the one given above.** Social psychology studies, for instance,
have found that political learning is dependent at least to

*1Ira Katznelson, Black Men, White Cities (Oxford University Press, 1973),
> 1?""E;\v;faltcr Korpi, ‘Conflict, Power and Relative Deprivation’, American Polz'tin:"al
Science Review, 68 (1974). Korpi writes, ‘in the long run the weaker actor will,
through internal psychological processes, tend to adjust his aspiration level
towards. the going rates of exchange in the relationship’. {p. 1571). ]

53See discussion by Paulo Freire, The Pedagogy of the Oppressed (Penguin
Books, Harmondsworth, Middx, 1972), pp. 1-39. )

%4 e.g. Rousseau, John Stuart Mill, G.D.H. Cole. Sce discussion of this theme
in Pateman, op. cit., Chap. 3.
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some degree of political participation within and mastery
upon one’s environment.** And, as Pizzorno points out, there
is a ‘singular relationship, well known by all organizers of
parties and political movements: class consciousness promotes
political participation, and in its turn, political participation
increases class consciousness’.’® If this second understanding
of the relationship to participation and consciousness is the
case, then it should also be the case that those denied partici-
pation—unable to engage actively with others in the deter-
mination of their own affairs—also might not develop political
consciousness of their own situation or of broader political
inequalities.

This relationship of non-participation to non-consciousness
of deprived groups is developed by Paulo Freire, one of the
few writers to have considered the topic in depth. ‘Conscious-
ness’, he writes, ‘is constituted in the dialectic of man’s
objectification and action upon the world.”®” In situations
of highly unequal power relationships, which he terms
‘closed societies’, the powerless are highly dependent. They
are prevented from either self-determined action or reflection
upon their actions. Denied this dialectic process, and denied
the democratic experience out of which the ‘critical con-
sciousness’ grows, they develop a ‘culture of silence’. ‘The
dependent society is by definition a silent society.” The cul-
ture of silence may preclude the development of consciousness
amongst the powerless thus lending to the dominant order an
air of legitimacy. As in the sense of powerlessness, it may
also encourage a susceptibility among the dependent society
to internalization of the values of the dominant themselves.
‘Its voice is not an authentic voice, but merely an echo of the
metropolis. In every way the metropolis speaks, the dependent
society listens.”® Mueller similarly writes about groups which
‘cannot articulate their interests or perceive social conflict.
Since they have been socialized into compliance, so to speak,
they accept the definitions of political reality as offered by
dominant groups, classes or government institutions.’®®

5$Melvin Seeman, ‘Alienation, Membership, and Political Knowledge: A
Comparative Study’, Public Opinion Quarterly, 30 (1966), 353-67.

*¢ Allesandro Pizzomno, ‘An Introduction to the Theory of Political Partici-
pation’, Soctal Science Information, 9 (1970), 45.

$7Paulo Freire, Cultural Action for Freedom (Penguin Books, Harmonds-
worth, Middx, 1972), p. 52.

%ibid., pp. 58-9. ¥ Mueller, op. cit., p. 9.
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Even as the ‘silence’ is broken, the initial demands of the
dominated may be vague, ambiguous, partially developed.
This might help to explain the phenomenon of the ‘multiple’
or ‘split’ consciousness®® often cited in the literature for
poor or working-class groups. As long as elerpents of the
sense of powerlessness or the assuming consciousness that
grow from non-participation can be maintained, then although
there may be a multitude of grievances, the ‘unified’ or
‘critical’ consciousness will likely remain precluded. And,
in turn, the inconsistencies themselves may re-enforce the
pattern of non-challenge. In Gramsci’s terms, ‘it can reach
the point where the contradiction of conscience will not
permit any decision, any choice, and produce a state of
moral and political passivity’.®!

This understanding gives rise to a final indirect means
through which power’s third dimension may work. Garson
has described the ‘multiple consciousness’ as being character-
ized by ‘ambiguity and overlays of consciousness; different
and seemingly contradictory orientations will be evoked
depending upon the context’®? If such is the case, then the
consciousness of the relatively powerless, even as it emerges,
may be malleable, i.e. especially vulnerable to the mani_pu-
lation of the power field around it. Through the invocation
of myths or symbols, the use of threat or rumours, or other
mechanisms of power, the powerful may be able to ensure
that certain beliefs and actions emerge in one context while
apparently contradictory grievances may be expressed in
others. From this perspective, a consistently expressed
consensus is not required for the maintenance of dominant
interests, only a consistency that certain potentially k(?y
issues remain latent issues and that certain interests remain
unrecognized—at certain times more than at others.

These direct and indirect mechanisms of power’s third
dimension combine to suggest numerous possibilities of the
means through which power may serve to shape conceptions

°David Garson, ‘Automobile Workers and the American Dream’, Politics
and Society, 3 {1973), 163-179; Antonio Gramsci, trans. by Lewis Marks, The
Modern Prince and Other Writings (Intemational Publishers, New York, 1857),
p. 66.

¢! Gramsci (1957), op. cit., p.67.
%3 Garson, op. cit., p. 163.
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ot the necessities, possibilities, or strategies of conflict. Not
only, as in the two-dimensional approach, might grievances
be excluded from entering the political process, but they
might be precluded from consideration altogether. Or, B,
the relatively powerless, may recognize grievances against A
the relatively powerful, but desist from challenge because
B’s conceptions of self, group, or class may be such as to
make actions against A seem inappropriate. Or, B may
recognize grievances, be willing to act upon them, but not
recognize A as the responsible agent towards which action
should be directed—e.g. because of the mystifications or
legitimations which surround A. Or, B may recognize griev-
ances against A and be willing to act, but may not through
viewing the order as immutable or through lacking concep-
tions of possible alternatives, Or, B may act, but do so op
the basis of misconceived grievances, against the wron

target, or through an ineffective strategy. Any or all of these

But the indirect mechanisms of power’s third dimension,
Seen as a consequence of the powerlessness experienced in

theory about the effects of power and powerlessness upon
quiescence and rebellion in situations of great Inequality.

1.3 POWER AND POWERLESSNESS: QUIESCENCE AND REBELLION-A
TENTATIVE RELATIONSHIP .

Power, it has been suggested, involves the capacity of A to
prevail over B both in resolution of manifest conflict and
through affecting B’s actions and conceptions about conflict
or potential conflict, Intuitively, if the interests of A and B
are contrary, and if A (individual, group, class) exercises
power for the protection of its interests, then it will also be
to A’s advantage if the power can be used to generate and
maintain quiescence of B {individual, group, class) upon B’s
Interests. In that process, the dimensions of power and
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powerlessness may be viewed as interrelated and accumulative
in nature, such that each dimension serves to re-enforce the
strength of the other. The relationships may be schematized,
as in Figure 1.1, and described as follows: 53

As A develops power, A prevails over B in decision-making
arenas in the allocation of resources and values within the
political system [1]. If A prevails consistently, then A may
accumulate surplus resources and values which may be
allocated towards the construction of barriers around the
decision-making arenas—i.e. towards the development of a
mobilization of bias, as in the second dimension of power
[2]. The consistent prevalence of A in the decision-making
arenas plus the thwarting of challenges to that prevalence
may allow A further power to invest in the development of
dominant images, legitimations, or beliefs about A’s power
through control, for instance, of the media or other social-
ization institutions [3]. The power of A to prevail in the
- first dimension increases the power to affect B’s actions in
the second dimension, and increases the power to affect
B’s conceptions in the third.

The power of A is also strengthened by the fact that the
powerlessness of B is similarly accumulative, and that power
and powerlessness may each re-enforce the other towards the
generation of B’s quiescence. In the decision-making arena, B
suffers continual defeat at the hands of A [4]. Over time, B
may cease to challenge A owing to the anticipation that A
will prevail [5]. But B’s non-challenge allows A more oppor-
tunity to devote power to creating barriers to exclude partici-
pation in the future [2, 5]. The inaction of B in the second-
dimensional sense becomes a sum of the anticipation by B of
defeat and the barriers maintained by A over B’s entering the
decision-making arena anyway, and the re-enforcing effect of
one upon the other.

In turn, the second-dimensional relationship may re-enforce
the sense of powerlessness, the maintained non-participation,
the ambiguous consciousness, or other factors which comprise
the indirect mechanisms of power’s third dimension [5, 6].
Further withdrawal of B though, in turn, allows more security

3This is not meant to imply that in an empirical situation the relationships
develop in this sequence, or in a linear fashion at all. However, it is analytically
useful to describe them in this manner.
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for A to develop further legitimations or ideologies which
may be used indirectly to affect the conceptions of B [3, 6] .
And, as has been seen, the powerlessqess.of B ma)’f also in-
crease the susceptibility of B to introjection of A’s values.
In the third-dimensional sense, then, B’s response becomes
understood as the sum of B’s powerlessness and A’s power,
and the re-enforcing effects of the one upon the other.. .

Once such power relationships are developed, the1r. main-
tenance is self-propelled and attempts at their alteration are
inevitably difficult. In order to remedy th’e nequalities, B
must act, but to do so B must overcome A’s power, and th.e
accumulating effects of B’s powerlessness. In order to benefit
from the inequalities, A need not act, or 1f' acting, may devote
energies to strengthening the power relatxpn;hlps. Indeed, to
the extent that A can maintain conflict within the second- or
third-dimensional arenas, then A will continue to pre'vall
simply through the inertia of the s'ituatl‘on. Pocock describes
what may have been such a relatlonshlp with reference to
the maintenance of power by Ancient Chinese rulers:

Where A has the power and B has not, it is a sign of weakness for
either to take initiative, but B must take it and A need not e O_nce?
acquired, it (power) is maintained not by exertion but. by mac'tfon:
not by imposing norms, but by being prequisite to their imposition;
not by the display of virtue, but by the_character’less force of its own
necessity. The ruler rules not by solving othersi problems, l:.mt by
having none of his own; others have problems—i.e. th.ey desire the
power he has—and by keeping these unsolved he retains the power
over them %

In such a situation, power relationships can be understoo‘d
only with reference to their pri01.' dcvelopn_lent and their
impact comprehended only in the light of their own momen-
tum. N . . .
Challenge, or rebellion, may de_velop if thfere is a shift in
the power relationships—either owing to loss in the power of
A or gain in the power of B. (The two need not be the same
owing to the possibility of intervention by other actors,
technological changes, external structu'ral factors,' etc.) But
even as challenge emerges, several steps in overcoming power-

*].G. A. Pocock, ‘Ritual, Language and Power’, in Pocock, Pelitics, Language,
end Time: Essays on Political Thought and History (Methuen, London, 1970),
p-69. .
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lessness by B must occur before the conflict is on competitive
ground.®* B must go through a process of issue and action
formulation by which B develops consciousness of the needs,
possibilities, and strategies of challenge. That is, B must
counter both the direct and indirect effects of power’s third
dimension [9]. And, B must carry out the process of mobili-
zation of action upon issues to overcome the mobilization of
bias of A against B’s actions. B must develop its own resources
—real and symbolic—to wage the conflict [8]. Only as the
obstacles to challenge by B in the second and third dimensions
are overcome can the conflict which emerges in the first
dimension be said to reflect B’s genuine participation—i.e.
self-determined action with others similarly affected upon
clearly conceived and articulated grievances [7].

This formulation of the steps in the emergence of effective
challenge provides further understanding of the means by
which A may prevail over the outcome of any latent or
manifest conflict. In the first instance, A may simply remain
aloof from B, for to intervene in a situation of potential
conflict may be to introduce the notion of conflict itself,
But, if conceptions or actions of challenge do arise on the
part of B, A may respond at any point along the process of
issue-emergence. That is, the powerless may face barriers to
-effective challenge in the processes of the formulation of
issues, of the mobilization of action upon issues, or in the
decision-making about issues—any or all of which may affect
the outcome of the conflict [10,11,12...]. What are for B
barriers to change are for A options for the maintenance of
the status quo.

But, by the same token, as the barriers are overcome, so,
too, do A’s options for control lessen. And, just as the
dimensions of power are accumulative and re-enforcing for
the maintenance of quiescence, so, too, does the emergence
of challenge in one area of a power relationship weaken the
power of the total to withstand further challenges by more
than the loss of a single component. For example, the devel-
opment of consciousness of an issue re-enforces the likelihood
of attempted action upon it, in tumn re-enforcing consciousness.

% Parenti, op. cit., calls this the problem of political capital accumulation:
‘just as one needs capital to make capital, so one needs power to use power’
{(p.527).
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A single victory helps to alter inaction owing to the antici-
pation of defeat, leading to more action, and so on. Once
patterns of quiescence are broken upon one set of grievances,
the accumulating resources of chalienge—e.g. organization,
momentum, consciousness—may become transferable to other
issues and other targets.

For this reason, the development and maintenance of a
generalized pattern of quiescence of B by A in situjations of
latent conflict will always be in A’s interests. A will act to
thwart challenges by B regardless of whether they appear,
in the immediate sense, to be directed against A; for once the
patterns are broken, the likelihood of further action by B
increases and the options for control wielded by A decrease.
For this reason, too, A will support A’ on matters of com-
mon interest vis-d-vis the behaviour and conceptions of B; and
B must ally with B’ for the emergence of effective challenge
against A—giving rise over time to social grouping and social
classes of the relatively powerful and the relatively powexless.

1.4 METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

What may appear conceptually useful may not correspond
to actual circumstance. That which is analytically distinct
may in fact occur simultaneously. Thus, a primary task of
this study is to consider whether this model of power and
participation can be applied to an empirical situation a‘nd
whether that process in turn can lend further understanding
to the relationships so far put forward. That there are meth-
odological difficulties to the task is recognized from the
outset. The suggestion of Bachrach and Baratz of even a
‘second face’ of power met vocal challenge on procedural
grounds: how can one find the ‘hidden’ aspects of power?
How can a non-decision be observed? Which non-events are
relevant?®® The presentation of a ‘third face’ of power poses
yet further problems: how can one study wh_at does not
happen? What about the problem of imputing interests and

% For example, Raymond E. Wolfinger, ‘Nondecisions and the Study of
Local Politics’, American Political Science Review, 65 (1971), 1063-1080; also,
‘Rejoinder to Frey's Comment’, American Political Science Review, 65 (1971),
1102-4; Richard M, Merelman, ‘On the Neo-Elitist Critiques of Community
Power’, American Political Science Review, 62 (1968), 451-60; Polsby (1963),
op. cit.
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values? This book argues that these problems are surmount-
able. Broad guidelines used for the empirical study are
presented here. Then, the telling test for the method, as for
the model, will be the extent to which it helps to iIlu’minate
the empirical case itself,

In t%le first instance, the methodology assumes Frey’s
suggestion that ‘we can expect non-issues when: 1) glari)x:g
inequalities occur in the distribution of things avowedl
valued by actors in the system, and 2) those inequalities dg
not seem to occasion ameliorative influence attempts b
those getting less of those values’.” Secondly, rather thaz
assumm.g-the inaction or inertia to be ‘natural,’ in the mass
fmd activism as the phenomenon to be explained (as is done
in the plur?list methodolody), this approach initially assumes
that remedlal_action upon inequalities by those affected would
occur were it not for power relationships. The study of
quiescence in a situation of potential conflict becomes the
task, rather than the study of manifest conflict in a situation
otherw-/vise assumed to be conflict-free.

It is not adequate, however, merely to observe that in-
eqL.la.htles exist and that such inequalities are met only by
quiescence, to conclude that non-challenge is a product of
power. As Lukes questions, ‘Can we always assume that the
victims of injustice and inequality would, but for the exercise
of power, strive for justice and equality?’®® On the contrar
he writes, ‘we need to justify our expectation that B woulﬁ
have thought and acted differently, and we need to specify
the means or mechanisms by which A has prevented, or else
acted (or abstained from acting) in a manner suffic’:ient to
prevent B from doing 50’.% From the model put forward, I
suggest there are several means in an empirical study throu’h
‘whlch mechanisms can be identified and through whigh
relevant counterfactuals’ can be demonstrated to substantiate

the expecta_tion that B would have thought and acted differ-
ently, were it not for A’s power.

67 s
. Frc?y, op. cit., P 1097. This is essentially the approach used by Crenson.
;v omci;)jct(:iuve{y identifies varying levels in air pollution, assumes that peoplc’
ene; o not i i i
gen OCC:L not want to be poisoned, and asks why action upon pollution does

®® Lukes, op. cit., p. 46.
% ibid., pp. 41-2.
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In general, to do so requires going outside the decision-
making arenas and carrying on extensive, time-consuming
research "in the community in question. There, non-actors
and non-leaders become important, not as objects of scrutiny
in themselves but to discover through their experiences, lives,
conditions, and attitudes, whether and by what means power
processes may serve to maintain non-conflict.

In pursuing the answer to the question more specifically, it
may be necessary, first, to look at the historical development
of an apparent ‘consensus’. In so doing, it may be possible to
determine whether that situation has been arrived at by
‘choice’ or whether it has been shaped by power relations.
And, the background study may help to identify certain key
symbols, cues, or routines that affect the maintenance of
quiescence in a given situation but which may not be identi-
fiable as part of the ‘language of power’ without knowledge
of their antecedents,

Secondly, within a given situation of apparent non-challenge,
processes of communication, socialization, acculturation,
etc., can be studied to determine whether there is a specitic
relationship between the actions or ideologies of the power-
holders and the action, inaction or beliefs of the powerless.
In addition, it might be possible to determine whether the
conditions do exist under which the actions and conscious-
ness of B could develop, or whether identifiable power
barriers serve to preclude their development, as in the indirect
mechanisms of power.

Thirdly, it might be possible in a given or changing situation
to posit or participate in ideas or actions which speculate
about or attempt to develop challenges. The response of the
quiescent population to such possibilities, and the response
of the powerholders to the beginning formulation or raising
of issues may help to show whether power mechanisms are

at work to preclude challenge from emerging.

Even if the identification of specific processes of power is
successful, it still does not satisfy the requirement of justifying
the ‘expectation that B would have thought and acted differ-
ently’. Several more types of evidence must be gathered.
First, as Lukes suggests, it may be possible to observe what
occurs on the part of B when the power of A over B weakens,
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Le. in ‘abnormal times . . . when the apparatus of power is
removed or relaxed’.”® Secondly, it may be possible to observe
what occurs when alternative opportunities for action develop
within B’s ficld—through the intervention of third parties
Or new resources. If action or conceptions of action emerge
upon previously existing conditions—whether due to alter-
ation in the power of A or the powerlessness of B—then it
may be possible to argue that the prior inaction or apparent
consensus did not reflect real consensus, Finally, it may be
possible to develop a comparative approach to the study of
the problem: if similarly deprived groups are faced with
observably differing degrees of power, and if one rebels while
the other does not, then it should be possible to argue that
the differing responses are related to differences in the power
relationships.

If, after following such guidelines, no mechanisms of
power can be identified and no relevant counterfactuals can
be found, then the researcher must conclude that the quiesc-
ence of a given deprived group is, in fact, based upon consen-
sus of that group to their condition, owing for instance, to
differing values from those initially posited by the observer.
In this sense, this approach allows the falsifiability of the
hypothetical relationships being explored.”™ Moreover, the
‘third-dimensional methodology’ provides the possibility of
reaching conclusions that power in a given situation is cither
three- or two- or one-dimensional in nature—a possibility not
provided for in the other two approaches. Thus, the con-
clusions of this approach are less dependent upon the meth-
odological assumptions than they might be in the approach
of the pluralists’ or of Bachrach and Baratz.

However, assumptions must be made in this, as in all studies
of power, about the definitions of three key concepts:
interests, consciousness and consensus.

For the observer to posit that B would act towards the
attainment of a value X or would want X were it not for the
power processes of A may involve avowing that X is in B’

interest. However, to do so—unlike it is often alleged™ —is
ibid., p. 47.
" Sce, for instance, critique by Merelman, op. cit.
"*See, for instance, Polsby (1963), op. cit., p. 96; Wolfinger ‘Nondecisions
and the Study of Local Politics’, op. cit., p- 1066.
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not necessarily to avow that X is in B’s 1"ea‘1 interest, nor to
give the observer the right to impose his mterpret?tln?n of
what is B’s interest upon B. Rather, the observer’s .mtef-
pretation of what appears in a giV(?I:I context to -be in Bs
interest may be used as a methodological tool for d1scover1n§
whether power relationships are such as to have greclude
the active and conscious choice by B abqut such interests,
regardless of what the outcome of that choice actually would
be. What B would choose (were B free from the power of A
to do so) would be B’s real interests—but they dq not require
identification for the study of power. That.B is prevente‘d
from acting upon or conceiving certain posited interests is
sufficient to show that the interests that are expressed by
B are probably not B’s real ones.™ _ .

The stance has ramifications for the conSJder.atlon of:
consciousness. The unfortunate term ‘false.conscmuspess
must be avoided, for it is analytically confusing. Conscious-
ness refers to a state, as in a state of bcing,' and thus can .only
be falsified through negation of the state itself. If conscious-
ness exists, it is real to its holders, and thus to the power
situation. To discount it as ‘false’ may be to dxsgount too
simply the complexities or realit%es of the.snuatxon. What
is far more accurate (and useful) is to describe the content,
source, or nature of the consciousness—whether it reﬂech
awareness of certain interests and not of others, whether it
is critical or assuming, whether it has been developed through
undue influence of A, and so on.

To argue
not to ar

unforeseen
choice itself.



