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There arc as vou mav have discm·crcd, enthusiasts 
who appc~r t~ belicv~ that most (if not all) important 
knowlcdoe about politics can be found between 
the cove~ of a single book-or at least in the works of one author. 
If you study my man X deeply enough, your enthusiast '"ill 
say, you will find that he tells you everything. 
Your enthusiast's oracle is very likely 
some great name: Plato, perhaps, or Aristotle, 
or Machiavelli, or i\1arx. But for that matter, the oracle might 
turn out to be some ex-sportswriter, now political pundit. 
I am reasonably sure that this is false, and a 
vain hope. It is a melancholy fact that no one has e\·cr been 
wise enough to contribute more than 
a small fraction of what is known about politics. 
That, at least, is what I believe. 
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Preface 

Our enthusiast has a first cousin who insists that c\-erything important 
has already been said in ~he great works of the past, as if wisdom must be 
aged, like wine, to make It better. Yet you may search as long and as hard 
as you like in the great \\'Orks and y_o~J ,,·ill nl.lt. I am quite _sure, find as much 
about the operation of modern political partJL'S, thL: 1\mencan_ Congress, the 
political system of the USSR. or a great numi)LT of othn topics. as you will 
find in recent studies. 

For political institutions change. i\lodern democracy ~in~ pi~ _is not equiva-
lent to the Athenian political system or the Homan lkpuh!Jc. I hen, too, the 
study of politics is to some extent cumulatin·. Indeed on certain topics, 
knowledge increases almost _annually. I h_mT in _mind _partJnd<~rl_y tl~e study 
of political attitudes, of ,·oung and elections, of pohucal participation gen­
erally, where techniques of quit~ recent in\Tntion h<t,·e ITYolt~~ionizccl our 
ways of studying political beha\"lor. If someone \\TfL' to __ ask. I low can I 
learn about what sorts of people participate most in pohtJcs .. and why?", I 
would urge him to start \\·ith the most recent studies in the held and work 
backwards. I seriously doubt \\"hether he \\"Otdd get much help from i\ristotle, 
Rousseau, or the Federalist Papers. 

Yet, in mv view, it is equalh· arrogant to suppose that \"l'ry little worth 
knowing is to be found outside the more recent "·orks. HL·cen t studies often 
help us to gain a better judgment on questions of l:act-an~l. anyone who is 
contemptuous of fact had better forget about studymg poht1cs. Twenty-five 
centuries of dedicated study of politics hm·e naturally produced a good many 
highly plausible but, unfortunately, contradictory l~ypotheses. each strongl)· 
supported by common sense, that can be argued oil Doomsday so long as 
one sticks to the older methods of analysis. llappily. Ill'\\" methods of inquiry 
or analysis sometimes help us to settle these c1uestions. Yet all the questions 
never do get settled; and probably they ne\"Cr "·ill. This is one respect in 
which the best of the profound works of the past. e\Tll of the distant past, are 
invaluable. Thev make us a\\·are of \\"hat these unsettled questions are. And 
they present us 'with the best fruits of creative minds struggling to arrive at 
answers. We do not know so much todav that \\"l' can afford to neglect this 
older ·wisdom. 

Now what, you ask, have these obscn·ations to do "·ith a book on 
modern political analysis? This: Like the series oF "·hich it is a part, this 
book does not pretend to tell you all that \'OU need to knm,· ahout politics. Its 
aim is more modest but more realistic: to. etjuip you "·ith a small number of 
basic concepts, ideas, and analytical tools-ancient or recent. \\·hichc,·cr scc111 

the better-so that you can proceed aften,·ard "·ith more competence to\\'ard 
what should be, in a democracy, a liFe-long ,·ocation: the analysis of politics. 

~ckno\~'ledgments, \\'Cre I to list them all, ""ould require more space 
than IS available. I \\"Oulcl not, ho\\"ever, \\"ant to miss this opportunitv to 
thank Alfred Goodyear, James l\Iurray, and Wilbur Mangas of Prentice-f-lail 
for constructive editorial advice and help. 

New Haven 
1963 

Robert A. Dalzl 
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So111e 
U Ita voidable 

Political 
Questions 

c H A 

Whether he likes it or not, virtually no one 
is completely beyond the reach of some kind of political 
system. A citizen encounters politics 
in the government of a country, tO\\'n, school, church, 

P T E 

business firm, trade union, club, political party, civic association, 
and a host of other organizations, from the United Nations 
to the PTA. Politics is one of the unavoidable 
facts of human existence. Evervone is involved in some fashion 
at some time in some kind of p~litical system. 

R 



Politics is necessarily an ancient and uninTsal experience, and the art 
and science of political analysis hm·e den:loped on·r SL'nTal thousand years 
throughout many sections of the globe. In particular. political analysis has 
thrived in all cultures that ha\·e inherited the enormous legacy of that ancient 
people, few in number yet great in inAuL'nLT, the Cred;s of the pre-Christian 
era. Like many other arts and sciences, political analysis achie\'cd an ex­
traordinary degree of sophistication among the Creeks some 25 centuries ago 
under the tutelage of Socrates, Plato, and :\ristotle. Since their time every 
age in Western civilization has furnished a fe\\' great students of politics who 
have tried to ans\\'er certain fundamental <luestions. 

In fact, it is no great exaggeration to say that all great political theorists 
whose works arc of interest to us today han· asked much the same questions 
about politics. Among the most important of these <luestions are: 

1. What is politics? How do \\'e distinguish politics from other aspects 
of human life? (Chapter 2.) 

2. What do political systems have in common and 1n \\·hat ways do they 
differ from one another? (Chapters 3 and -+.) 

3. What is the role of power and authority 111 political systems? (Chap­
ter 5.) 

4. How do men behave in politics? \Vhat are the distinguishing features 
of homo politicm-pol i tical man? (Chapter (,.) 

5. What conditions make for stability, change, or revolution in different 
political systems? What is rcc1uired if peace is to be maintained and violence 
avoided? What arc the prerec1uisites for a stable democracy? (Chapter 7.) 

6. What sort of political system is the best? I low should we evaluate 
different political systems? (Chapter 8.) 

The questions themselves are endowed wit!~ the chil.d-like simplicity of 
all the most persistent questions of human life. 1 he guestmns themselves are 
easy to pose, enormously difficult to answer. This book does not furnish you 
with the answers. Instead it provides you \\'ith analytical tools you will need 
in order to search for the ans\\'ers in an intelligent wa~·· 

Is political analysis, then, a science? Or is it an art? I believe that it is 
both._ To the ext~nt that m~ny aspects of political. <~nalys!s are most easily 
ac9uue~ by r~aCtiCe and. tr~1~111g under the superVISIOn of a pc~S~>n already 
skilled m poht1cal analysis, It IS an art. Whenever students of politics scrupu­
lously test their generalizations and theories against the data of experience 
by means of meticulous observation, classification, and measurement, then 
political analysis is scientific in its approach. To the extent that this approach 
actually yields tested propositions of' considerable gencrali ty, pnli tical analysis 
can be regarded as scientific in its results. J\s \\'l' shall sec (Chapter 8), the 
extent to which political analysis should be considered an art or a science is 
a hotly debated issue among contemporary students of politics. 

Skill in analyzing politics is not the same as skill in practicing politics. 
Sometimes the two do not go together. James l\1adisnn's speeches at the 
Constitutional Convention and his chapters in the Federalist demonstrate 
that he was as brilliant a political analyst as this country ever produced; yet 
he was a mediocre President. By contrast, Franklin Ronse\'elt had enormous 
skill, insight, and astuteness as a political leader and President; vet one could 
not find in Roosevelt's deeply moving messages, state papers, and letters an 

2 analysis of how he himself operated as President that seems as valid as the 
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analysis contained in several later studies by scholars. 1 Even if Roosevelt had 
tried to explain how he operated, could he have succeeded? The skilled artist 
is frequently unable to explain why or how he docs what he does so superbly. 

Sometimes, to be sure, skill in practicing politics docs go hand-in-hand 
with skill in political analysis. \Voodrow \\Tilson was an historian and political 
scientist before he was a politician. His Co11gressio11al Govenmze11t, which 
he wrote in 1884 when he was 28 years old, is still widely read three-quarters 
of a century later. As governor of New Jersey and as President-at least 
during his first term (1913-1917)-Wilson also displayed a high order of 
skill as a political practitioner. Moreover, every skilled political practitioner 
must have some capacity for political analysis, even though he may be unable 
to explain what he knows. Then too, the rapidly increasing complexity of 
modern national and international politics requires a corresponding increase 
in the analytical competence of political leaders. The old-fashioned ward­
heeler whose political knowledge was narrow and parochial is disappearing 
from American politics, in part because he cuts such a sorry figure against 
the backdrop of all the new, unfamiliar and highly complex problems in an 
age of nuclear energy and man-made satellites. 

Perhaps the best reason for improving one's skill in political analysis, 
however, is that it helps one to understand the world he lives in, to make 
more intelligent choices among the alternatives he faces, and to inAuence the 
changes, great and small, that seem to be an inevitable aspect of all political 
systems. Consider, for example, some of the typical questions that confront 
an American citizen todav. 

About the local co1;11111111ity i11 1l'hich lw lives: Who runs my town or 
city? How democratic is it? Is it run by a "power elite"? How can I find out? 
1-Iow can I study and analyze the structure of power in my own community 
so that I can then be most effective? 

About war a11d peace: Is "peaceful co-existence'' with the Soviet Union 
possible? What conditions increase the possibilities for peace? For war? 

About our friends and allies: Arc the conditions ripe for a new European 
super-state? For an Atlantic community of nations? 

About American }10licies to1l'ard tl1e rest of tl1e 1l'orld: Can popular 
government be extended successfullv to the newlv emeroino nations of the 

• • b b 

world? What would be required? For example, is rapid economic develop-
ment necessary for popular governments to thrive in these countries? 

These arc im11ortant and difficult issues. In trvino to arrive at a decision, 
• b 

a citizen has to make up his mind on matters over which there is bound to 
be controversy and uncertainty. 1-lov.' then can a citizen make intelligent 
decisions on issues of this kind? To repeat, the purpose of this book is not 
to decide questions like these but to present some analytical tools that will be 
useful when you try to make your own decisions. 

1 Particularly, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., The Coming of the New Deal (Boston: 
Houghton Miffiin, 1959), Part VIII, "Evolution of the Presidency." Richard Neustadt, 
Presidential Power (New York: V\liley, 1960), Chapter 7, "Men in Office." 
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What 
Is 

C H A P T E R T W 0 

Nature of the Political Aspect 

What distinguishes the political aspect of human 
society from other aspects? What are the characteristics 
of a political system as distinct, say, from an economic system? 
Although students of politics have never entirely agreed 
on answers to these questions, they tend to agree on certain 
key points. Probably no one would quarrel with 

4 the definition of a political system 
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as a pattern of political relationships. But what is a political relationship? 
On this question, as on many others, an important (though not always 

entirely clear) place to start is Aristotle's Politics (written circa 335-332 n.c.). 
In the first book of the Politics, Aristotle argues against those who say that 
''all kinds of authority arc . . . identical" and seeks to distinguish the au­
thority of the political leader in a political association (or polis) from other 
forms of authority, such as the master over the slave, the husband over the 
wife, and the parents over the children. 

Aristotle takes for granted, however, that at least one aspect of a political 
association is the existence of autlzority or mle. Indeed, Aristotle defines the 
polis, or political association, as "the most sovereign and inclusive association," 
and a constitution (or polity) as "the organization of a polis, in respect of its 
offices generally, but especially in respect of that particular office which is 
sovereign in all issues."1 One of Aristotle's criteria for classifying constitu­
tions, as we shall see, is the portion of the citizen body in which final au­
tlzority or mle is located. 

Ever since Aristotle's time, the notion has been \Videly shared that a 
political relationship in some way involves authority, ruling, or power. For 
example, one of the most influential modem social scientists, the German 
scholar, Max Weber (1864-1920), postulated that an association should be 
called political "if and in so far as the enforcement of its order is carried out 
continually within a given territorial area by the application and threat of 
physical force on the part of the administrative staff."2 Thus, although Weber 
emphasized the territorial aspect of a political association, like Aristotle he 
specified that a relationship of authority or rule was an essential characteristic 
of a political association.3 

To take a final example, a leading contemporary political scientist, Har­
old Lasswell, defines "political science, as an empirical discipline, (as) the 
study of the shaping and sharing of power"4 and "a political act (as) one per­
formed in power perspectives."5 

The areas of agreement and disagreement among Aristotle, Weber, and 
Lasswell on the nature of politics are illustrated by Fig. I. Aristotle, Weber, 
and Lasswell, and almost all other political scientists, aoree that political rela­
tionships are to be found somewhere within circle A, clte set of relationships 
involving rule, authority, or power. Lasswell calls everything in A political, by 
definition. Aristotle and Weber, on the other hand, define the term "political" 
so as to require one or more additional characteristics, indicated .by circles B 
and C. For example, to Weber the domain of the political would not be every­
thing inside A nor everything in B (territoriality) but everything in the area 
of overlap, AB, involving both rule and territoriality. Although Aristotle is 
less clear than either Weber or Lasswell on the point, doubtless he would 
limit the domain of the political even further-e.g., to relationships in associa­
tions capable of self-sufficiency (C); hence to Aristotle "politics" would be 
found only in the area ABC. 

I Ernest Barker (ed.), The Politics of Aristotle (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1948),pp.1, 110. 

:! Max Weber, The Theory of Social and Economic Organization, trans. by A. M. 
Henderson and Talcott Parsons (New York: Oxford University Press, 1947), p. 154. 

a Ibid., pp. 145-153. 
4 Harold D. Lasswell and Abraham Kaplan, Power and Societ)' (New Haven: Yale 

University Press, 1950), p. xiv. 
r; Ibid., p. 240. 5 
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B 

Relationship involving 
territoriality (Weber) 

BC 

FIGURE l. 

Clearly, then, everything that Aristotle and Weber would call political, 
Lasswell would too. But Lasswell would consider as political some things that 
Weber and Aristotle would not: a business firm or a trade union, for exam­
ple, might have "political" aspects. Contemporary students of politics do in 
fact study the political aspects of business firms, labor unions, and other "pri­
vate" associations, like the American Medical Association. ° Contemporary 
political analysis tends to accept, then, a broad definition of what is political 
rather than the narrower one of Aristotle. Let us therefore boldly define a 
political system as follo·ws: 

A political system is any persistent pattern of human relationships that in­
volves, to a significant extent, power, rule, or authority. 

The Ubiquity of Politics 

Admittedly, this definition is very broad. Indeed, it means that man.y associa­
tions we do not ordinarily regard as "political" possess political systems: ·pri­
vate clubs, business firms, labor unions, religious organizations, civic groups, 
primitive tribes, clans, perhaps even families. Three considerations may help 
clarify the unfamiliar notion that almost every human association has a politi­
cal aspect. 

I. In common parlance we speak of the "government" of a club, a firm, 
and so on. In fact, we may even describe such a government as dictatorial, 

6 Oliver Garceau, The Political Life of the American Medical Association (Cam­
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1941). S. M. Lipset, M. A. Trow, and J. S. 
Coleman, Union Democracy, the lntemal Politics of tl1e I 11ternatio11al Typograpllical 
Union (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1956). Robert A. Dahl, "Business and Politics," 
in R. A. Dahl, M. Haire, and P. F. Lazarsfeld, Social Science Research on Business: 

6 Prodttct and Potential (New York: Columbia University Press, 1959). 
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democratic, representative, or authoritarian; and we often hear about "politics" 
and "politicking" going on in these associations. 

2. A political system is only o11e aspect of an association. When we say 
that a person is a doctor, or a teacher, or a farmer, we do not assume that he 
is only a doctor, only a teacher, ouly a farmer. Probably no human association 
is exclusively political in all its aspects. People experience many other rela­
tionships than power and authority, experiences such as love, respect, pur­
pose, dedication, shared beliefs, and so on. 

3. Our definition says nothing at all about human motives. It certainly 
does not imply that in every political system people seek to rule over others, 
want authority, struggle for power, or the like. Indeed relationships of au­
thority could exist even among people with no particular desire to exercise 
authority, or in situations where people with the most authority had the least 
desire for it. In American private clubs, for example, members who are the 
most avid for office are sometimes the least likely to be elected precisely be­
cause the majority of members prefer an officer whose desire for power is so 
moderate that he can be relied on to seek the views of others rather than im­
pose his own on everyone else. 

Some Critical Distinctions 

Despite its breadth, our definition helps us to make some critical distinctions 
that are often blurred in ordinary discussions. 

POLITICS AND ECONOMICS 

Political analysis deals with power, rule, or authority. Economics concerns it­
self with scarce resources or the production and distribution of goods and 
services. Politics is one aspect of a great variety of human institutions; eco­
nomics is another aspect. Hence an economist and a political scientist might 
both study the same concrete institution; but where the economist would con­
cern himself with problems involving scarcity of resources, the political scien­
tist vvould deal with problems involvino relationships of power, rule, or 
authority. However, as with most attem]~ts to distinguish subjects of intel­
lectual inquiry, the distinction between politics and economics is not per­
fectly sharp. 

POLITICAL SYSTEMS AND ECONOMIC SYSTEMS 

Many people indiscriminately apply terms like "democracy," "dictatorship," 
"capitalism," and "socialism" to both political and economic systems. This 
tendency to confuse political with economic systems stems from the lack of a 
standardized set of definitions, from ignorance of the historical origins of these 
terms, and probably in some cases from a desire to exploit a highly favorable 
or unfavorable political term like democracy or dictatorship in order to inRu­
ence attitudes about economic systems. 

It follows from what we have already said, however, that the political 
aspects of an institution are not the same as its economic aspects. Historically, 
the terms "democracy" and "dictatorship" have usually referred to political 
systems, whereas "capitalism" and "socialism" have referred to economic in-
stitutions. From the way the terms have been used historically, these defini- l 
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tions might be appropriate. (I) A demm:racy is a political system in which 
the opportunity to participate in decisions is ,,·idely sharl·d among all adult 
citizens. (2) A dictatorship is a political system in \\"hich the opportunity to 
participate in decisions is restricted to a fc\\'. (3) Capitalism is an economic 
system in which most major economic acti\'itics arc performed by privately 
owned and controlled firms. ( 4) Socialism is an economic svstem in which 
most major activities are performed by agencies o\\"ncd an~l controlled by 
the government. 

Each pair of terms rests on a dichotomy, and dichotomies are often 
rather unsatisfactory. In fact, many political systems are neither wholly dem­
ocratic nor wholly dictatorial; and in many economic systems private and 
governmental operations are mixed together in all sorts of ..fomplcx ways. 
While we shall leave the development of a more useful classffication of eco­
nomic system to others, in Chapter 3 we shall consider several ways of classi­
fying political systems. Meanwhile, remember that the distinction between 
an economic system and a political system is indispensable to clear thinking. 

DEFINITIONS AND EMPIRICAL PROPOSITIONS 

8 

No matter what terms we use, the two aspects of social life-the political and 
the economic-are different. However, like the central nervous system and 
the circulatory system in an animal, these two aspects arc also interrelated. 
But the way in which the two aspects are related cannot be determined by 
definition alone: Empirical inquiry is necessary. 

The failure to distinguish between a definitiou and an empirical proposi­
tion is common in political analysis. Yet nothing can he shown to be true or 
false about the real world of politics (or economics) simply by definition. A 
definition is, so to speak, a proposed treaty governing the usc of terms. A 
sentence that employs such terms, however, contains an empirical proposition 
if it purports to say something about the world we experience. Whether the 
proposition is true or false depends on the degree to which the proposition 
and the real world correspond. 

This point can be illustrated by considering the relation between eco­
nomic and political systems. Assuming that we usc these terms as thev were 
defined a moment ago, four relationships would be logically possible.-

I 

II 

III 

IV 

The 
political system 

is: 

A Democracy 

A Democracy 

A Dictatorship 

A Dictatorship 

The 
economic system 

is: 

Capitalism 

Socialism 

Capitalism 

Socialism 

None of these combinations is a logical absurdity. None is excluded by defini­
tion. Whether each combination actually does exist, or is likely to exist, can 
only be determined by studying actual political and economic systems. Is it 
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true, as ad\'ocates of capitalism sometimes argue, that in industrial nations 
democracy could not exist without a capitalist economy? Is it true, as Lenin 
and other communists have argued, that a capitalist economy can exist only 
under a political dictatorship? Although questions like these are not always 
easy to answer, in principle we can do so only by examining all (or a fair 
sample) of past and present political and economic systems to see what com­
binations do or probably could exist. \Ve cmmot answer these questions by 
debating definitions. 

SYSTEMS AND SUB·SYSTEMS 

Any collection~of real objects that interact in some way with one another can 
be considered a system: a galaxy, a football team, a legislature, a political party. 
In thinking about political systems, it is helpful to keep in mind four points 
that apply to systems of any kind. 

I. To call something a system is an abstract way (or as some scholars 
say, an analytic way) of looking at concrete things. One should therefore 
be careful not to confuse the concrete thing with the analytic "system." A 
"system" is merely an aspect of things abstracted from reality for purposes of 
analysis, like the circulatory system of a mammal or the personality system of 
a human being. 

2. In order to determine what lies within a particular system and what 
lies outside it, we need to specify the boundaries of that system. Sometimes 
this task is fairly easy, as in the case of the solar system or the United States 
Supreme Court, but often it requires a somewhat arbitrary decision. For 
example, what would we consider to be the boundaries of our two major 
parties? Would we include only party officials? Or would we also include all 
those who register as Democrats or Republicans? Or those who identify them­
selves as one or the other, even though they do not register? Or those who vote 
regularly for the one party or the other? Later on, we shall see how the 
"boundaries" of a political system can be defined. 

3. One system can be an element, a sub-system within another. The 
earth is a sub-system in our solar system, which is a sub-system in our galaxy, 
which is a sub·system in the Universe. The Foreign Relations Committee is a 
sub-system of the United States Senate, which is a sub-system within the 
Congress. 

4. Something might be a sub-system in two or more different systems 
that overlap only in part. A college professor might be an active member of 
the American Association of University Professors, the American Legion, and 
the PTA. 

It is useful to keep these observations in mind in considering the differ­
ence between a political system and a social system. 

POLITICAL SYSTEMS AND ~OCIAL SYSTEMS 

What is a "democratic society"? a "free society"? a "socialist society"? an 
"authoritarian society"? an "international society"? In what way is a social 
system distinguished from a political system? 

These questions are difficult to answer because the terms "society" and 9 

What Is Politics? 



10 

"social svstem" are used loosclv, e\'en bv social scientists. In venera!, how-
"' "' ~ n 

ever, tlic term "social" is intended to be inclusi\'c; economic and political rela-
tions arc specific kinds of social relations. 1\lthough the term "social system" 
is sometimes given a more specific meaning. it too is a broad concept. Thus 
Talcott Parsons, a leading American sociologist. deli Ill"~ a social system by 
three characteristics: (I) T\\"o or more persons interact ,,·ith one another. 
(2) In their actions people take account of ho\\" the others arc likely to act. 
( 3) Sometimes the people in the system act togctlwr in pursuit of common 
goals.7 Obviously, then, a social system is \'cry inclusiH· kind of association. 

1\ccordino to Parsons' usaoc, a 11olitical s\'stem or an economic svstem 
b 0 . • 

\\'ould be parts, aspects, or sub-systems of a "social" sy~tem. This way of look-
ino at the matter is illustrated in Fio. 2 .. where 1\C rc11rest•nts the set of all n n 
political sub-systems, and ABC represents sub-systems that can be considered 
as either political or economic, depending on which aspect we arc concerned 
with. Examples of ABC \\'ould be General l\1otors. the United States Bureau 
of the Budget, or the Federal Reserve Board. 

Thus, the term "democratic" society properly describes a social system 
that not only has democratic political (sub) systems but also a number of 
other sub-systems that operate so as to contribute directly or indirectly to the 
strength of the democratic political processes. Com·ersely, an authoritarian 
society would contain many important sub-systems, such as the family, the 
churches, and the schools, all acting to strengthen authoritarian political proc­
esses. Let us consider t\\'O examples. 

In his famous Democracy i11 America ( 1835) the illustrious French 
writer, Alexis de Tocgucville, listed a number of .. pri nci pa I causes which 
tend to maintain the democratic republic in the United States." I lis list in­
cluded not only the constitutional structure hut the absence of a large military 
establishment, equality in social and economic conditions. a prosperous aori­
cultural economy, and the mores, customs, and religious beliefs of America;;s.s 
In Tocguevillc's vic\\' the prospects for a healthy democratic political system 
in the United States were enormously strengthened hy the fact t_hat a highly 
democratic Constitution was reinforced hy many other aspects ol the society. 
Hence American society could properly he called a democratic society. 

By contrast, many observers were pessimistic <~hout the prospects of de­
mocracy in Germany after vVorld War II, because they believed that many 
aspects of German society \\'ere highly authoritarian and tended to under­
mine democratic political relations; they had chiefly in mind the wide tend­
ency for social institutions of all kinds to take on a strong pattern of dom­
inance and submission-the family, schools, churches·, businesses, and all 
relations between government oflicials, \\'hether policemen or civil servants, 
and ordinary citizens. The fact that political democracY. had to be instituted 
in a predominantly authoritarian social environment \\'as not particularly 
auspicious for the future of democracy in Germany. J\ number of recent ob­
servers, on the other hand, feel more optimistic about the future of political 
democracy in Germany precisely because they sec evidence that the au­
thoritarian character of other social institutions is declining. 

1 Talcott Parsons and Edward A. Shils (eels.), Toword " C:c11eml TllcOI')' of Action 
r Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 195 I), p. 55. 

"Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in Americn, 2 Vols. (New York: Vintage 
llooks, 1955), Vol. I, p. xx. 
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In every society, people tend to develop more or less standard expectations 
about how thev and others will behave in various situations. One learns how 
to behave as a .host or a guest, a parent or grandparent, a "good loser," a war­
rior, a bank clerk, a prosecutor, a judge, and so on. Patterns like these, where 
a number of people share roughly similar expectations about how to behave 
in particular situations, arc sometimes called roles. \Vc all play various roles, 
and frequently shift from one role to another very rapidly-e.g., the football 

Pla)•er who attends classes before the bio oamc and then oocs out with his 
b b , b 

girl afterward, has to shift almost as rapidly as a good broken-field runner 
among his various roles as student, competitive athlete, and suitor. 

Whenever a political system is complex and stable, political roles de­
velop. Perhaps the most obvious political roles arc played by persons who 
create, interpret, and enforce rules that arc binding on members of the 
political system. These roles arc "offices," and the collection of offices in a 
political system is what constitutes the government of that system. At any 
given moment, of course, these offices, or roles, arc, aside from vacancies, 
filled by particular i_ndividuals, concrete persons-Senator Foghorn, Judge 
Cranky, Mavor Twimblv. But in manv systems the roles remain much the 
same ~ven \;,hen they ar·c played by a ~u~ccssion of individuals. To be sure, 
in performing Hamlet or Othello actors usually interpret the role personally. 
So too with political roles. JcfTcrson, Jackson, Lincoln, Theodore Roosevelt, 
Wilson, and Franklin Roosevelt, for example, each enlarged the role of Presi­
dent beyond what they had inherited from their predecessors by building new 
expectations in people's minds about what a President should or legitimately 
could do in office. Nonetheless, at anv oiven moment the role also defines and 

• t'> 

limits what the incumbent can do; Truman, Eisenhower and Kennedy were II 
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all li_mited in various ways by their O\\"n beliefs and the attitudes of others re­
gardmg \~·hat role a President is supposed to playY 
I But If most associations have governments, \\"hat ahout the Government? 

11 the United States, as in most other countries. \\·hen you speak of tlle Gov­
ernment everyone seems to know what ,-ou mean. OF ;{II the om·ernmcnts in 
all the v~rious associations of a particul~r territory, generally none is in some 
way recognized as the Government. I-low docs the Gm·ernment differ from 
other governments? Consider three possible ans\\"ers. 

1. The G(J\'Crnment pursues "higher" and "nobler" purposes than other 
governments. There arc at least three difficulties \\"ith this proposal. First, 
because people disagree about \\"hat the "higher" or "nobler" purposes are 
that the Government pursues, and even \\"hether their purposes are or arc not 
being pursued at any given moment, this criterion might not be \"cry helpful 
in tryino to decide whether this or that oovcrnment is the Gon·rnmcnt. Sec-

. b n ) k 
ond, despite the fact that people often disagree o\"C.:r ww t~J ran · yurposes or 
values and mav even hold that the Go\'ernment IS pursumg cnl ends, fre­
quently they agree on what is and \\"hat is not the Gm·ernment. An _anarchist 
does not doubt that l1e is being oppressed by the Go\"crnment. Thud, ·what 
about bad Governments? For example, do democratic and totalitarian Gov­
ernments both pursue noble purposes? That point seems logically impossible. 

Our first proposed answer, then, confuses the problem of defining Gov­
ernment with the more difficult and more important task of deciding on the 
criteria for a "good" or "just" Government. Before anyone can decide \vhat 
the best Government is, he must know first \\'hat the Government is. 

2. Aristotle suggested another possibility: the Government is distin­
ouished hv the character of the association to which it pertains-namely a 
~olitical a~sociation that is self-sufficient, in tl~e scns~ that i~ ~Jossesses all ilie 
qualities and resources necessary for a good life. Th_I~ _clcfimtwn _suffers from 
some of the same difficulties as the first. l\1oreovcr, If It were stnctly applied 
we should have to conclude that no Governments exist! Aristotle's idealized 
interpretation of the city-state was very far from reality even in his day. 
Athens was not self-suflicient culturally, economically, or militarily. In fact 
she was quite unable to guarantee her o\\'n peace or independence; without 
allies, she could not even maintain the freedom of her own citizens. What 
was true of the Greek city-states is of course equally true today. 

3. The Government is any government that successfully u plwlds a claim 
to the exclusive regulation of the legitimate use of physical force in enforcing 
its rules within a given territorial area.IO The political system made up of the 
residents of that territorial area and the Government of the area is a "State."ll 

This d~fi~iti~~ immediately suggests three questions: 
I. Cant mdlVlduals who aren't Govcrn~ent. officials ever legitimately 

usc force? What about parents spanking their children? The answer is, of 
course, that the <?overnment of a State docs not necessarily monopolize the 
use of force; but It has the exclusive authority to set the limits within which 
force may legitimately be used. The Governments of most States permit pri-

!J For a compa~ison _of differences in the way Roosevelt, Truman, and Eisenhower 
nderstood the Presidential role, see Neustadt, op. cit. 

u 10 Adapted from Weber, op. cit., P· 154 by substituting "exclusive regulation" for 
I .t d" I , f, ... d , 

"mono~ y . an_ • rues or ~~or er.". . . . . 
11 Cap1tahzed here to avmd confusiOn with consutuent states 111 federal systems. 
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\'ate indi\'iduals to use force in some circumstances. For example, although 
many Gm·ernmL'nts forbid cruel or cxcessi\'e punishment of children, most 
permit parents to spank their own offspring. Boxing is permitted in many 
countries. 

2. \Vhat about criminals who go uncaught? After all, no country is free 
of assault, murder, rape, and other forms of violence, and criminals sometimes 
escape the law. The point is, howe\'cr, that the claim of the Government of 
the State to regulate ,·iolence and force is successfully upheld, in the sense 
that few people would seriously contest the exclusive right of the State to 
punish criminals. Although criminal violence exists, it is not legitimate. 

3. \Vhat about circumstances of truly widespread violence and force, 
such as civil war or revolution? In this case no single answer will suffice. (Re­
member the disadvantages of dichotomous definitions.) For brief periods, no 
State may exist at all, since no government is capable of upholding its claims 
to the exclusive regulation of the legitimate usc of physical force. Several 
governments may contest for this privilege over the same territory. Or what 
was formerly a territory ruled by the Gm·ernment of one State may now be 
divided and ruled by the Governments of two or more States, with gray 
Stateless areas where thcv meet. 

We can be reasonably sure of one thing. When large numbers of people 
in a particular territory begin to doubt or deny the claim of the Government 
to regulate force, then the existing State is in peril of dissolution. 

Conclusion 

The question that heads this chapter has required us to focus on definitions 
and distinctions. But a person cannot acquire knowledge of the world by 
mastering definitions. We have defined politics so that we can distinguish it 
from other aspects of human life. We can now go on to explore the second 
great question posed in the first chapter: What do political systems have in 
common and in what ways do they differ from one another? In the next 
chapter we shall examine some ways in which all political systems, large and 
small, "public" and "private," democratic and dictatorial, tend to resemble one 
another in their behavior. Then in Chapter 4 we shall examine some of the 
important ways in which political systems differ from one another. 
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In a number of respects, different political 
•stems display very similar behavior. 

fhese empirical regularities occur not only in states 
nd governments but also in trade unions, business firms. 

alubs, cities, and other political systems. 
~f course, ther~ ar_e likely to be some exceptions 

any generalizatiOn about political systems. In this chapter 
tO . ' 
however, we are gomg to ignore the exceptions in order 
to concentrate on the run·of-the-mill. 
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Remember that the characteristics we arc about to describe are not part 
of the definition of a political system. They arc reg11lar clwmcteristics that you 
can expect to find in a large proportion of all political systems. 

Characteristics of Political Systems 
UNEVEN CONTROL OF POLITICAL RESOURCES 

Control ol'er political resources is distributed wzevenly, even among adults. 
A political resource is a means by which one person can influence the be­
havior of other persons; political resources therefore include money, informa­
tion, food, the threat of force, jobs, friendship, social standing, the right to 
make laws, votes, and a great variety of other things. There are four reasons 
why control over political resources is unevenly distributed in virtually all 
societies. 

l. Some specialization of function exists in every society; in advanced 
societies specialization is extensive. Specialization of function (the division of 
labor) creates differences in access to different political resources. A secretary 
of state and a member of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee have 
much more access to information about American foreign policy than most 
citizens. An officers' cabal in the Turkish army has more opportunity to use 
the threat of force to gain its ends than a conspiracy among school teachers. 

2. Because of inherited differences, people do not all start life with the 
same access to resources, and those with a head start often increase their 
lead. Individuals and societies are to some extent prisoners of the past; they 
never start with a completely clean slate either biologically or socially. Some 
endowments nrc biological. The fact that men are, on the average, physically 
larger and stronger than women means that men have access to more direct, 
primitive, physical force. And it may well be that the historic subordination 
of women to men is determined in large part by the fact that in a knock-down 
fight, men would ordinarily emerge victorious. lVlany endowments such as 
wealth, social standing, or the level of education and aspiration of one's par­
ents, are not biological, however, but social. Whatever their source, differ­
ences in biological and social endowments at birth often multiply into even 
greater differences in resources among adults. Almost everywhere, for exam­
ple, opportunities for education are related at least in part to the wealth, so­
cial standing, or political position of one's parents. 

3. Variations in biological and social inheritance, together with varia­
tions in experiences, all produce differences in the incentives and goals of 
different people in a society. As a practical matter it is impossible for any 
society to provide everyone with a standard set of identical motives and aims, 
a kind of Do-lt-Yourself Conformity Kit. Differences in motivation in turn 
lead to differences in skills and in resources: Not everyone is equally moti­
vated to go into politics, to become a leader, or to acquire the resources that 
help the leader gain influence over others. 

4. Finally, some differences in incentives and goals are usually re­
garded as socially beneficial because it is necessary to equip individuals for 
different specialties. If everyone wanted to be a full-time warrior, who would 
bear and rear the children? The circle is complete: Whenever specialization 
of function is regarded as advantageous, some differences in motives are also 
thought to be beneficial. But differences in motivations are likely to lead to 15 
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differences in resources-for example. to greater miliL~r~- pro,,·ess for warriors 
than for others. 

For these four reasons (and probably lor mam· others) it would be 
virtually impossible to create a society in \\·hich political rL·sourccs were dis­
tributed equally among all adults. It docs not lollo\\. ho\\l'HT. that there are 
no important differences in_ the ,,·ay pol_it_ical I"l'Sillii"Cl:s ;_n~· distriln_lled in dif­
ferent societies. vVe shall diSCUSS l\\'0 cntJcal kmd:-- of dd\ncnces Ill the next 
chapter. 

THE QUEST FOR POLITICAL INFLUENCE 

Some members of the political system seeh. to gai11 ill~l!C'IIce m·er tlze policies, 
rules, and decisions enforced by tl1e gm•emlllellt-i.c., political iHflHeuce. 
People seek political influence not necessarily for_ its o,,.n sake, but because 
control over the government helps them to ach1en.· one or more of their 
goals. Control over the government i~ s~ch an ob:·ious_ and fam.il.iar way of 
furthering one's goals or values that It Is hard to 1magme a political system 
in which no one sought power. The late i\merican anthropologist, Ruth 
Benedict, in her well-known book, Pattems of Cllltllre, suggested that the 
Zuni Indians of the Southwest lacked virtually any stri,·ing for power. As a 
result, an elaborate ritual was de,·ised for imposing the obligations of office 
on a reluctant member. But this situation is as rare as General Sherman's 
famous disclaimer, "If nominated, I shall not run and, if elected, I shall not , 
serve. 

It is important not to leap to the false conclusion that e\·cryone who 
seeks political influence does so simply out of a desire for power as such. Al­
though this conclusion is commonplace, the evidence against it is overwhelm­
ing. (We return to this question in Chapter 6.) 

UNEVEN DISTRIBUTION OF POLITICAL INFLUENCE 

Political in~uence is distributed unevenly amoug adult members of a political 
system. Clearly this proposition is closely related to the first one, which dealt 
with resources. For the fact that some people have more resources with 
which they can influence the government makes it easier for them to gain 
more influence over government if and when they wish to do so. Conversely, 
individuals with more influence over government can usc their influence to 
gain control over more political resources. 

The existence of unequal political influence has been a Fact for centuries; 
yet though many observers agree on the fact, they disagree in appraisino the 
fact, which is justified by some writers and attacked by others. The op;ning 
book of Aristotle's Politics sought to explain and justify the differences in the 
authority of master and slave, husband and wife, parent and child. Twenty 
centuries later in the midst of the Enlightenment, Rousseau (1712-1788) 
sought to explain and to attack inequalities of power in his famous essay, 
A Discourse on the Origins of Inequality (1755). Rousseau traced the origins 
of inequalities of power to inequalities in property. Inequality in property, 
he held, led in turn to inequalities in other resources. Less than a century 
after Rousseau, Marx and Engels put forth a similar explanation in the Com­
munist Manifesto and a series of revolutionary \vorks that followed. Interest 

16 in the origins of political inequality continues unabated to the present day. 
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In 1938 Gunnar Landtman, a Finnish anthropologist, followed Rousseau's 
path by searching for explanations of inequality in an exhaustive examina­
tion of preliterate societies; his book bore a title that sug_~ests both Rousseau 
and Marx: Tile Origill of tlw lHcqzwlity of tlze Social Classes. In 1951 an 
American political scientist, Da,·id Truman, observed that: 

\Vriters of the most diverse political \'iews and using the most widely variant 
methods of observation ha\'c called attention to the existence in almost all groups 
of an active minority-identified by such condemnatory terms as "oligarchy" and 
"old guard" or such approving ones as "public-spirited citizens" and "civic leaders."1 

The various reasons why political inAuence is always distributed un­
evenly in political systems seem to be reducible to three fuildamental facts: 

1. Because of inequalities in the distributiOJz of reso11rces, a point already 
discussed. 

2. Because of variations in the shill with \\'hich different individuals use 
their political resources. Differences in political skill stern in turn from dif­
ferences in endowments, opportunities, and incentives to learn and practice 
political skills. 

3. Because of variations in the extent to which different individuals 11se 
their resources for political purposes. Of t\\'o equally wealthy people, for 
example, one may use more of his wealth to gain inAuence while another 
may use his to achieve success in business. These variations are themselves 
traceable to differences in motivations that evidentlv arise out of variations in 
endowments and experiences. · 

I. 

The causal chain might be illustrated as follows: 

Differences in: II. 

Endowments a. 
a. lead to-
b. Experiences b. 

Differences in: 

Political 
resources 
Motivations 

which 
lead­
to 

Ill. Differences in: 

a. Political skills 
b. Extent resources 

are used for 
political 
influence 

IV. Differences in: V. Differences in: 

which 
lead to ---~1 

Political 
influence 

which in turn 
lead to __ ..., I, II, and III and so forth 

Sometimes the proposition that political inAuence is unequally distrib­
uted is confused with the hypothesis that in every political system there is 
a ruling elite. To say that political inAuence is unequally distributed does not 
imply, however, that a ruling elite exists. We shall come back to this dis­
tinction in the next chapter, for the presence or absence of a ruling elite is 
one respect in which political systems differ. However, if we call the indi­
viduals with the greatest political inAuence the political leaders, then our 
third proposition implies that every political system has political leaders. Al­
though the term "leader" has a great variety of meanings in ordinary lan­
guage, whenever we speak of leaders or political leaders in this book \Ve mean 
the individuals with the greatest inAuence in a political system. 

I David Truman, The Govemmeutal Process (New York: Knopf, 1951), P· 139. ll 
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lNG AIMS 
THE PURSUIT AND RESOLUTION Of CONFLICT 

of a political system. pursue ccmflictill_!!. aims, which are 
Some members l •r 111ecms, by tl1e gm·ennr/CIIt of tl1c political S)'Stem 
f l . f 011g ot IC · • • 'eat wzt I, am . arc both rmportant asl)l'Cts of an\· }JOIJtical svstcm 

C R" d onscnsus . J • 
on ret an ~ . ·tl er nc,·er agree about en.T\·thing. hut if thev are to 

People who hvc togcll the}' cannot wholh· disa;•rcc in their aims' 
. live togct lCr - ,., . 

contmue to I II litical theorists have recognized this duality, some have 

1 Althoug 1 a pon the one than the other. Some, like I Iobbcs have em-
p aced more stress 0 n· · 1 1 ' · 

h . d h , sit\' of men to con ·ret \\'It 1 one a not 1er; others hke 
p asrze t c propcn ' · f 1 ' 
A . I d R ·seau their propensrtv or agreement anL coo}Jeration. Po-

nstot c an ous ' ' 1 I' · ' 
I. . I I . l'k I Jobbes \\' 10 cmp 1as1zc the tenderll'\' of men to JJUrsue 
rtrca t 1eonsts, r ·c ' 1 , 1 · · 

R. . . . 1,rone to stress t 1c ncl'l I or conccn t rated JlOwer and 
con rctrno arms arc f · 1 · · 1 

h . 0 b 1. , luvaltv, con ormrt\', o Jl1gatron. L Ut\·, and discipline aut ont}' o ecrencc, , - , . - I · · · · 
Th . ' I hasizc mens rmmensc ta ent lor cooperation, like Aristotle 

consts w 10 emp ' 1 1· · 1 
R Ore Jikclv to stress 1ow a po rtrGl svstcm, and particularlv or ousseau, are m ' . · 1 J 

I S I I human bcrngs to pursue common goa s, to win dignity 
t 1e tate, can 1e P f d 1 1 1 · 

d I Ct to share rcc om, anl to K' 1<1\'C responsrblv Extreme 
an mutua rcspe • · 1 · 11 · · ' 

. h ]'k lr'hocJd of cooperation anL conf11ct arc usua v accompanied vrews on t e 1 e E · · · ·· 
b . s about the State. xtreme lear of c1nc conArct is character 
. Y. extfremte 1':tre\~'an patterns of thought. 1\t the other extreme, I)hilosophica}-rstlc o to a r an . . . 

h . t ess unlimited confidence rn mans cooperati\'C nature anarc rs s expr .1 . . · 
The government docs not nec.cssarr)· rn_ten:enc e\·L·ry trmc t~1 e aims and 

acts of different individuals conRrct. ConA1ct rs often dealt \\'lth by non­
political means-by gossip, for c:-amplc, or sorcery, o~ a~gressivc language, or 
even b isolated outbursts of vwlcnce. In 1~1any socretres some form of per­
sonal c~mbat is regarded as a normal \\'ay lor men to deal \\'ith serious per­
sonal disaoreements. Fist-fights, as everyone kno\\·s, \\'ere a common occur­
rence along the American frontier, and in some places they arc commonplace 

even today. . . . 
In complex societies a gc~od deal !!f c~mA1ct IS I~L:di<Hed, arbitrated, sup­

pressed, resolved, or handled m some las~11on by polrtrcal _systems other than 
the State. But some conflict always rcma1ns to be dealt \\'Jth by the Govern­
ment of the State. Whenever a degree of coercion is rec1uired that goes be­
vond what is possible or permitted to other governments operating in the tcr­
~itorial area of the State, officials of the Government can usc their superior 
power by virtue of the Government's exclusive control over the conditions 
under which violence may be legitimately employed. Thus the Government 
steps in whenever conflict is thought to be beyond adjustment by non-political 
means or by other governments than that of the State. In the United States, 
for example, the Government does not ordinarily intervene in labor disputes. 
But vvhen prolonged conflicts between a union and management in a major 
industry such as steel threaten to weaken the economy, the President will 
probably intervene. 

Some circumstances in which the Government oF the State is likely to 
intervene in a conflict are: 

I. When conflicts have serious consequences for third parties-as in the 
case of a strike in a key industry. In times of internatronal crisis, as in war, 

18 the severity of third-party effects generally increases. 
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2. When individuals act or threaten to act in conflict with norms so 
basic that organized and severe retaliation on behalf of the society is deemed 
necessary. In modern societies, murder, arson, theft and many other acts of 
violence arc regarded as crimes punishable by the Government. 

3. vVhcn conflict creates a danger of se\'Cre, prolonged, or widespread 
violence among members of the society. 

4. vVhen individuals in conflict do not share membership in any other 
political system capable of mediating the conflict, except the State. 

THE ACQUISITION OF LEGITIMACY 

Leaders in a political system try to imure tl!at wlzc11ever govemmentalmeans 
are used to deal with conflict, the decisio11s arrived at are widely accepted not 
solely from fear of violence, pwzislzmeut, or coercion but also from a belief 
that it is morally rigl1 t and proper to do so. Belief that the stru..::ture, pro­
cedures, acts, decisions, policies, officials, or leaders of government possess the 
quality of "rightness," propriety, or moral goodness and should be accepted 
because of this quality-irrespective of the specific content of the particular 
act in question-is what we mean by "legitimacy." Thus, our fourth proposition 
is equivalent to saying: 

Leaders in a political system try to endow their actious ll'ith legitimacy. 
When the influence of a leader is clothed with legitimacy, it is usually re­
ferred to as authority. Authority, then, is a special kind of influence, legiti­
mate influence. Hence, our fourth proposition is also equivalent to: 

Leaders in a political system try to co11vert their influeuce into authority. 
The phenomena of legitimacy are widespread and important. A writer as 
far-reaching in his curiosity as l\1ax Weber saw fit to concern himself almost 
exclusively with legitimate governments and authority, evidently in the be­
lief that power without legitimacy was too rare to be worth studying. 

It is easy to sec why leaders strive for legitimacy. Authority is a highly 
efficient form of influence. It is not only more reliable and durable than 
naked coercion but also enables a ruler to govern with a minimum of political 
resources. It would be impossible to rely on fear and terror, for example, to 
carry out the complex tasks of a large, modern, bureaucratic organization such 
as the Post Office, the army, Massad1Usctts General Hospital, General 
Motors, or the public school system of New York. It would probably also be 
impossible, or at any rate much more costly, to rely simply on direct rewards, 
for this would require an unwieldy "piece-rate" system. When a subordinate 
regards the orders and assignments he receives as morally binding, only a 
relatively small expenditure of resourn•s, usually in the form of salaries and 
wages, is necessary to insure satisfactory performance. 

Although many different kinds of political systems can acquire legiti­
macy, democracies arc more in need of it than most other systems. For in the 
long run democracy cannot be forced on a group of people against its will; in 
fact, democracy is unlikely to survive even where a large minority opposes it, 
for democratic institutions vvould encounter rough going if a majority always 
had to impose its rule on a large minority. 

An enormous variety of political systems seem to have gained consider­
able legitimacy in various times and places. Even in the relatively democratic 
society of the United States, political systems that reflect quite contradictory 
principles of authority nonetheless acquire legitimacy. For example, business 19 
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firms, government agencies, and some religious associations are oroanizcd ac-
t> 

cording to hierarchical rather than democratic principles. Yet citizens who 
concede legitimacy to the American government because of its democratic 
structure also concede legitimacy to these hierarchical s\·stcms. In times past, 
centralized monarchies olioarchies, feudal institutions. and man\' other S)'S-, 0 . 

terns all seem to have gained some measure of legitimacy. 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN IDEOLOGY 

Leaders in a political system usually espou_se n set _uf ~JuJre o~ less persistent, 
integrated doctrines that purport to CXJ!lanz_ mul ! ll st1 fy I h e1r 1 eadersli i 1' in 
the system. A set of doctrines of .this k111d IS an Iclc_ology. On~ reason why 
leaders develop an ideology is obvwus: to ~ndow the11: lcadersh~p with legiti­
macy-to convert their political influence mto authonty. J\nd It is far more 
economical to rule by means of authority than by means of coercion. 

Some leaders, including the higl~cst. ~ovcrnmen tal o_fficials and their 
allies, usually espouse an ideology that .Ju.stdJes no~ only their O\~·n lcadershi 
but also the political system itself. !h~u Ideology IS then t~1~ ofiicial or reign~ 
ing ideology. A reigning ideology 111diCatcs the moral, religious, factual and 
ot?er. ass~mptions that are assu~ed to justify the syste1~1: J\ highly developed 
re1gmng 1deology usually conta111s standards for ~ppr~Is111g the organization 
policies, and leaders of the system, and also an. Idealized description of th~ 
way in ·which the system actually works, a v~rswn that narrows the gap be­
tween reality and the goal prescribed by the Jdeolog~·· 

In the United States, as every foreign obscnTr. s11:ce ~ocqueville has ob­
served for over a century .and a quarter, the reignmg I~lcoi~Jgy not only 
among leaders but among VIrtually ~II s~rata of the populatiOn Is democratic. 

A few years ago two political scientists conducted_ sur\'cys of several hun­
dred registered voters in Ann Arb.or, IVI.~chigan, and 1 allahassec, Florida, and 
found that almost everyone they mterviCwed held that democracy is the best 
form of government everv citizen should have equal opportunity to part· · 

' l l . . . I lCl-
pate in government, the majority should rue, m111onties s 10uld have the rioht 
to try to persuade others to their views, and so on. I ·low deeply or knowin~l 
these citizens believe in these principles is, of c?ursc, another question b ~ 
this survey and others demonstrate beyond question that with an astoni~l1 · u .1. d . Ino 
unanimity Americans subscribe to the prevar mg ~mocratic ideoloov.:! 0 

. pespit~ the fact that a reigning .id~ology helps mcumbent l~adc~~ acquire 
legitimacy, It "vould be highly unrealistiC to conclude that the existence or c _ 
tent of a~ ide~logy can be explained simply by the desires of leaders 0~ 
clothe the1r actwns with legitimacy and thus to transform naked power · t 
authority. For one thing the fact that many people who are not leader In ° . , . s ac-
cept the 1deology reflects a desire for an explanatiOn, an interpretatio f 
experiences and goals, that offers meaning and purpose to human life a nd 0 

' I · h U d b · · · d n to ones pace 111 t e niverse It woul e surpnsmg m eed if men .. I f 
· . v''lO or 

thousands of years have sought to comprehend the relative motions of I 
d · I k' d'd d · d l · P anets an stars 111 t 1e s 1es. 1 . not also \·van~ to ~n erstan t 1ea own political order. 

Moreover, once a re1onmg ideologv IS w1dcly accepted, the leaders m 
d h . ~. . ; . . ay en­

anger t eu own legitimacy If they vwlate the norms contamed in the ideal-

:! James W. Prothro and Charles M. Grigg, "Fundamental Principles of D 
racy: Bases of Agreement and Disagreement," ]o11nzal of Politics, Vol. 22 (l~~;)c· 
pp. 276-294. • 
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ogy. They may even li.IH.i it impossible to carry out their policies. Fur exam­
ple, in 1936 President Hoosc\·clt \\"as re-elected by an enormous plurality. 
\Vhen the Supreme Court declared one key 1'\c\\" Deal measure after another 
unconstitutional. he rcsolYcd to o\"crcomc the hostile majority on the Court 
by obtaining [rom Congress permission to appoint six Ill'\\" members. But he 
e\"idently did not anticipate the resentment such an attempt to "pack" the 
Court would generate, even among people \\"ho voted for him and supported 
his policies. In the fall of 1936 and \\"inter of 1937, a sizeable majority of 
people evidently felt that the Supreme Court should be "more liberal in re­
\"ie\\"ing Ne\\" Deal measures."' Yet \\"hen the President unveiled his startling 
proposal in February, 1937, it \\"as at once opposed by a substantial majority 
in Congress and a small majority among the general public. As the debate 
\\"Ore on, the magnitude of the opposition both in Congress and in the coun­
try increased. By June surveys indicated that 60 per cent of the people inter­
viewed did not \\"ant Congress to pass the legislation.=1 In July the bill was 
killed. Roosevelt never regained the influence he had once enjoyed over Con­
oress on domestic matters. Indeed, durinQ the struoole over the Court, Roose-
b ~ bb 

velt's northern Republican and southern Democratic critics in Congress 
learned how to form a coalition against the President, and this lesson they 
never forgot. 

It would also be unrealistic, however, to assume that a reigning ideology 
is a unified, consistent body of beliefs accepted by everyone in a political sys­
tem. In the first place, the extent to which a distinguishable ideology is 
actually developed and articulated varies enormously from one political sys- · 
tern to another. Many political systems simply share the reigning ideology 
that lends legitimacy to the Government and the State. Thus it would be a 
good deal more difli.cult to specify the prevailing ideology among members 
of the United Automobile Workers or the Bell Telephone Company than 
among Americans generally. In the second place, probably no ideology is 
ever entirely integrated or internally consistent. For one thing, an ideology is 
not necessarily static; new situations create a need for new explanations and 
emphasis on new goals, and thus novel and unrelated or even inconsistent 
clements creep in. Then, too, a certain amount of ambiguity is sometimes a 
positive advantage precisely because it permits flexibility and change. The 
fact that Soviet ideology is ambiguous about how and when the final condi­
tion of full communism is to be reached permits Soviet leaders more free play 
than if a rigid timetable of specific steps were prescribed in the ideology. 

Third, a reigning ideology is probably never uniformly accepted by all 
members of a system. Many members have only the most rudimentary knowl­
edge of the prevailing ideology articulated by the leaders; others may actually 
hold-perhaps unwittingly-a variety of private views that are at odds with 
the reigning ideology. For all his insight and remarkably acute observations, 
Tocqueville undoubtedly exaggerated the uniformity with which Americans 
subscribed to democratic ideas in the 1830's. Certainly there is great variation 
among Americans today. The registered voters interviewed in Ann Arbor and 
Tallahassee were practically unanimous in adhering to the abstract principles 
of the American creed, but they disagreed sharply on a number of some­
what more specific issues-whether, for example, a communist should be 

a For survey data, see Hadley Cantril (ed.), P11hlic Opinion, 1935-1946, pp. 149-
151, 755-757. For Roosevelt's proposal and strategy, see Joseph Alsop and Turner Cat· 
ledge, The 168 Days (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1938). 21 



allowed to speak or a Negro should be permitted to run for a local office. 
l\1oreover, for many people the reigning ideology, or indeed any ideology at 
all, is too remote, too unimportant, too abstract, or too complex for them to 
grasp except in highly rudimentary form. 

Fourth the reignino ideo!oov mav be reJ'ected. Some members of a politi-' b o~ ., 
cal svstem may adhere to rival and conAicting ideologies, as in the case of com-
mUJ;ists or fascists, in a democratic country, or democrats in a totalitarian 
or authoritarian country. Because people conAict in their aims, incumbent 
leaders rarely rule without incurring opposition. O\'L'rt or covert; few systems 
can count on ungrudging support from all their _m_embers. Opponents of a 
reoime often formulate criticisms that deny the existing system its legitimacy. 
Often, too, critics depict an alternative that, unlike the existing system, is held 
to repose on a legitimate foundation. . . 

Sometimes the revolutionary ideology ol one penod becomes the reign­
ing ideology of the next. In the eighteei~th. cen_tury dcm_ocratic do~trine was 
revolutionarv icleoloov; today, it is the re1f,rnmg Ideology 111 the Llmted States 
and most o(Wester~-Europe. In Russia, l\'larxism and Leninism were revolu­
tionary ideologies until 1917; since then they have become reigning ideolo­
oies, modified somewhat by Stalin and Khrushchev. 
o Because ideologies seem to rise and fall, and the reigning ideology of 
one system contradicts that of another, docs one ideology possess just 
as much factual and moral validity as another? To anyone who finds the 
burden of choosing among conAicting vic\\'S excessive, this \'ie\\' is seductive. 

But for good or ill, political appraisal is ~1o_t th~t easy. Properly inter­
preted, nothing that has been said so far-:-and, It ~~.fan_ to war_n you, nothing 
that will be said later-supports the notion that all Idcolog~es are cquallv 
valid." But this is a question we shall reserve for the last chapter. · 

THE IMPACT OF OTHER POLITICAL SYSTEMS 

The way a political system behat•es is illf/11ei1C:ed by tlze exislellce of other 
political systems. A political system rarely exists in isolation. One might think 
of occasional exceptions-a small and completely isolated club or tribe, for 
example-but these are so rare· they can be ignored. 

Exceptional cas~s to one side, ever): political system engages in foreign 
relations, for th~ actiOns open to o_n~ poh tlca I system :ue affected by the past 
or probable ~ctwns of other. political systems. A ~1ty cannot successfully 
ignore the existence of a natiOnal government; national governments must 
adapt their actions to the hard fact that other national governments, alliances, 
coalitions, and international organizations also exist. Even a club or a relivious 
congregation cannot act with complete autonomy; and the leaders of a ~radc 
union must take into account the past or probable actions of business firms 
other unions, and the government. ' 

It is a curious fact that most people who portray their vision of an ideal 
political system ignore the limits imposed by the existence of other political 
systems. It is easier to imagine "the good society" if one docs not bother with 
other, and quite possibly bad, societies that might clutter up the surround­
ing landscape. Consequently, political utopias arc usually portrayed without 
the troublesome limitations imposed by foreign relations, which are elimi­
nated by either ignoring them entirely or solving them accordinv to some 

22 simple plan. o 
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In this respect the influence of Greek thought has been perniCious, for 
the emphasis of Greek political theorists on the virtues of a small autonomous 
self-sufficient State and their assumption that war \vas the natural and in­
evitable relation among States led them to ignore the usual problems of for­
eign affairs when States arc not at \\'ar. In all Plato's Di(Jlogues, which have 
had an enormous impact on Western political thought, there are only a hand­
ful of references to foreign affairs. Aristotle criticized Plato for the omission. 
"If a polis," he wrote in Tlw Politics, "is to live in a political life [involving 
intercourse with other states] and not a life of isolation, it is a good thing 
that its legislator should also pay regard to neighboring countries.''4 Yet 
Aristotle had little more to say about foreign affairs than Plato. By contrast, in 
modern times the study of foreign relations has developed into a special 
branch of political science. 

But how can we distinguish foreign relations from internal politics? 
How, in other words, can we distinguish one political system from another? 
vVhat arc the "boundaries" of a political system? 

Fortunately, boundaries arc usually assigned to a political system by con­
ventioll. Conventional boundaries may be geographical. In this case every­
one within the geographical boundaries is considered to be in that particular 
political system. Or membership may depend on some conventional charac­
teristic such as paying dues, earning wages, being listed as a member or em­
ployee, or simply regarding oneself as a member, as in the case of many clubs 
and religious organizations. It is fairly easy to determine what the conven­
tional boundaries arc for the United States Senate, the Congress, the AFL­
CIO, and the Benevolent and Protective Order of Elks. 

Do boundaries of this kind rest on anythino more than convention? Do 
' 0 

thcv share a more general or abstract property? Is there any \\'ay of determin-
ino. the boundaries of a political system other than by conventional usage? 
There is indeed, and in political analysis \\'C often employ this criterion to 
determine whether the conventional boundaries coincide with the "real" 
boundaries of a political system. For example, Red China claims that its 
boundaries include Tai\\'an. In effect, Chinese leaders on Tai\\'an claim that 
their boundaries include the mainland. Now these moral, legal, or propa­
oandistic claims would not necessarily be altered one iota by abstract political 
~nalysis. But it is possible to determine the boundaries of the political system 
that centers on Taiwan for purposes of analysis, regardless of whether 
these "analytical" boundaries arc proper according to legal or moral criteria. 
You will recall that in Chapter 2 \\'e ddined a political system as any per­
sistent pattern of human relationships that significantly involve po\\'cr, rule, 
or authority. Hence, for purposes oF political analysis, a boundary can be as­
signed to a political system ll'herel'er tl1ere exists (J slwrp decline in tl1e power 
of the government of tl~e system to innue11ce (Jctioll. 

The reason whv the 2500-mile border between Canada and the United 
States is not merely~ conventional line on a map but a meaningful boundary 
between two political systems is-as e\'eryonc \\'ho crosses the border quickly 
learns-that the relative po\\'cr of the officials of the American and Canadian 
governments m•cr one's actions depends \Try strongly on exactly which side 
of the border one happens to be. 

There may be many dips in the cun·c of po\\'cr of a go\'ernment; if so, 

4 Tile Politics, op. cit., p. 57. V.'ords in brackets interpolated by the editor. 23 
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many different points might be regarded as the boundaries of a political sys­
tem. Which set of points a person uses to bound a s~·stem depends on the 
particular question under analysis. For some purposes one might consider the 
political system of a trade union to include onl~· th(~se ,,.110 regularly partici­
pate in meetings. But for other purposes one might Include all those who ac­
cept the orders of leaders to go on strike, or all those ,,.110 pa~· dues, or those 
who accept the authority of the leaders in any way at all. 

One should not be overly disturbed if the boundaries of political systems 
are somewhat rubbery, for, in practice, con\"Cntional boundaries arc usually 
sufficient. When they arc not, a little attention to the problem one is trying 
to analyze, and some familiarity with the particular system, will usually indi­
cate a number of satisfactory points which one can usc to trace the bound­
aries of the system. 

THE INFLUENCE OF CHANGE 

24 

All political systems undergo change. From time immemorial political ob­
servers have pointed out the mutability of political systems. "Seeing that 
everything which has a beginning has also an end," wrote Plato, "even a 
constitution such as yours will not last forever, but will in time be dissolved." 
With his characteristic preference for imaginative and somewhat rigid theo­
retical notions drawn from brilliant fancy rather than hard fact, Plato went 
on to describe the inevitable process of decay through which even the per­
fect aristocracy he proposed must degenerate into a "timocracy," or govern­
ment of honor, to be followed in succession by oligarchy, thence by democ­
racy, and finally by tyranny. 

Aristotle rejected Plato's dialectic, but he devoted a lengthy section of 
The Politics to the causes of revolutions and constitutional change; he ex­
tended the theory of political change well beyond Plato, and, because of their 
solid good sense, his remarks are still worth reading today. 

Yet although students of politics from time immemorial have observed 
the mutability of political systems, it is an interesting fact that those who set 
out to reveal the lineaments of an ideal State generally eliminate all change 
from their utopia. Being perfect, the ideal State either cannot change or, if 
it changes at all, must change for the worse. Consequently, political utopias 
exclude or deprecate the idea of change. Plato, as we saw, assumed that even 
his perfect State would change-but it must inevitably decay into increas­
ingly degenerate forms. (As Aristotle somc\vhat testily pointed out, "When 
it comes to tyrannies, Plato stops: he never explains whether they do, or do 
not, change, nor, if they do, why they do so, or into what constitution they 
change.") Karl Marx turned Plato around. Marx portrayed the whole of 
history as ceaseless and ineluctable change. Yet once the final state of com­
munism was reached, all the historical forces that had hitherto made for 
change were, presumably, to vanish. Even democrats sometimes imply that 
democracy is a final stage in man's political evolution. 

Yet in the entire history of political institutions, no political system has 
ever been immutable. 
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Po~itical 
Svsten1s: 

OiJferer1ces 
C H A P T E R F 0 U R 

The Multiplicity of Criteria 

The differences among political systems 
are more important to most of us than their similarities. 
It is the real or presumed differences in political systems 
that make one precious and another hateful. Human beings 
have to live in political systems; but they do not have to 
admire them equally. How, then, can we distinguish 
one political system from another? Obviously there 2& 



are thousands of different possible criteria. Out of all these, which criteria we 
find most useful depends on the aspects of politics in \\ hich we arc most in­
terested. A geographer might distinguish political s~ stems according to the 
area they occupy, a demographer by the number of pl'rsons ,,·]w arc members, 
a lawyer according to their legal codes. :\ philosoplll'r or tlwologian interested 
1·11 distinouishino "the best" political s\·stL·m will u~e ethical or relioious cri-

. 0 M - ...-, 

teria. A social scientist interested in determining h<>\\" rL'\·olution is related to 
economic conditions might classify political systems hy relati\·c income and 
frequency of revolutions. Ju_st _as tl~cr~ is no one h~·st .\\·ay of_ ~lassifying pe?­
ple, so no single way of d1stmgmshmg and class1fymg political systems IS 

superior to others for all purposes. 

Two Famous Schemes 

ARISTOTLE'S CLASSIFICATION 

Aristotle's classification has, ho\\'ever, prm·cd so useful for so many different 
purposes that it has survived the political \·icissitudcs and transformations of 
25 centuries. Indeed, it or something like it is as much a part of the habitual 
thinking of the student of politics today as it was to the observant Greek in 
Aristotle's day. 

Aristotle proposed two criteria for distinguishing States or "constitu-
tions." (These criteria can be applied not only to States hut to political sys­
tems in general.) The criteria were "the nature of the end for which the 
State exists," and "the various kinds of authority to which men and their 
associations are subject."1 

Aristotle used the first criterion to distinguish between systems in which 
the rulers govern in "the common interest," in which, that fs, they seek the 
"good life" not simply for themseh·es but for everyone in the system; and 
systems in which the rulers pursue their own selfish interests rather than 
"the common interest." The first he regarded as "right" constitutions, the 
second, as "wrong" constitutions, or perversions of the first type. Aristotle 
used the second criterion to distinguish systems according to the relative num­
ber of citizens who were entitled to rule; in this wav he arrived at the familiar 
distinction between the rule of One, Few, or 1\lla~y. 

On this basis we may say that when the One, or the Few, or the l\1any, rule 
with a view to the common interest, the constitutions under which they rule must 
necessarily be right constitutions. On the other hand the constitutions directed 
to the personal interest of the One, or the Few, or the l\1any, must necessarily 
be perversions.2 

Thus Aristotle produced a famous six-fold classification illustrated in the 
table on the next page. 

Two aspects of this scheme arc particularly interesting. First, Aristotle 
combined both empirical and normative criteria in his classification; that is, 
his classification is not intended merely to describe \\'hat is but also to in­
struct us about what 011[!,ht to he. To classify a political system according to 

1 Ernest Barker (ed.), The Politics of Aristotle (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1948), Book III, Chapters VI and VIII, pp. 110 f. 

26 :! Ibid., p. 114. 
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The number 
of citizens 
entitled to 

rule is: 

Oue 

Few 

Rulers rule in the interests of: 

All T/~emsch•cs 

Kingship (;:\ lonarchy) Tyranny 

Aristocran· Olioarclw '"' . 
''Polit\' .. Dcmocrac\· 

the criterion of number is, in principle, a matter of observation. Whether 
one person, a few, or many rule in a specific political system is a question of 
fact (verifying what exists) and not a question of value (determining what 
ought to exist). On the other hand, to classify a system according to the sec­
ond criterion involves a mixture of both fact and value. One must not only 
observe the actions of rulers in order to learn what the aims or consequences 
of their actions are but also appraise their actions according to some criterion 
of "interest" or "rightness" so that one could say whether or not these actions 
are what they ought to be. To judge whether rulers rule in their own inter­
ests or those of "all," then, requires standards of value. 

In the second place, Aristotle gave the name "democracy" to the per­
verted form of popular rule, whereas in his day as in ours adherents of democ­
racy would insist that what they mean by "democracy" is the rule of Many in 
the interests of all. Aristotle, however, held a slightly jaundiced view of 
Athenian democracy; like many later conservatives, he feared that the rule 
of the Many would typically lead to the tyranny of a poor and propertyless 
majority over the middle classes. As often happens in political discussions, 
Aristotle may have intended to discredit the term "democracy" by defining it 
as a perverse rather than a good form of government. 

Curiously enough, Aristotle was dissatisfied with his own classification 
scheme. For he assumed it to be a fact that the Many would usually be poor 
and the rich would be few. Consequently (he went on to argue) the criterion 
of number was unsatisfactory; the essential characteristic was really the own­
ership of property: 

The real ground of the difference between oligarchy and democracy is poverty 
and riches. It is inevitable that any constitution should be an oligarchy if the rulers 
under it arc rulers in virtue of riches, whether they arc few or many; and it is 
equally inevitable that a constitution under which the poor rule should be a 
democracy. 3 

In introducing differences in property or social class as a criterion for 
distinguishing political systems, Aristotle muddled his original classification 
scheme. Yet the price may have been worth it, for he was calling attention, 
though in a somewhat unclear manner, to a highly important hypothesis: 
namely, that the amount of power and influence members of a political system 
have depends on how much income, wealth, and social status they have. To 
the extent that income, wealth, and status are distributed differently in dif­
ferent systems, then we should expect differences in the way power is dis-

a Ibid., p. 116. 21 
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tributed in each system. Thus Aristotle sought not· only to classify political 
systems accordino to certain kev differences hut also to e:~.·plain how these 

' b 

differences arose. 

WEBER'S CLASSIFICATION 

\;v'here Aristotle was concerned with the numbers and social positiOns of 
rulers and the character of their authorit\·, i\lax \Vcbcr dcnJted himself al­
most exclusively to the nature of the authority held by the rulers. In fact, 
as mentioned earlier, \Veber restricted his attention to systems in which the 
oovernment was accepted as legitimate. 
0 

Weber suggested that the leaders of a political system might claim 
legitimacy for their rule, and members might accept their claims, on three 
grounds: 4 

I. Tradition. In this case legitimacy rests "on an established belief in 
the sanctity of immemorial traditions" and in the need to obey leaders who 
exercise authority according to the traditions. \Veber held that this was "the 
most universal and primitive case" of authority. But even modern systems 
acquire a good deal of legitimacy from their traditions. In few countries has 
political tradition had more influence than in England. l\lany aspects of mod­
ern British politics, such as the monarchy, arc accepted by British subjects 
today because of immemorial tradition-after all "England has always had a 
monarch." Probably every stable political system gains some measure of legiti­
macy through the workings of tradition. Ev~n in the United States, where 
people sometimes take pride in their freedom from tradition, political practices 
are often defended on purely traditional grounds. The right of the Supreme 
Court to declare acts of Congress unconstitutional cannot be found anywhere 
in the Constitution. Yet few Americans propose to take this right away, and 
doubtless many would defend the institution by saying that "this is the way 
it has al·ways been." 

2. Exceptional Pers01zal Q11alities. In this case legitimacy is based on 
"devotion to the specific and exceptional sanctity, heroism, or exemplary 
character of an individual person" and the moral or political order he has re­
vealed or ordained. This is the kind of legitimacy the inspirational leader 
gains for his leadership-Churchill, Roosevelt, de Gaulle, Lenin, Hitler, Huey 
Long Mahatma Gandhi, Fidel Castro. As the list of names suoocsts an in-

' bb ' 
spiring leader may be a demagogue or a statesman; but he has an unusual 
capacity for transmitting to his followers a sense that he pursues grandiose 
goals, more lofty than mere self-interest, and is worthy of admiration, awe, 
imitation, and obedience. 

3. Legality. In this case legitimacy rests on a belief that power is wielded 
in a way that is legal; the constitutional rules, the laws and the powers of 
officials arc accepted as binding because they arc legal; what is done legally 
is regarded as legitimate. Weber bclicvccl that legality ""as the usual basis 
of legitimacy in the modern era, but he might have revised his opinion if he 
had lived to witness the rise of revolutionary and nationalist leaders in 
Europe, Asia, Africa, and Latin America. Nonetheless, in much of the mod­
ern world and in many different kinds of organizations, it is true that laws, 
rules, and constitutional practices acquire their legitimacy in large part be-

4 Max Weber, Tlze Theory of Social and Economic Organization, trans. by A. M. 
28 Henderson and Talcott Parsons (New York: Oxford University Press, 1947), p. 328. 
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cause the process by which they arc enacted is assumed to be legal. When­
C\'cr legality is the basis for legitimacy, leaders who are known to act illegally 
arc discredited and lose their authoritv. 

To each of these three main g~ounds for legitimacy, then, there corre­
sponds a "pure" form of authority: (I) traditional authority, (2) "charis­
matic" authoritv, from a Greek word used bv carlv Christians meaning "the 
gift of grace,'' a;1d (3) legal authority.r. · · 

Weber recognized that these "pure" forms were abstractions or, as he 
called them, "ideal types." In an actual political system one might encounter 
all three kinds of legitimate authority-as, indeed, our choice of examples has 
already suggested would be true in the American national government. 

Like Aristotle, Weber also sought to show how one kind of authority 
might change into another. The Presidency of Franklin D. Roosevelt can be 
used to illustrate vVeber's ideas. The traditional authority attached to the 
Presidency was expanded by Franklin D. Roosevelt who had an immense 
popular following; Weber would ha\'c called Roosevelt a "charismatic" 
leader. Then, when Roosevelt's reform proposals were enacted into law, 
"bureaucracies" (as \Vebcr would call them) were created to administer the 
new laws-as in the case of the National Labor Relations Act, the Social 
Security Act, and the like. Thus Roosevelt's clwrismatic authority enabled 
him to break through the traditional limits on the authority of the Chief 
Executive, which, in turn, was transformed into legal al.)thority. Weber be­
lieved that charismatic authority was inherently unstable, and tended to be 
transformed by subordinates and successors to the inspirational leader into 
either traditional or legal authority. Both these forms of authority, he held, 
were more enduring, since they did not depend on the existence of a par­
ticular leader who possessed "charisma." 

There are obviously some important differences between Aristotle's 
scheme and Weber's. For one thing Weber dealt only with authority-that is, 
with legitimate power. His scheme does not concern itself at all with illegiti­
mate regimes. Weber justified his concentration on legitimate governments 
on the ground that every system of authority "attempts to establish and to 
cultivate belief in its legitimacy,'' an observation about political systems that 
we have already encountered in the preceding chapter. 

In the second place, unlike Aristotle, Weber did not distinguish political 
systems according to their moral value. To Weber, even legitimacy was a 
pure}y empirical concept; the test of legitimacy was what the members of 
the political system thought of their leaders, not what Weber or someone 
else thought. The fact that a leader's power \vas legitimate did not, to Weber, 
make that system good. 

Curiously enough, Weber has been criticized both for omitting standards 
of evaluation and for including them. Some critics have interpreted him as 
saying that all legitimate governments are good-and equally good. Yet on 

r. A puzzling feature of \\1cber's general theoretical scheme arises from the profusion 
of classilication schemes in his unfinished work Wirtsclzaft tmd Gessellsclwft. These 
schemes arc based on the application of essentially the same criteria to a number of 
different aspects of the social system; sometimes, however, there appear to be four main 
criteria and sometimes only three. Evidently, by the time he came to discuss the basis 
of legitimacy in the final suctions of his volume, he had dismissed the fourth of these; 
had he employed it, one might have expected an analysis of a S)'5tcm of authority based 29 
on the acceptance of an absolute standard of value. 
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any scrupulous reading of \V'eber it seems clear that he harbored no such 
attitude. He intended his categories to be neutral, descripti,·e, and scientific 
rather than ethical or "normati\-c." Unlike Aristotle, he sought to exclude 
anv criterion that ,,·ould depend either on his 0\\"11 moral e\·aluations of differ­
ent forms of authority or on an appeal to specific standards of Yaluc that he 
mioht expect his reader to share. Some critics ha,-c attacked vVcbcr precisely 
bc~'lllSC he did seck to be '\·alue-frcc'' and ''scientific." The dispute m·er the 
proper or inherent place of ,·alucs in such political analysis has received 
so much attention from political theorists in recent years that \\·e shall want 
to devote a good deal more time to it, as we shall do so in the last chapter. 

£,·en as a scientific classification. ho\\·e,·er. \Vcber's typology seems defi­
cient, since it makes no place for a number oF distinctions that most students 
of politics would regard as interesting and si~nilicant. For example, his 
scheme docs not distinouish a stable dcmocracv I rom a stable monarchv for 

n ~ .. ' 
both could contain about the same mixture of traditional, charismatic, and 
!coal authoritv. In \Vcber's defense, it might be said that he was less con­
cc~ned with political systems than with the ,·arious types of authority, and 
"pure" types at that. But some significant kind~ of autl~ority also seem to be 
missing from Weber's scheme, or else se,·eral different forms of authority are 
confounded under the same heading. vVhcrc, for example, would one locate 
the authority of the expert? An expert's authority is not necessarily grounded 
on an appeal to legality, and ordinarily it is neither traditional nor charismatic. 

Concrete Systems and Abstract Classifications 

The ways of distinguishing political systems proposed by Aristotle and 
Weber both have drawbacks as well as adnmtagcs. As we stressed at the 
outset, this is likely to be true oF any system of classif1cation. To repeat what 
was said at the beoinnino of this chapter, there is no one best classification 

b b . 

scheme for political systems. I low useful any gn'cn scheme is depends on 
one's purposes. 

A classification is a wav of simplifying-and, in this sense, "distortino". 
reality. All empirical analys(s requires some simp_liFying_ "distortion." If eve~y 
atom were treated as unique, physics would be Impossible; if every medical 
case vvere considered unique, no advances in medicine could occur. In em­
pirical analysis knowledge consists of generalization, which requires one to 
exclude the unique in favor of the general properties of a concrete event or 
system. 

In the real lt'orld, co11crete systems rarely represent "p1tre" types; they 
are usually mixed. This is true in physics, biology, medicine and, of course, 
politics. No matter \\·hat scheme of political classification one might propose, 
it would be diflicult to find concrete systems that exhibited only the charac­
teristics used in that scheme. Consider any national political system, that of 
the United States, for example. In some respects the American svstcm is 
de~<.JCratic. yY e have frequent ~lcctions, widcspre~cl ~u If rage, co'mpeting 
political parties, peaceful assumptwn of office by wmnmg candidates, and 
so on. But some aspects of the system, such as the postal department or the 
military, arc hierarchical, or, one might say, monocratic. In the relations 
among leaders in the executive branch, Congress, the political parties, and 
private organizations, there is also an clement oF bargaining. Consequently, 

30 when one classifies the American political system as a democratic system, he 
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necessarily abstracts one aspect of the system out of the concrete reality. 
It could also be classified as a bargaining system or, for certain purposes, 
even as a hierarchy. 

Despite these inherent difficulties, in any method of classifying concr~te 
objects some criteria arc usually related more closely than others to a w1de 
range of phenomena. In politics, three differences among political systems 
are closely related to a wide variety of other aspects of a system. If systems 
differ in one or more of these ways, they arc likely to differ in a great many 
other ways as well. These three important differences are: 

1. The extent to which the government is legitimate and the power of 
leaders is accepted as authority. 

2. The proportion of the members who influence the decisions of the govern­
ment. 

3. The number of sub-systems and the amount of independence they have. 

We shall brieAv consider each of these differences. 

Legitimacy and Authority 

Weber, we saw, concerned himself primarily with legitimate governments. 
Yet political systems evidently vary a great deal in the extent to which their 
members regard their governments as legitimate; officials and other leaders 
vary a great deal, from one political system to the next, in the extent to which 
they rely on naked power or on authority. 

I low do leaders win compliance for their policies? A leader has certain 
resources at his disposal-money, police, privileges, weapons, status, and so on. 
I lc can usc these resources to obtain compliance for his policies. Suppose a 
leader wished to enforce a policy requiring all peasants to give up their 
land-holdings and enter collective farms. He could use his resources to in­
crease the rewards for those who comply or to increase the disadvantages to 
those who failed to comply. Thus he could act in one or more of four ways: 

To encourage compliance, 
lze could 

1. Increase rewards for 
complying. 

2. Decrease disadvantages 
of complying. 

To . disco11 rage 11011-compl icznce 
lze could 

3. Decrease rewards from other 
alternatives. 

4. Increase disadvantages of 
other alternatives. 

Now during any brief period, the more of his resources he uses to 

secure compliance for one policy, the less he has available for securing com­
pliance with other policies. In general, then, leaders have some interest in 
economizing on their political resources. Resources are not, in any case, 
limitless. 

Individuals have internal sources of rewards and deprivations as well as 
external sources. Examples of internalized rewards arc the feeling that one 
has done a good job, followed the dictates of conscience, done what is right, 
performed one's duty, and so forth; conversely, internalized penalties include 
the feeling that one has done a bad job, violated one's conscience, committed 
an evil act, and so on. Now from a leader's point of view, the more that 
citizens comply with policies because of internal rewards and deprivations, 
the less resources he needs to allocate to create external rewards and depriva- 31 
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tions. If a leader could win compliance for his policies simply 1)\· transm1ttmg 
information as to what he wanted citizens to do, \\'ith no external rc\\'ards 
or deprivations whatsoever, securing compliance ,,·otdd he all but costlcss. 

\i\lhen a political system is widely accepted by its mL·mhcrs as legitimate, 
and when the policies of its officials and other leaders arc regarded as morally 
binding by citizens, then the costs of compliance arc lo\\'. ConYcrscly, when 
leoitimacy and authority are low, leaders must usc more of their money, 
pclice, privileges, weapons, status, and other political resources to secure 
compliance. 

Popular governments-democracies-necessarily l'l't]Uire more legitimacy 
and authority than dictatorships. Political leaders cannot impose a democracy 
on a people if a majority (or even, in practice, a \-cry large minority) reject 
democracy as an illegitimate system. Policies that lack authority, like Prohibi­
tion in the United States, generally cannot be enforced by naked power. A 
chief executive would have needed such a great array of cocrciH· power to 
enforce Prohibition as to constitute a threat to the system itself. In general, 
then, in democracies political leaders need authority because they are not 
permitted to acquire sufficient resources to enforce their policies through 
naked power. 

The Distribution of Political Resources and Influence 

In the last chapter, we concluded that in all political systems: 
1. Control over political resources is distributed unevenly. 
2. Political influence is distributed unevenly. 
But to say that political resources and influence arc distributed unevenly 

in every society is by no means the same thing as saying that they are dis­
tributed in the same way in every society. In fact, the distribution of political 
resources and influences is, as Aristotle pointed out, an important difference 
among political systems. 

The "vay in which political resources arc distributed to various members 
of a political system can differ in two important respects. First, the clegree 
of inequality in control over political resources is not the same in every sys­
tem. For example, the fact that the United States had an open frontier during 
the nineteenth century meant that the ownership of landed property was 
widely diffused as compared with, say, Russia or China. Income, too, may 
be distributed with a greater or lesser approximation to equality. Figure 3 
illustrates the difference between a perfectly equal distribution of incomes 
and the way in which incomes were distributed in 1929 in the United States, 
in 1956, and in "Ruritania." Evidently, the distribution of income was some­
what less unequal in the United States in 1956 than it was in 1929. By 
comparison, in "Ruritania," where the distribution of income is rouohlv sim-o ' 
ilar to that in most Latin American, Asian, and African countries, the in-
equality of income is far m?re severe. 

What is true of wealth and income holds for other political resources 
as well. Extensive educational opportunities diffuse knowledge widely; re­
strictions on education limit it to a fev,'. A person's social standing may be 
something that is unalterably assigned at birth in a rigidly hierarchical way; 
or, instead, it may be gained by a wide variety of achievements. And so on. 

In the second place, societies differ in the extent to which inequalities 
32 in political resources are cumulative. Some societies are marked by a pattern 
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FIGUI\E 3. Distril111tiou of Income, U.S., 1929, 1956, aud iu "Huri 
tania." (Source: For U.S.: U.S. Department of Commerce, Office o 
Business Economics, U.S. Income and OutJ'IIt (\Vashington, D.C. 
Government Printing Oll1ce, 1958), P· 44.) 

: cumulative inequality, where greater control over one resource, such a 
·ealth, is closely related to greater control over most other resources, sud 
; knowledge, social standing, military prowess, and the like. Other socictie 
ave a very different pattern: inequalities tend to be non-cumulative. That is 
cople who arc badly off with respect to one resource may make up for i 
y their control over other resources. Feudalism is an example of cumulativt 
1equality; modern America is an example of non-cumulative inequalities 
or example, in many American cities, upper-class, well-to-do Protestants o 
arly American stock lack one important political asset-namely. ethnic soli 
arity with the great bulk of the voters. Although Fiorello LaGuardia, the 
1mous New York mayor (1934-1945), had neither wealth nor high socia 
rigins, he had two assets of inestimable value in New York that Rockefeller 
nd Vanderbilts could not acquire-an Italian father and a Jewish mother. 

Differences in degree and the pattern of inequality in the distributim 
f resources help to account for dill'ercnces in the extent to which individual 
an influence governmental decisions. \Vhere political resources arc heavil~ 
oncentrated in the hands of a single, unified elite, the prospects for popula 
overnment are low whereas the likelihood of some form of hierarchical rult 
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is high. Conversely, the chances for popular government arc increased if in­
equalities in resources are .redu_ce~ or if the ~)a~tern of in:_quality is non­
cumulative. (VI/e take up this po111t 111 more detail 111 Chapter /.) 

Although the proposition that political inHucncc is tlistributcd unevenly 
in all political systems :ecms to be t.r~e, as we .concludetl in ~he la~t chapter, 
it is often confused \\'Ith a propositiOn that IS almost certamly [a\se. This 
proposition . . the rul~ng elite l!YJ10tlzesis, is associated with the n•n:nes of two 
modern ltahans (Vdfredo Pareto and Gaetano i\ lose a) am\ a S\\'1ss (Robert 
lVlichels), all of whom achieved a measure of acclaim among social theorists 
disillusioned or crnical about democracy. Although they did not a\\\'ays ex­
press their hypoth~sis clearly, they appear to assert that: 

In every political system there e~i~ts a unified miiH>~it_Y of members whos.e 
choices on matters of government policiCs, rules, and dcnsmns regularly prevail 
over the choices of other groups, minorities, coalitions. or majorities in the 
system. (The Ruling Elite Hypothesis.)0 

This hypothesis evidently gains plausibility bt'e<luse many people fail to 
distinouish 'the existence of a ruling elite from inequality oF po\\"er. But the 
two things are not strictly equivalent-any more ~.h~m (I~ "The Presiden.~ has 
more influence over Congress than anyone else, IS eciUI\'alent to (II) The 
President, and only the President, can always get Congress to do what he 
wants." If (11) were true, then, of course (I) \\"ould necessarily be true; but 
the converse does not hold: (1) might be true and (II) could be false. In 
fact, although (I) probably is true, (II) is obviously False, For as everyone 
knows, in spite of his very great influence the President cannot always win 
a majority in both Houses for his policies. 

There are manv circumstances, too, in which individuals who have the 
greatest power in a political system are nevertheless not a ruling elite. Three 
of the most common reasons are: 

I. Powerful individuals or groups may disagree among themselves. In 
modern democracies some conflict among leaders is guaranteed by the exist­
ence of competing political parties which oppose one another in trying to win 
elections and thus gain control over the gon~rnment. To prevent the emer­
gence of a ruling elite is, indeed, one reason why those who believe in democ­
racy advocate a system of two or more parties. 

- 2. The pm~·er of different leaders may be speciali:::.ed. The price one 
must pay to acquire power in one sphere is, often, to forego it in another. 
Sometimes power is deliberately specialized; in modern constitutional systems, 
for example, leaders of the military or the police arc usually prevented by 
constitutional doctrine or political practice from acquiring extensive power 
outside their legitimate sphere because of fears that thev mioht use their 
power to subvert the regime. Specialized power also ar(scs f~om practical 
necessity-from limitations imposed by time, knowledge, and abilities. In the 
United States Co·ngrcss a committee chairman usually has considerable inRu­
ence on legislative matters within the jurisdiction of his committee, but often 
he has very little influence on more remote questions; he simply does not 

ll The hypothesis is perhaps most clearly stated by Vilfredo Pareto in Tlte M iud and 
Society (1916), 4 Vols. (New York: Harcourt Brace, 1935), in Vol. 4, p. 1569. Sec also 
Robert i\Iichcls, Political Parties (191 I) (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1949), p. 401; 
and Gaetano Mosca, Tlze Ruling Class, Livingston, eel. (New York: i\<lcGraw-I-lill, 

34 1939), passim. 
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have the time, knowledge or ability to build up support on matters that lie 
outside the jurisdiction of his committee. 

3. There is strength in numbers. A single timber wolf will stay out 
of the path of a grizzly bear; but the bear had better not tangle with a 
pack of wol\'es. By definition, any one leader in a political system has more 
power over decisions than any single non-leader. But i11 the aggregate, 
the power of the non-leaders may exceed that of the leaders. Thus in 
democracies an elected leader whose influence on an election is far greater 
than that of any indi\'idual voter is often turned out of office despite his 
best efforts, because the aggregate power of a majority of voters to determine 
who shall hold office is greater than that of any one leader or perhaps even 
anv set of leaders. 

' The ruling elite hypothesis asserts, in effect, that since political influence 
is unevenly distributed in all political systems, there arc no significant differ­
ences in the way political influence is distributed among members of political 
systems. This is an obvious case of throwing out the baby with the bath 
water. Imagine for a moment that the amount of each individual's influence 
could be expressed by a number (as we can if we discuss the distribution 
of land, income, or wealth). One extreme distribution would be perfect 
equality of influence, illustrated by the single vertical bar in Fig. 4. Another 
extreme would be a complete monopoly of political influence by one individ­
ual or group, as illustrated in Fig. 5. The ruling elite hypothesis implies that 
all political systems arc rather like Fig. 5. But in practice, the distribution of 
political influence seems to lie always between these two extremes; the num­
ber of possible distributions is endless; and it is reasonable to conclude that 
the number of different distributions that actuallv exist or have existed is 
very great. Figure 6 suggests two quite plausibl~ distributions, which are 
labelled dictatorship and popular government. 

The Independence of Sub-Systems 

As we have seen, indi\'iduals do not ordinarily belong only to a single political 
system. An American citizen who li\·es in Chicago is a member of the political 
systems of the United States, Illinois, Cook County, and Chicago. l-Ie is 
almost certainly a member of many other political systems, too-a school dis­
trict, for example, a business firm, a trade union, a church, a lodge, a politi­
cal party. This multiplicity of memberships is also characteristic of a citizen 
of the Soviet Union; a Soviet citizen living in Moscow would be a mem­
ber of the political systems of the city of Moscow, the Russian Soviet 
Federated.Socialist Republic, perhaps an industrial firm, trade union or pro­
fessional organization, the Communist party, a military unit, and so on. A 
Iaroe modern industrial society could not function as it docs without a multi-

o -
plicity of political systems. 

But political systems \'ary a great deal in the extent to which various 
sub-systems within their boundaries enjoy autonomy. The extremes can be 
illustrated by feudalism and modern totalitarianism. European feudal mon­
archs from the tenth to the thirteenth century had very limited power over 
the semi-autonomous feudal lords \Nithin their kingdoms. The feudal barons, 
not the king, ruled in their own domains. vVithin his manor, a baron raised 
his o·wn military force, enforced law and order, coined money, and regulated 35 
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trade. At the other extreme, modern totalitarian regimes seek to make every 
political sub-system an agent of the dictatorship; local and regional govern­
ments, industry, trade unions, professional associations, youth groups, party 
units are subordinated to the control of the dictatorship. Although in practice 
democracies tend to allo\\" a good deal of autonomy to sub-systems, they too 
vary a good deal. Some dcmocracies-S\\"itzerland, the United States, Canada, 
and Australia, for example-arc federal: their cantons, states, or provinces 
enjoy a considerable measure of autonomy as a matter of constitutional right. 
Other democracies-Britain, Denmark. Nom·a,·, Sweden, and France, for 
example-are "unitary": the powers and duties ~f cities and provinces can be 
legally determined by the national go\"ernment. However, the distinction be­
tween "federal" and "unitar)•" svstems can casilv be exaogerated, for the 

• • 0 

national go\"ernment in a "unitary" democracy could not and ·would not 
destroy the autonomy that the sub-units of the national government enjoy in 
practice; in all likelihood national leaders who had both the power and the 
will to destroy local autonomy would also destroy democracy in the process. 

In practice, too, in all countries where popular governments have thrived, 
a great variety of associations have enjoyed considerable autonomy-political 
parties, trade unions, churches, lobbies, pressure groups, and the like. Thus 
whether "federal" or "unitary" in legal theory, modern democracies tend to 
be "federal"-i.e., pluralistic, in actual practice. 

Classifications of Political Systems: Summary 

It is easy to see, then, how political systems might be classified in many 
different ways. For example, if we take the three important kinds of differ­
ences we have just been considering, "·e arrive at a formal scheme for 
classifying political system'S. 

This classification provides for sixteen different categories instead of the 
usual three or six (Table I). When we locate a political system in one of 
these categories, we have already said a good deal about it; we are in a posi­
tion to infer a good deal more, or at the very least to expect the appearance 
of some phenomena rather than others. For example, if a government of 
"the many"-a democracy-is pluralistic and its legitimacy is weak, we would 
also expect it to encounter great difficulties in settling conflicts among the 
various sub-systems; we might reasonably expect such a system to be relatively 
unstable. In a unitary hierarchy ''vith strong legitimacy, one would expect to 
find very great conformity and consensus on political matters, both because 
of the legitimacy of government and the absence of sub-systems around which 
competing loyalties would be formed. Of course, expectations of this kind 
would be merely plausible inferences; one could not determine from the 
classification scheme whether or not they were actually true. In short, the 
scheme helps to generate hypotheses about political systems, but it cannot 
confirm or disprove these hypotheses. For example, Aristotle's hypothesis that 
rule by the many really means rule by the poor can only be settled by em­
pirical inquiry, not by definition. 

It should never be forgotten, however, that how we distinguish political 
systems and how we classify them logically depends on whatever it is we are 
most interested in. To the extent that what we are interested in varies, our 
distinctions are also going to vary. Hence no scheme of classification is likely 
to be satisfactory for all purposes. 31 
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Table 1 A CLASSIFICATION OF POLITICAL SYSTEMS According to Legilim~cy, 

Number of Sab·systems, and Olstrlballon of Power. 

"Final" power 
over decisions 

of government 
exercised by: One 

Few 

;\lany 

i\Hxed 

Go\'ernment lias Strong 
Legitimacy 

(Legitimate Syst<.'rn') 

Su b-systcm Au ton< 1111 y: 

Low High 
(unitary) r pluralistic 

( ;nn·rnrncnt Has \Vcak 
Legitimacy 

I Tyrannies) 

Suh-,ystcm Autonomy 

I_, 1\\" High 
unit.1n·) (pluralistic) 
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C H A P T E 

Power and inAuence are, as we have seen, 
concepts of key importance in political analysis. 
Curiously enough, however, systematic analysis of these 
concepts is rather recent, partly because serious attempts have 
not been made until quite recently to formulate them 
rigorously enough for systematic study. 
In fact, you may have noticed that so far we hm·e used 
the two terms without trying to define them. 
But since confused thinking about 



the nature of pu\\'er and influence has been the SOLIJ'l'L' or innllll1L'J";lb)e diffi­
cu)tics to political observers, ,,.e cannot postpone that task an,· longer_ A 
careful examination of the notion of pmn.·r and the related conl'l')H of influ­
ence \\'ill help a person avoid some \\·idcsprcad traps in pcditical analysis 
that even hiohlv sorJhisticated observers often fall into. 

0 -

One word of \varning. The ideas in this chapter ;ne l'ssentially CJUite 
simple; they rest on ordi~ary, e\'eryday comm<m. ~L·nse. :'\onetheless, this 
chapter reguircs close readmg. for th.e con~epts of mlluL·ncL' and po\\'er arc 
full of ]oaical traps, and most people-mcludmg many people \\'ho \\'rite about 
politics-~re no_t accustom~d to thinking logica.lly ahout )1<1\\TI: and influence. 
The aim of this chapter IS to sho\\' you ccrtam common pitfalls in political 
analysis, so that hereafter you can proceed on your O\\'l1 through a jungle of 
logic that will be impenetrable only to those \\'ho do not han_• a good map 
in their minds as they set out. 

lnAuence 

Suppose you were to stand oh~ a street corner and say to yourselF, "I command 
all automobile drivers on t IS street to drive on the rio]1 t ]1111 1 - l f 1 

. 0 - ; l Sll e 0 t lC 
road"; suppose also that all the dnvers actually did as vou ''commanded" 
them to do. Still, most. people wou lei regar:l you as men t;;lly iII if you were 
to insist that you had JUSt si:own enough mAucncc over automobile drivers 
to comrJel them to usc the nght-hand side of the ro-1ll 0 tl 1 1 d . . . . • . n 1c ot 1er 1an , 
surJIJose a pohceman IS standmg 111 the middle of a11 1·11 tc· .. t. I - I 

. . ' ISCC Inn at \\' 11C 1 
most traffic ordmanly moves ahead; he orders all traf1'1c t<J t 1 · 1 1 f 

• t rn no 1t or e t· 
the traffic moves right or left as he orders it to do TJ1 . n ' . . . . . c n co nun on sense 
suggests _that ~he pohcema1: actmg 1~1 thts particular role l'\·idcntlv influences 
automobile dnvers to turn n~ht or left rather than go ahead. -

Our common-sense notJOn, then, goes something like this: A influences 
13 to the extent that In· gcrs B lo do somL·thinu that B ,,·uuld not otherwise 
do. An i niiW.'Ill'l' rei a Lion bet \\"een t \\"O actor; mi oh t be i \lustra ted in this 
fashion: 

n 

i\ doesn't influence I3 docs X ----------
A influences B doesn't do X 

d~~--- y 

Influence, then, is a relation-among individuals, groups, associations, organi­
zations, states. We can use a convenient bit of jargon and say that influence 
is a relation among actors in which one actor induces other actors to act in 
some way they would not otherwise act. Of course this definition also includes 
instances in which actor A induces B to go on doing something he is now 
doing, though B would stop doing it except for A's inducements. 

In principle, then, we can determine the existence of influence, and also 
the direction of inAuence: who influences whom. In practice it is often diffi­
cult to find out who inAucnces whom, but we shall postpone considering the 
practical obstacles in order to deal with a preliminary conceptual problem. 
Often it is not enough to know simply that some actors influence others. Fre-

40 guently one also wants to know what the relative influence is among different 
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actors. Is Thompson more influential with the mayor than Green is? Who 
are the most influential people in town on school appropriations? What sena­
tors have the most influence in Congress on matters of foreign policy? What 
countries arc the most inllucntial on disarmament questions in the United 
Nations? vVhich actors are the least influential in these situations? In the 
United States arc poor people generally less influential on questions of taxa­
tion than rich people? In short, one wants to know lww much influence actor 
A has over actor B, and one wants to compare the amount of influence differ­
ent actors have over others. 

One would find it almost impossible to discuss political life without 
comparing the influence of different actors. E,·cn to distinguish a democracy 
from a dictatorship requires one to estimate the relative influence of citizens 
and leaders. Aristotle's famous classifications scheme obviously assumes that 
one can measure-and thus compare-relative amounts of influence; for in 
order to classify any particular political system one must first determine who 
has the most influence in the system-one person, a few, or a majority? 

However, attempts to compare the rclati\•e influence of different actors 
in a political system are the source of great confusion in political analysis. 
Probably the most important cause of confusion is the fact that many differ­
ent measures of influence are used, and they arc almost always used implicitly 
rather than explicitly. It is as if two neighbors, one \'crv tall and the other 
very short, each ·paced off the length of the boundary between their prop­
erties and fell to arguing over the results without ever noticing that one 
of them took long steps while the other took short steps. To reduce this kind 
of fruitless controversy, let us consider some of the underlying measures of 
influence that are used-usually implicitly-to compare the relative influence 
of different actors. 

FIVE WAYS OF COMPARING INFLUENCE 

It will help if we pause to take another look at our common-sense definition 
of influence: A influences B to the extent that A gets B to do something that 
B would not otherwise do. Somehow, then, A changes B's behavior from 
what it would have been. If so, why not measure A's influence bv the extent 
or amount of the change in B's behavior from what it would hav~ been? The 
first three underlying measures of influence we arc going to examine all rest 
on this simple idea: The greater the change in some aspect of B's inner or 
overt behavior that A induces, the greater A's influence over B. 

This way of thinking about influence is analogous to the concept of force 
in mechahics. In mechanics object A exerts a force on object B if A produces 
a change in the velocity of B. Galileo's famous law of inertia states that a 
body left to itself will move with uniform velocity in one and the same 
direction. Any change in the velocity of a body, then, indicates the presence 
of a force. And the size of the force is proportional to the size of the change 
in velocity. Thus one object exerts more force than another on a third if the 
first produces a greater change in velocity. 

Although we ought not to push such analogies very far, there is little 
doubt that our ideas about underlying measures of influence rest on intuitive 
notions very similar to those on which the idea of force rests in mechanics. 
The underlying idea in both cases can be represented in the following way: 41 
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A inRuences B doesn't do 

does 

does 

:\mount of A's 
in fllll'IHX' O\'er B 

Since the change represented by the \·ector from x to y 1 is less than the change 
represented by the vector from x to Y:!· 1\'s influence mTr B is greater in the 
second case than in the first. 

Let us now turn to some underlying measures of influence that draw 
on this idea. 

I. Tlze amount of clzange in the positiou of tlH: actor iu(lueuced. Here 
is a typical statement illustrating this way of comparing influence: 

Considering what our foreign policy was when Truman came into office and 
what it was when he left, it is fair to conclude that no other President has 
ever exerted so much inRuence over Congress on foreign policy actions in times 
of peace. Joining the UN, Greek-Turkish Aid, the i\larshall Plan, creating and 
joining NATO-these all represented profound innm·ations and great breaks with 
the past. 

Now consider the following example: 
Members of a school board arc debating the <JUCstion of raising teachers' 

salaries. One member, A, wants to keep salaries as they arc. B would like to 
raise salaries by $250 a year, C favors an increase of 5500, and D wants 
to add $1,000. The four members of the board can be visualized standing 
along a chalk line according to the amount of salary increase each one favors: 

A B 

$0 $250 

c 
$500 

D 

$1,000 

Two other citizens, Thompson and Green, would like the board to adopt D's 
position: 

Thompson: I know I can't budge either A or C, but I can get B to join C and 
accept a $500 increase. B gets a lot of business from me. I know from past experi­
ence with him that he'll be willing to compromise on that figure if I ask him to; 
but I'm sure if I try to push him beyond $500 he'll get stubborn and I won't get 
anywhere. 

Green: Well, I know from past experience that I can't budge C either. I just 
don't have any inRuence with C at all. But I can get both J\ and B to agree 
to $500. 

Thompson: Well, Green, you evidently have more inRuence with A than I 
do. \Ve both seem to have the same amount of influence with B, and neither of 
us has any inRuence over C. 

If Green and Thompson were accurate in their initial estimates, one 
would be inclined to agree with Thompson's conclusion. In this case as in 
many others when we say that one actor has "more" influence than another 
over some third actor, we mean that the one is capable of producing a greater 
change in the position held by the third. 

However, it is not ah.vays satisfactory or even possible to measure the 
42 relative influence of different political actors in this wav. For one thing, we 
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do not always know what the initial positions of the different actors were, 
nor how much they have actually changed. In politics, individuals sometimes 
take extreme positions for bargaining purposes, hoping in this way to end up 
with a compromise that is \'cry close or even identical to their real but con­
cealed initial position. In fact, one of the most important skills in politics­
one of the reasons why the practice of politics is an art-is the ability to detect 
a bargaining position and to guess correctly how much it diverges from the 
adversary's "real'' position. Another skill is just the converse: the capacity 
to conceal one's real position and create belief in one's bargaining position. 
In international politics and labor-management disputes, parties often try to 
mask their real positions by threats, bluffs, and displays of strength-troop 
movements, angry words, strike-votes. The need to uncover an adversary's 
true position in turn leads to intelligence operations, research, espionage, 
and attempts to test his intentions by counter-threats and counter-moves. 

Moreover, it is not always possible to decide whether a change in position 
is larger or smaller than another change. In the case of the school board, if A 
changes to B's position and C to D's, which change would be the larger? It is 
true that A's change involves less money, but perhaps A places a much higher 
value on being economical than C docs; he may be much more reluctant to 
shift to B's position than C is to shift to D's position. In this sense it is 
reasonable to say that it takes more inAucnce to induce A to vote for a $250 
increase than B to vote for a $500 increase. What we need, in short, is a 
measure of what might be called the psychological distance involved in a 
change. This suggests a second underlying measure of inAuence. 

2. The subjective psyclwlogical costs of compliance. Here arc some typ­
ical statements embodying this measure of inAuence: 

The influence of the old-fashioned political boss declined as immigrant 
groups became assimilated into American life and as social security took over many 
of the functions of the boss, for the boss's followers had less and less need, or de­
sire, for his services-the basket of food at Thanksgiving and Christmas, inter­
vening with the police, the stray job with the city, and so on. 

It doesn't take a President with much influence to get support for welfare 
measures among congressmen from urban areas, because they are already in 
favor of it. It takes a lot more influence to get congressmen from rural districts in 
the Midwest to go along. 

These statements point up the fact that a seemingly equal change in the 
"objective" positions of two different actors may actually require quite differ­
ent amounts of subjective change. The "costs" of complying with the wishes 
of someone else can be very different for different people, depending on their 
values and their situation. 

For example, consider different members of a labor union faced with the 
prospect of a strike. Some members, let us say, have managed to put aside 
savings in anticipation of the strike; others have not. A union leader who has 
enough inAuence to persuade the first group to vote for a strike may very 
well not have enough inAuencc to persuade the second group. To the mem­
bers who have no savings, the "costs" of a strike are likely to seem much 
higher than to the members who do. Hence it takes correspondingly greater 
inAuence to persuade the second group to strike. 

In the same way, it takes more inAuence to induce pacifists to support 
the draft than militarists; isolationists to support the UN than internation- 43 
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alists; southern Democrats rather than northern DL·nHJCrats to support civil 
rights legislation. 

In practice, to be sure, this underlying measure cannot always be ap­
plied since we do not alwavs kno\\· "·hat the diiTerences arc in the real 
psychological costs of compli~ncc among dilf~·t-ctlt indi,·iduals. Ncve_rthel_ess, 
one often makes ouesses based on knm\·n dillerencc in \·alues and Situation; 

0 

and there is no doubt that a ooocl deal of confusion about relative inAuence 
b 

might be avoided if the assumptions concerning subjective costs were per-
fectly clear. 

3. The amount of difference i11 tl1e prolm/Jility of complicmce. Consider 
again the hypothetical case in \\'hich you stand on the edge of a busy street 
in an American citv and silcntlv ''command'' all the automobile drivers to 
drive on the right. To use the f;ct that the driH·rs did indeed dri\·e on the 
right as evidence for your influence \\"Otdd, it \\'as suggested, make you a 
likelv candidate for a mental institution. For e\"LT\·one knows that whether 
or n~t you "command" them to do so, in this cout.Hry clri,·ers arc compelled 
by law to drive on the rioht and \\'ould do so \\"ithout your "command." In 

0 . 

other words, the chances that any gi,·cn clri\'LT ,,·ill dri\'C on the right are 
already very high-say 999 out of 1.000. allo,,·ing for the rare deviant case; 
and your silent "command" docs not alter these chances in the slightest. The 
policeman, however, is in a different position. Perhaps if he were not stand­
ing there only I car out of 10 would turn right at that particular intersection. 
But on his signal, every car turns right. In your case the diiTercnce in the 
probability that they will turn right \\'hen you "command" them to do so, and 
when you don't "command" them to do so, is exactly zero. \i\lith the police­
man, the change is from I chance out oF I 0 to I 0 out of I 0-a difference 
of nine chances out of ten. 

Why not measure relative inAucnce, then, by the size of the difference 
in probabilities of compliance? Notice that the eli fl ere nee in probabilities is 
what matters. If 59 out of 60 Democratic senators vote for a bill proposed 
by a Democratic President, it would be premature to conclude that the Presi­
dent has great inAuence with his Congressional party. vVhat we must know 
first is how many Democratic senators would have voted for the measure 
anyway, even if the President took no position on it at all. 

Here is a statement that implies this underlying measure: 

With Congressman X, the Farm Bureau Federation has enormous influence, 
the Chamber of Commerce considerably less, and the AFL-CIO almost none. 
Over the years, the Farm Bureau has learned that whenever Congressman X is 
not going to vote for a bill the Bureau wants to pass, all they have to do is to get 
on the p~one and indicate how they stand. The chances are 9 out of 10 that he 
will vote the way they want him to. In similar circumstances involvino business 
questions the Chamber of Commerce can get him to change about on(; time out 
of three. The AFL-CIO, on the other hand, wins him over less than one time out 
of ten. 

The example also illustrates some of the difficulties with this measure. 
First, well-grounded estimates of "chances'' or probabilities require either 
random events, as with a coin or a die, or else a large number of past occur­
rences of equivalent events. Political decisions are ordinarily neither random 
nor equivalent. Hence it is usually dillicult to estimate probabilities except 

44 in a very loose way. Second, it is often difficult to knO\v the initial likelihood 
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of a particular cn:nt because, as has already been indicated, the initial posi­
tions of \·arious participants arc often unkno\\"n. Finally, the mere dilfercnce 
in probabilities is not a \\·holly satisfactory measure precisely because it does 
not take into account either or the l\\"0 prl"\"ious dimensions-the extent of 
change in position and thl· costs of compliaJKl'. 

4. Di{fere11ces i11 tin• scope of the respo11ses. Consider a statement like 
the follo\\"ing: 

Taken all in all, the i\lajority Leader is the most influential man in the Sen­
ate. A committee chairman is usually om.• of the most influential leaders on matters 
falling within the jurisdiction of his committee, but on other questions he usually 
wields little more influence than the a\"erage member. The i\lajority Leader, on 
the other hand, tends to be highly influential on practically any matter that comes 
before the Senate. 

So far in our analysis the responses of those subject to influence have 
been considered roughly similar and therefore comparable. All actions were 
assumcJ to be of approximately the same nature. The decisions of different 
school-board members on teachers' salaries. for example, arc comparable be­
cause they all deal with the same subject, teachers' salaries. But can we 
compare the relative influence of different actors \\"hen they arc influencing 
other actors on different kinds of gucstions? For example, if by any of the 
three measures already discussed it \\"ere found that President Truman was 
more influential than President Eisenhower on matters of foreign policy, but 
President Eisenhower was more influential on matters of domestic policy, 
could \-Ve merge these two different kinds of issue into a single common 
"scope" and thus decide which of the t\\·o presidents was the more influential 
with Congress over the whole scope of congressional action? 

This is a troublesome problem. No wholly satisfactory solution to it has 
yet been found. Meanwhile, however, it is possible to avoid some snares that 
observers frequently fall into when they hm·e tried to analyze influence. 

First, a statement about influence that docs not clearly indicate the scope 
it refers to verges on the meaningless. When one hears or reads that X is 
highly influential, the proper question is: "Influential with respect to what?" 
The failure to insist on this simple question often leads political observers 
astray. For example, some studies of American cities report the existence of a 
"dominant" elite that "runs" the city. Thus in "Regional City," a large south­
ern city, 14 well-informed persons were given four lists totaling more than 
175 names and were asked to gi\•e "their opinions on who were the top 
leaders on each of the lists." The 10 names on each list most frequently 
named by the judges were assumed to be "the top leaders." The 40 persons 
chosen in this way were then described as the "top leaders" in Regional City.1 

Unfortunately, however, these conclusions are all vitiated by the fact that the 
14 judges were never asked to specify in what areas of activity different 
leaders were influential. Arc the men who decide on the candidates for mayor 
the same as those who determine school appropriations? City policies on re­
development? On segregation and desegregation? 

On the evidence presented, it is impossible to know. We simply cannot 
tell whether men who are influential in Regional City on some questions are 
or are not influential on other questions. A concern for the scope within 

1 Floyd Hunter, Comnnmity Power Strzcctzcrc (Chapel Hill: University of North 
Carolina Press, 195 3). 45 

Power and ln~ueuce 



which different leaders exert their inAuence might han· established the exist­
ence of a single, homogeneous ruling elite. On the oth~·r hand, concei_vably 
it might have led to the discovery of leaders drmn1 I rom other soc1al or 
economic groups. In fact, studies of American commtmities in \\"hich different 
issue-areas are examined often re\-cal a highly pluralistic structure. 

Second, even \\"hen different sectors or inllUL'Ill"l' arL' ckarly designated. 
it may be difficult or impossible to_ say _""l~ich of se\Tral actors is the most 
inAuential over the \\"hole scope ol therr rnlluencL· . .-\n analogous problem 
arises if \\"C try to compare t\\"O athletes \\"ho l"lli11Pl"IL' in dill"en:nt sports. \Vas 
Babe Ruth a better athlete than Jack Dcmpse~? The llucstion seems unan­
S\\"erable. \Vc might measure Balx· Ruth against other hitters by using the 
number of home runs as a measure. and \\ L' might nwasure Dempsey against 
other fighters by using the number of knockouts. hut lHl\\" to compare home 
runs \\"ith knockouts? If t\\"o athletes were to Clll1111l'tL' in t\\"o or more of the 
same sports, perhaps \\"e could say that om· \\·as a hetter athlete than the 
other if the one \\"as as good as or better than the other in all fields of compt.'­
tition. For example. if A \\"aS as good a hiun as n in baseball, an equalh· 
good boxer, but better in sc1uash, \\T might then say that A was a better 
athlete than B. · 

In exactly the same \\"ay it seems n:asonahle to sa\· that one actor is more 
influential than another 0\"Cr the whole scope or their in lluencc only if A's 
influence is not less than B's in an\' particular issue-area and is oreater than 
B's _in at leas~ one issue-<~rea. If Gr~·~·n and Thompson arc highly influential 
?n Issues I_wvmg t~ do \\"lt~1 the public sdHnds and urban redc\'clopment, and 
If Green IS more mfluenual than Thompson on political nominations, then 
Green is more influential than Thompson on:r the whole scope of their 
influence. 

Real life, ho\\"ever, docs not ah,·ays produce such neatly tailored situa­
tions. Green may be more in flucntia I than Thompson on school questions. 
while Thompson may be more influential than Crecn on political nomina­
ti?ns. Wl~at do we say in ~his case? \\'e might try to assign weights to 
different Issue-areas, but \\'l'Ights arc hound to he arhitrar\'. If schools arl' 
given a weight of I, \\·hat wcioht should he oiH·n to 11oliti~al nominations-.-, ~ 

2, 5, l!z? How can \\'e justiFy the weights ,,.c assign? 
There is at present no single hest ,,·ay or soh·ing the problem of compar,l­

bility when different actors have different le,·els of influence in se\'cral diff~r­
cnt issue-areas. Perhaps the most important lesson the student of politics can 
gain from this is the need for caution and clarity in making comparisons of 
influence m·cr se\·eral issue-areas. i\s in man\· other cases. it is \\"ise in political 
analysis to specify \\·hcther we arc adding ,;ranges, or apples, or oranges mzd 
apples. 

5. The mtmber of perso11s ll'ho resprnul. If Creen controls 5,000 votes 
and Thompson 10.000. it seems n.:asonahlc to say that Thompson has morl' 
influence in elections than Green. 

To usc the numher of persons\\ ho respond in a certain way as a meaSUfl' 
of influence is so ob,·ious and clear that <lnl· might suppose it to be llawll'S$. 
;\las, like other underlying measures this one also has its limitations. TheS(• 
arc suovested bv the other measures \\·c han· alrealh- discussed. Green m;l\' 

bh . . -

be able to induce his voters to make a greater change in their positions th;lll 
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the disadvantages of compliance seem to them \'cry great, \\'hcrcas Thompson 
can onl)' oct his voters to do thinos that do not matter much to them anvwav. o n • -
Or Green's control mav be much more definite: The likelihood that his captive 
voters will do what h~ asks is virtually certain. \\'hcrcas Thom"pson's control 
is much more uncertain. Finall\', Green rna\' be able to control his voters 
over a broader range of issues tl~an Thompst;n can; Green. perhaps, can de­
liver his 5,000 \'otes on anv kind of election, local, state. or national, or on 
anv referendum. whereas Thompson can dcli\'er his 10.000 votes merclv in 
lo~al elections. ' 

Summary. All ll\·e of the underlying measures of influence we ha\'C 
examined help to illuminate some important aspects of influence. All five have 
limitations. The analysis suggests ·the following injunctions to the student 
of politics: 

1. Look for information that will enable you to usc as manv measures 
as )">OSsiblc in trvino to determine relative inAue1;ce. 

. b 

2. Adapt your comparison to the kind of information available. 
3. Be specific. A paradigm for any comparison of power might be: 

"--- is more influential than ___ with respect to ___ as measured by 
___ and ___ ," 

4. Be constantly aware of what you have had to lca,·c out of your ap­
praisal. (In what follows, we shall frequently violate each of these injunctions 
except this one!) 

POTENTIAL INFLUENCE VERSUS ACTUAL INFLUENCE 

It is one thing to describe or measure differences in influence, but it is quite 
another to explain these differences. As we have already seen (Chapter 3). 
the reasons why some individuals or groups acquire more influence than 
others over some scope of decisions arc reducible to three: 

l. Some actors have more political resources at their disposal than 
others. Or 

2. Given the resources at their disposal, some actors usc more of them 
to gain political influence. Or 

3. Given the resources at their disposal, some actors usc them more 
skillfully or effectively than others do. 

Thus it is important to distinguish between the past or current influence 
of a particular actor within some scope of decisions, his probable future 
in Auence, and his maximum pate 111 in/ i 11n ue nee if he were to usc all his 
existing political resources with optimum skill to acquire influence within 
that scope of decisions. An actor's current influence in any gi,·cn scope always 
(or nearly always) falls short of his maximum potential influence. Consider 
the following imaginary case: 

Rodney Brown is the richest man in town. In fact, he has made a small 
fortune on the stock market. He owns a controlling share in the most important 
local newspaper, he completely owns one radio station, he has a large interest in 
the biggest bank in town, and he mvns dozens of down-town commercial proper­
tics. In addition, he has enough in\'cstmcnts in gilt-edge securities to insure, as 
some of his ei~\'ious fellow citizens put it, that fiodney will 11l'\·er ha\'e to put in 
an honest days work as long as he lives. 

Rodney happens to be deeply interested in only two things: elegant living 41 
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and the ballet. lie lin:s cxpensin·ly and he pnur~ hi~ nt<~Ill"\ prodigiously into sup­
port for eternally bankrupt h:!llet companies. Ill" is lfln~iderahly less interested in 
politics than in the coddled egg he cats for bre;tkLtst L"n·ry morning. Rodney has 
few \·iews on local and national aA"airs, l"XcL"pt as thl"'l" may touch on the ballet. 
and little inAuence. -

"\Vhat with his wealth and all, Hodney has more potL"ntial inlluence on local 
affairs than anyone in this town," his friends s<~Jm·timL"s say dolefully. "And 
he has a good deal less actual influence than his lhaulrL"ur. \\'oodrow, who hap­
pens to be the Democratic precinct leader in Hndney"s neighborhood-though 
Hodney probably doesn't e\·en know it." 

Thus Rodney's pote11tinl influence on local aiLtirs is. at a maximum, oh\·i· 
ously high; his actual influence is negligible. 

Rodney's brother \Valter has nL·n·r had Hodney's !lair for outguessing the 
stock market. He works hard at a job in ont· of Hodncy's radio stations, earns a 
modest living, and between his job and his family has little time for his great 
passion-local affairs. Rodney dreams of ballet, \Val tcr dreams of what he could 
do in local politics if he only had half a chance. 

One fine day, Rodney dies sudden I y. To L'\"cryonc 's surprise (including 
vValter's) it turns out that his whole fortune docs not, after all. go to that experi· 
mental ballet company in New York. It goes to \Valtcr. 

As this example illustrates, ,,.e cannot infer \\"hat the differences in 
political influence will be among different actors simply from the differences 
in their access to political resources. In our example: 

1. Given his resources, Rodney's potential inllucnce on local affairs was, 
at a maximum, very much higher than \Valter's or \-Voodro\\-'s influence. But 

2. Rodney's actual influence \\·as prohahly less than his chauffeur's. And 
3. With the same resources as Rodney had, \i\falter's probable future 

influence is far greater than Rodney's influence \\"as en.•r likely to be. 
Thus an attempt to rank the influence of Rodney, \\'alter, and Woodrow 

might look something like this: 

i\Jaximlllll pote11tial 
i11(luence 011 local 

affairs: 

I. Hodnev 
2. \Valte; 
3. vVoodrow 

/\ct IWl j II flue IICC 

11p to tlze 
jJI"CSCII t: 

I. \Voodrow 
2. vValtcr 
-~- Hodncy 

Expected future 
iHfluellce 011 

I ocnl n (fairs: 

I. vValter 
2. \Voodrow 

Now let us consider an example clra\\"n from militarv affairs, where the 
difference between maximum potential military po\\·e~, present military 
power, and expected future power is obviously a matter of critical importance. 
A leading·student of international politics has pointed out: 

The war potential of a country will be larger than it would be otherwise if, 
in event of a major war, individuals arc motivated, for whatever reason, to forego 
the satisfaction of personal interests that conflict with the large commitment of 
resources to waging war. The stronger the motivation, the greater the production 
of military power from the ecomonic resources and administrative capacity at the 
disposal of the nation. Motivation for war is strong or high, in contrast to weak or 
low, depending on whether the configuration of various critical motivations is 
more or less appropriate to an intense war cffort. 2 

2 Klaus Knorr, Tl1e \V nr Potential of Nntio11s (Princeton: Princeton U niversit\' 
48 Press, 1956), p. -13. 
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In 1939 Germany had considerably more military power in being than 
did the United StalL'S. from 1935-1939 Germany had produced $12 billion 
worth of combat munitions; the United States had produced $1.5 billion. In 
mid-1939 Germam· had four times as manv men under arms as the United 
States; in 19-10 fo~lrlcen times as many. II~ 1939 German munitions output 
was ten times that of the United StalL'S. In 1940 Germany had twice as large 
an in\'entory of machine tools as the United States.a 

The n~aximum potential military might of the United States was, how­
e,·er, much greater than Germany's, measured by almost any index: popula­
tion, food supply. raw materials. manufacturing output, production of capital 
goods. In 1938, for example. the United States produced more than twice 
as large a share of the world's manufactured goods as Germany, and three 
times as large a share of capital goods:' 

In 1939 what could one reasonably expect about the future balance 
of military power bet\\·een the two countries? This was more difficult to 
compare. On the one hand, the United States still had 9 million unemployed 
who could easily be absorbed in an l'xpanding defense economy. Up to a 
point, increases in military outlays would be economically rather painless. 
On the other hand, by tradition, ideology, and culture Americans were dis­
tinctly unwarlike. Expenditures for rearmament were widely regarded as a 
painful necessity at best, and at worst as sheer waste. In 1939 the United 
States go\'ernment spent a little more than S I billion on national defense, or 
about 1.3 percent of the gross national product." Nazism, by contrast, glorified 
taut discipline, dictatorship, violence, war. the international power of the 
Third Reich, the need to sacrifice for the fatherland. l\1casured by incentives 
to usc their resources for war, then, one might have concluded in 1939 and 
e\·en in 1941 that although the United Statcs had a greater military potential 
than the Third Reich, it was reasonable to expect that, in the ncar future, 
the balance of actual military power \\·mdd fa\'or Germany. Pearl Harbor and 
the humiliating military setbacks of 1942 changed all this. What had been 
unrewarding sacrifices were now backed by sentiments of patriotism, the need 
to win a major war, national survival. Given these changes in American in­
centives, our actual military might rapidly moved closer to our military poten­
tial. In 1939, I out of every 150 persons in the American labor force was in 
military service; in 1944, I out of 6. Bv 1944 defense outlavs had risen to 
nearly $90 billion, more than 40 percent ~f the gross national p~oduct.6 

Thus the influence an actor exerts in some sphere of decisions may fluc­
tuate, b11t it rarely approacl1eS T1is maxim11111 potential influence in that sector. 
vVhy is this so? There seem to be two main reasons. First, only a few actors 
ever acquire a high degree of political skill. Sccond, only a few actors ever 
feel that it is worthwhile to use their resources to the full in order to maxi­
mize their political influence in a given sector. We shall return to these limit­
ing factors in the next chapter. Enough has been said, I hope, to indicate how 
important it is to maintain a clear distinction between an actor's past or pres­
ent influence, the influence it is reasonable to expect he will exert in the fu­
ture under certain specified conditions, and his maximum potential influence. 

:! Ibid., p. 33; Table 1, p. 34; pp. 191, 250. 
4 Ibid., pp. 184, 189. 
5 U.S. Department of Commerce, U.S. Income and Output (\\'ashington, D.C.: 

Government Printing Office, 1958), Table 1-1, p. 118. 
6 Knorr, op. cit., p. 250; and U.S. Income and Output, Table 1-1, p. 119. 49 
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Power 

It is no\\' casv to sec \\'11\· some indi1·iduals ~eeks to incrt·;tst• their inAucncc by 
oainino cont~ol o1·cr thl: State. for 11·hen an al"l<>r t·ontrols the State, he can 
~nforc~ his decisions 11·ith the help of the St;ttt·. :\J,,rt· t<llllTL'tcl~-. he can usc 
the State's monopoly m-cr physical cr>L'rTi<>n t<> t n t<> sccurc compliance with 
his policies. But one can seck compliance n<>t <>nh throu~h punishments but 
also through re11·ards: and control on-r the St.ttc gt·ner;dh- prm·ides resources 
that can be used to create Iaroe hendits a~ \\t·ll as St'HTL' punishment. In 
short, the State is a peculiarly i·~portant ~Oll!TL' or ]UJ\l'LT. Let liS examine this 
point more closely. 

T11·o kinds of influence arc sometime~ sin~kd out ror particular attention: 
I. Coercive ill~lll!llcc: influence based on tlw threat or expectation of ex­

tremely se\'ere penalties or great losses. particularh· pl11·sical punishment, 
torture, imprisonment, and death. 

2. Helinble ill~llellce: influence in ll"hich the probability of compliance 
is very high. 

Cocrci1·e influence can he illustrated graphically as follo1vs: Imagine a 
continuum representing \'arious degrees or some ,-alue that ,\ regards as im­
portant-honor, wealth, prestige. popularity. ,\'s present position is at Ao on 
the continuum. That is, a gain in. say, lwnor, for 1\ is represented by a mon~ 
to the right; a loss in honor is represented by a mm·e to the lcft. 7 I lcnce one 
might try to inAucnce i\ by offering him n.·\\·ards or threatening him with 

COERCION 

L_\ ________ _ + 
A- Ac A+ 

LOSSES Ci\10!S 

penalties, or some combination oF the t\\"o. In other 11·ords, one might induce 
A to do something he would not otherwise do hy promising to make him bet­
ter off than he is now ($100 reward if" he docs), threatening to make him 
\\'Orse off than he is no\\' ($100 fine if he doesn't), or hoth ($ 100 reward iF 
he docs, $100 fine if he doesn't). The domain or ill{7lf('IICL', one might say, 
runs all the \\"ay from one extreme to the other, from 1\- to A+ and includes 
all possible combinations. The extreme ldt portion of the continuum, let us 
say from A- to A,., represents the most Sl'\'l'I"l' penalties. This IS the domain 
of coercive in~nence, \\'hich is sometimes called JlOll'er. 

Exactly what constitutes a "se\Tre" penalty or dcpri1·ation is, to be sure, 
somewhat arbitrary. No doubt 11·hat one regards as a sc1·erc penalty varies 
with his experiences, culture, bodily condition, and so on. Nonetheless, who­
ever can visit se1·ere penalties on others, including imprisonment and death. 
is bound to be unusually important in any society. Indeed, the State is dis-

7 Many other terms used to describe this kind of situation can he used interchange­
ably with gains and losses. Gains are equivalent to rl'wards, lwndits, advantages, indun·­
ments, positive incen lives, indulgences. Losses are etJU i \·a kn t to J><'lla It ies, disach·antagl's, 

50 negative incentives, deprivations, sanctions. 
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tinguishablc from other political systems only to the extent that it successfully 
upholds its claim to the exclusi\·e right to determine the conditions under 
\Yhich certain kinds of se\'L'rc penalties. those inYoh-ing physical coercion, 
may be legitimately L'mplo~T(l. 

But very substantial rc\\·ards can be made to operate rather like coercion. 
For if 1\ is olrered a \Try large t"l'\\·ard for compliance. then once his expecta­
tions arc adjusted to this large re\\'ard. he suffers a prospecti\'e loss if he docs 
not comply. 1\t the extreme ends of the continuum. ncar A- and ncar A+, 
the disadnmtaS,!cs of non-com11liance arc excecdinoh· hioh. In this sense the 

'-" ,:-,- 0 

manipulation of substantial rc\\"ards can also be considered "coerci\'c." Nega-
ti\·e coercion is based on the threat of extreme punishment, whereas positive 
coercion is based on the prospect of very large gains. Both negative coercion 
and positi,·c COL't'l'ion arc sometimes included in the term "power.''M 

The State is, then, a pa\\"n of key importance in struggles over power. 
for the rclati\'cly great resources of the State ami its exclusive claim to regu­
late severe physical coercion means that those who control the State inevitably 
en joy great po\\"cr. 

HOW TO DETECT AND WEIGH POWER 

It is one thing to define po\\"cr and quite another to observe it. How can we 
actually observe power relations, and particularly how can we determine the 
relative power of different actors in the real world? In short, with respect to 
any particular political system how can we answer the question: "Who 
rules"? 

Efforts ha,·c been made to study power relations in experimental situa­
tions, in lahmatorics, or in other circumstances in which the observer can 
pretty well control the situ~tion. Although these efforts are sometimes inter­
esting and useful, obviously they are a long way from real life. We want to 
know who rules in Jonesville, or vVashington, or l\1oscow, not in a contrived 
situation. We want to know how power is distributed among the various 
members of a concrete political system. We need this knowledge before we 
can go on to other important questions: What kind of a political system is it? 
How arc we to classify it? Do the actors with the most power or the least 
power come from a particular socio-economic stratum of the community? If 
so, what stratum? If not, from what strata arc they drawn? What are the 

H The existence of both negative and positive coercion is sometimes a source of con­
fusion in political analvsis, since writers often either confound the two or ignore positive 
coercion. A close reading of Harold D. Lasswell and Abraham Kaplan, Power nml 
Society (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1950), indicates that they include both 
negative and positive coercion in their definition of power, though the inclusion of 
positive coercion is not obvious. They write: 

A decisio1l is a policy involving severe sanctions (deprivations) ... Poll'er is plfticipation 
in the making of decisions .... It is the: threat of sanctions which differentiates power from 
influence in general. Power is a speciill case of the exercise of influence: it is the process of 
affecting policies of others with the hc:lp of (actual or threatened) severe deprivations for non­
conformity with the policies intended. 

Lasswell cites as comparable Locke's usc of the term in the Two Treatises of 
Government: "Political Power, then, I take to be a right of making laws, with penalties 
of death, and consel)UCI1tly all less penalties" (pp. 74-76). These passages appear to sug­
gest that they included only negative sanctions. However, they define "sanctions" to 

include "reward or punishment by way of any value whatever. The sanction is 11ositit'e 
when it enhances values for the actor to whom it is applied. negntil'e when it deprives 
him of values" (pp. 48-49). 51 
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goals and values of the most powerful a_ctors? Th~· less po\\'erful?_ How m~c~ 
do these diverge? What changes arc takmg place m the sources of leaderslup.:­
In the distribution of power? 

Outside the laboratory there arc four main \\·ays to ohsen·e power rela­
tions in order to discern the \\'ay in \\'hich po\\'cr is distributed among the 
members of a political system. Each has ad\'antagcs and disad\'antages. None 
is perfect. Skillfully used, each l·an be a highly ,-aluahle instrument for 
inquiry. . . . 

First, you can proceed on the assumption that an actors po\\'er IS closely 
correlated with his position in an oOicial or semi ollicial hierarchy. \Vho oc­
cupies the offices in a political system? \Vho holds the ''major" offices? The 
minor offices? No offices? vVhat groups arc ll\'lT·rcpresentcd or under-repre­
sented among the officeholders? 

The great advantage of this method is its simplicity. Ollicial hierarchies 
are usually well-defined, the incumbents arc clearly designated, records arc 
extensive, information is easily obtainable. The method is particularly useful 
for detecting large-scale historical changes and gross dill'crences aiTlong broad 
political systems, such as the decline of th~ landed gentry in English politics 
and the rise of other socio-economic strata. fhis method is also helpful in dis­
covering patterns of relationship among difl'l'TL'nt elite groups-how much 
overlap is there, for example, among occupants oF high social positions, high 
positions in business, high positions in the military, and high positions in 
politics? 

The great weakness of the method, of course, is the shaky assumption on 
which it rests, for forn;tal position is not necessarily correlated with power. 
This method would not necessarily uncm·er the emiiiCIICC grise, the king­
maker, the political boss, the confidante; nor would it record the power of a 
class or stratum that rules indirectly by allotting formal offices to others. 

To overcome these defects you can turn to a second method. You can 
rely on well-placed judges. This was the method used in the study of Re­
gional City and it has been widely imitated. Corrected for the neglect of 
scope that marred the original study and many others that have followed, this 
method can be highly useful. It is relatively simple, quick, and economical. 
The judgments of one set of observers can easily be checked against the 
judgments of others. The method is useful even in historical studies. It is 
the recorded judgments of well-placed observers that lead us to Father Joseph, 
the Eminence Grise of Cardinal Richelieu, or to President Wilson's confi­
dante, Colonel House. 

The big disadvantage of the method is that it puts us at the mercy of 
the judges-and how arc we to determine \vho are the best judges? Even 
seemingly well-placed observers can be misled by false reputations; they may 
attribute great pO\ycr where little or none exists. Do we need more judges, 
then, to judge the judges? Or can we somehow go behind the judgments of 
the judges and arrive at our own independent appraisal? 

The third method is to pierce the fac;ade of formal position and reputa­
tion by studying participation in decisions. Which actors actually participatt.' 
most often in making decisions within this or that scope of activity? Which 
actors participate in several or many different kinds of activity, and which 
ones are highly specialized? This method focusses on what people do (or at 

52 least what they and others report they do), not on Formal office or reputation. 
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i\'loreo\'er, it can help us trace out ,·arious patterns of power; we can distin­
guish power in one issue-area from power in another, general power over 
many issue-areas from the specialized pmn•r of an actor who participates in 
onlv one issue-area. 

· The oreat disalh-antaoe oF this method, howen~r. is that 11artici(1ation or b ..., 

acti,·ity is not equiYaknt to po,n·r. t\ president and his confidential secretary 
may both participate in all the major gon·rnmental decisions of a country, 
but it m>Uld lK· Folly to conclude that they had anything like equal po\\'er. 

In order to get around this disa(h·antage, you might try a fourth 
method. You could weigh the acti\'ities of different participants in decisions. 
You could assion weiohts lw means of some kind of 011erational definition of n n . 
one or more oF the underlying measures discussed earlier. 

One study, for example, reconstructed in considerable detail a set of de­
cisions made oYer a period of time in New 1-la\"cn, Conn. From the recon­
structed record of \'arious decisions in diFferent issue-areas, the author sought 
to determine whid1 of the participants had most frequently initiated pro­
posals that were later adopted as actual policy, or had successfully opposed 
proposals initiated by others. It was assumed that the actors who not only 
participated in the decisions but were most frequently successful according 
to these criteria were the most influential.!' The great advantage of the 
method is that it uses an operational test, however crude, for appraising the 
relative po\\'er of diFferent participants in decisions, and thus it enables the 
observer to go behind mere oflice, reputation, and activity. One disadvantage 
of the method is the time required to reconstruct decisions in sufficient de­
tail; another is that operational definitions must sometimes be so crude as to 
lend themselves to serious criticism. For example, which man is the more 
powerful in a given issue-area: a man who initiates two proposals that are 
subsequently adopted without objection, a second man who carries through 
one proposal over very strong initial objections, or a third who initiates 20 
policy proposals but succeeds in securing the adoption of only one-third of 
them? 

Every method of detecting and weighing power, then, has decided ad­
vantages and disadvantages. None is foolproof. Without commonsense and 
judgment, all can produce ludicrous results. Used skillfully, however, each 
is highly useful. 

SOME COMMON ERRORS IN THE ANALYSIS OF POWER 

It is easy to see ·why the analysis of power is so hill of pitfalls. Here are some 
common errors that the preceding discussion should help one to detect and 
avoid: 

l. Failing to distinguish clearly between participating in a decision, in­
fluencing a decision, and being affected by the consequences of a decision. 

2. Failing to identify the scope or scopes within which an actor is said 
to be powerful. 

3. Failing to distinguish different degrees of power, for example, by 
equating the proposition that power is distributed unequally in a political 
system with the proposition that the system is ruled by a ruling class. 

9 Robert A. Dahl, Who Governs? (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1961). 53 
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4. Confusing an ac_tor's past or present po\\"l'r "·ith his potential power 
particularly by assuming that the greater the political resources an actor ha! 
access to, the greater his power must he. 

5. Equating an actor's expected future po\\"er \\"ith his potential power 
particularly by ignoring differences in incentin·s and skills. 

Power and In~uence 



Political Man 
C H A P T E R 

An elementary starting point for all political 
theory is the existential fact that members of the human species 
live together. With few exceptions human beings do 
not carry on their lives in complete isolation. Whatever 
may be the elements of instinct, habit, necessity, 
or choice that induce people to form societies, man has amply 
demonstrated for thousands of years that he is a social 
animal. Yet though man is a social animal, neither by 
instincts nor by learning is he 
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necessarily a political animal-at least not in c1uite the same sense. Even 
though they live in a society, men need not concern themselves with the 
politics of that society, nor participate acti\"ely in political life, nor cherish the 
political institutions and values of their society. Some people do, to be sure; 
but many, as we have seen, do not. 

Nonetheless, simply because human beings are social they also develop 
political systems. Evidently they cannot dwell together without entering into 
relationships of influence; whenever these relationships become stable and 
repetitive, political systems exist. 

In this looser sense, then, one might say (with Aristotle) that man is a 
political animal. Whatever his own values and concerns as a social being man 
is inevitably enmeshed in political systems-whether or not he likes or even 
notices the fact. 

However, the individuals who find themselves within the boundaries of 
a political system are by no means equally concerned with political life. Some 
people are indifferent to politics, others arc more deeply involved. Even 
among those who are heavily involved in politics, only some actively seek 
power. And among the pO\.ver-seckers, some gain more power than the rest. 

These four groups-the apolitical strata, the political strata, the power­
seekers, and the powerful-can be illustrated in this \·vay: 

The Political Strata 

The political strata consist of individuals who arc psychologically "involved" 
in governmental decisions. There are various ways in which individuals may 
be psychologically "involved" in decisions; these different forms of involve­
ment usually run together, but they need not. Four dimensions of involve-

56 mcnt in a decision arc: 
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I. Interest-how curious one is to know what is happening. 
2. Concern-how important one feels the decision is. 
3. lnformation-ho\\' much knowledge one has about the decision. 
4. Acti\'ity-how much one overtly participates in the decision. 
In the United States, and probably in most societies, these four dimen­

sions are correlated. For example, a person who has little interest in a presi­
dential campaign and little concern about the outcome of the election is less 
likely to acquire information about the campaign and the issues involved, and 
is also less likely to vote in the election itself, than a citizen who has a great 
deal of interest and concern. 1 Tables 2 and 3 show how interest, concern, 
and voting turnout were rdated in the 1956 presidential campaign. 

Table 2 RELATION OF DEGREE of Interest In Campaign to Voting Turnout, 1956 

Voted 
Did not vote 

Number of cases 

Not Much 
Interested 

58% 
42 

100% 
540 

Degree of Interest in Campaign• 

Somcwlzat 
Interested 

72':'(, 
28 

100'.'( 
695 

Very Much 
I11tcrcsted 

87% 
13 

100% 
520 

So11rcc: A. Campbell, ct a/ .. Tbc American Voter (New York: Wiley, 1960). p. 103. 
• Respondents were classified according to their responses to the following question: "Some 

people don't pay much attention to the political camp:~igns. How about you? Would you say 
that you have been very much interested, somewhat interested, or not much interested in follow­
ing the political campaigns so far this year?" 

Table 3 RELATION OF DEGREE of Concern about Election Outcome to Voting Turnout, 1956 

Degree of Conceru over Election Outcome• 

Don't Care Don't Care Care Care 
at All \'cry M11ch Somewhat V cry l\1uclz 

Voted 
Did not vote 

Number of cases 

Source: Ibid., p. 104. 

52% 
48 

100% 
230 

69% 
31 

100'"f 
367 

76% 
24 

100% 
627 

84% 
16 

100% 
459 

• Respondents were classified according to their responses to the following question: "Gen­
erally speaking, would you say that you personalh· care a good deal which part)' wins the presi­
dential election this fall, or that you don't care very much which parq• wins?" 

Table 4 illustrates the relationship bet\\'een activity and information in 
the 1956 election. It is hardly surprising, of course, that those who partici­
pated most in the 1956 campaign were more familiar with the issues than 
those who participated less. 

1 Robert Lane, Political Life, 143 If., and Angus Campbell, et al., Tlze American 
Voter (New York: Wiley, 1960), pp. 101 If. 57 
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Table 4 RELATION OF POLITICAL PARTICIPATION to Lerol of '""" Familiarity. 1956 

Isme 
Familiarity Level of l'articiJ•aticm 

Low 1--~etlium 
High 4 16% 30'< 

3 17 ' 27 
2 18 1 19 

Low I 49 ?4 

100% 1 ~~0'-' 
N 394 ! 770 

High 

45% 
27 
16 
12 

100% 

515 

Source: V. 0. Key, Jr., Public Opitzio11 t~~ul /lmerira11 Dcmorr,,,-_1 ( N"w York: Knopf, 
1961 ), Table 8.1, p. 185. 

Voting, of course, is only one kind of actinty. i\ study of registered 
voters in New Haven, Connecticut, included a ,,-ide \"arietv of activities in 
addition to voting:_nine having to do \\'ith campaigns and elections and four 
having to do with activities outside campaigns. \Vhcn both interest and con­
cern were combined into a single measure, the relationship with activity was 
very strong. As might be expected, citizens \\'ho \\'ere the most active in local 
affairs were also likely to be better informed. 

Table S RELATION BETWEEN ACTIVITY In Local Affairs, Interest. Concern. 
and Information C New Haven. Conn., 19591 

Extent of Activit)' 

Least Low 1\lctliuuz lligh 
-----------

Highly interested 
and concerned 16% 27% 47';; 64':(· 

Highly informed 20% 17% 21'( 39% 

Number of cases 
(total) 188 148 89 68 

Apolitical Strata 

Higlrcst 

72% 

62% 

29 

Because there are several dimensions of involvement, and because each dimen­
sion is more or less continuous, the political stratum shades off gradually into 
the apolitical strata; an exact boundary bet\\'een the political strata and the 
apolitical strata must, therefore, be arbitrary. Nonetheless, it is probably true 
that in most political systems those who display great political interest, con­
cern, information, and activity arc not a large proportion of the adults; gen­
erally, no doubt, they arc a minority. Even in a democratic society the politi­
cal strata do not include all citizens, for even in democracies a sizeable 
number of citizens arc apathetic about politics and relatively inactive. There 
are, to be sure, variations from one democracy to another and from time to 
time; but the existence of political apathy and indifference among many citi-

58 zens in a democracy seems to be nearly universal. Even the Greek city-states, 
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which arc sometimes held up as models of democractic participation (aside 
from the slaves), were not immune. In Athens, for example, the demos was 
often indifferent. Aristotle wrote of fourth centurv Athens: 

Payment for attendance at the assembly was, at first, a step which they (i.e., 
the restored democrats, once more in control after the perturbations at the end of 
the Pcloponnesian vVar~ refused to take. The citizens, however, failed to attend; 
and the presidents of the assembly were driven to one device after another in 
order to induce the populace to present themselves for the purpose of ratifying 
measures. In these circumstances Agyrrhius began by providing an obol a day for 
attendance: Heraclides ... increased it to two obols: and Agyrrhius afterward 
advanced it to three. 

By Aristotle's time, citizens received 6 obols a day for attending the Assembly, 
the town meeting of Athens.:! 

Sometimes, too, New England town meetings are regarded as a model. 
But just as in Athens, in New England towns many citizens were uncon­
cerned about exercising their rights or fulfilling their political obligations. In 
New Haven, for example, the problem seems to have been a persistent one. 
In 1642 the General Court of the Colony "voted that any freeman who after 
due warning, should fail to appear in the General Courts before the Secretary 
finished the roll-call, should be fined ls. 6d; and that anv of the rest of the 
planters who should be absent after their names were re~d, should be fined 
one shilling. The novelty of the first few years had worn away, and attend­
ance at the General Courts seemed, to many, burdensome." A century later 
the problem was still unsolved in New Haven. In 1784 the old colonial town 
officially became a city, and the first city elections were held. Of some 600 
males living in the city, about 250 were excluded as voters either because 
they could not meet the property requirements or because they had been loyal 
to Great Britain. Of the 343 eligible males, about one-fourth failed to take 
the oath and hence could not vote in the first election. Although most of 
those who were qualified to vote did actually vote for the mayoralty candi­
dates, two days later only about a hundred citizens (out of 261 eligible) 
showed up to vote for the councilmen.:~ 

The problem is still acute today. Only a minority of adult American citi­
zens vote regularly and participate in other ways. In 1950 two well-known 
pollsters reported the results of a survey of political activities among a cross­
section sample of 8,000 adult Americans. The results are shown in Table 6. 
Except for voting once or more in the preceding four years, only a minority­
usually a small minority-of the respondents had engaged in the forms of 
political activity listed. 

Obviously man is not instincti,·ely a political animal. It is true that few 
people ever live outside a political system; it is also true that by the standards 
of most of us the benefits of living in political systems far outweigh the dis­
advantages. Nonetheless, though human beings must and do live in political 
systems and share the bcndits of political life, they do not necessarily partici­
pate in political life; they arc not necessarily interested in politics, nor do they 
always care what happens in politics, know much about political events, or 

2 Aristotle, On the Coustitutiou of i\tlleus, Appendix IV, in Barker (eel.), OJ'· cit., 
PP· 379, 383. 

:1 Charles H. Levermore, Tile Rc}Jllblic of New llm•cu (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins 
University Press, 1886), pp. 44, 231. 59 
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Table 6 POLITICAL ACTIVITIES OF AMERICAN CITIZENS 

Voting 
Once or more in last four years 
Three times or more 
Five times or more 

Discussing public issues with others 
Discusses frequently and takes an ec1ual share: in the com"l'rsation 
Discusses frequently and usually tries to com·incc: others he is right 

Belonging to organizations that take stands on public issm·s 
Belongs to one or more such organizations 
Belongs to two or more 

Written or talked to congressman or other public official to gh'l' own 
opinion on a public issue 

One or more times in past year 
Two or more times in past year 

Worked for election of a political candidate in last four years 
Contributed money to a party or candidate in last four year~ 

75% 
47 
21 

21 
6 

31 
7 

13 
7 

11 
7 

Source: Julian L. Woodward and Elmo Roper, "Political Activirr of American Citizens," 
The American Political Science Ret·il:tt•, Vol. -14 C December, I 'J~O 1. pp. Hi 2-HH~. 

share in making decisions. In most political systt:ms, in fat:t, the political 
stratum is a minority of the adult population. 1\lorco\·cr, those ,,·lw arc lligllly 
interested, concerned, informed, and at:tivc arc an l'\'l'n smaller minority 
within the political stratum. 

Why is it that even in modern societies \\'ith ,,·idcspread edut:ation, uni­
versal suffrage, and democratic political systems the apolitical stratum is so 
large? To answer this question \\'ould require much more space than can be 
oiven here, but a short if somewhat formal anS\\'l'r em he indicated. Essen­o 
tially there seem to be three reasons \\'hy an indi,·idual docs not become in-
\'olved in politics. 

I. An individual is mzlilwly to get involved i 11 politics if he ]Jlaces a 
low valuation on the retl'ards to be gained frolll political i1n•uh•eme11t relative 
to the rewards expected from other h.iutls of lnwum nctirity. for many people 
political activity is a good deal less gratifying than other outlets-family, 
friends, recreation, and the like. For many, political im·olvcmcnt yields far 
less affection, income, security, respect, excitt:ml·nt, and other ntlues than 
working at one's job, \\'atching television, reading, fishing, playing with the 
children, attending a football game, or assembling a m·w hi-li set. For many, 
the rewards of political involvement arc distant and \'ague, whereas the 
rewards of other activities arc more immediate and concrete. In short, for 
many people the opportunity costs of political involvement arc simply too 
high to make it worthwhile. These people arc Un\\'illing to forego immediate, 
certain, and concrete benefits or gratifications dcriH·d from non-political 
activities in order to obtain the more remote, uncertain, and abstract benefits 
that might ensue from political participation. 

Just why political in\'olvcmcnt is not more H'\\·arding for more people is 
a CJUCstion for which no short or easy ans\\'er is possible. The explanation, no 
doubt, turns on the fact that man is not by instinct a reasonable, reasoning 
civic-minded being. Many of his most imperious desires and the source of 

&0 many of his most po\\'erful gratifications can be traced to ancient and per-
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sistent biological and physiological drives, needs, and wants. Organized politi­
cal life arrived late in man's C\'olution; today man learns how to behave as a 
political man with the aid and oftL'n with tl~c hindrance of instinctive equip­
ment that is the product of a long prior dc,·elopment. To avoid pain, discom­
fort, and hunger; to satisfy driws for sexual gratification, love, security and 
respect-these needs arc insistcn t and primordial. The means of satisfying 
them quickly and concretely generally lie outside political life. 

2. All ilulil'idual is zmlilwly to get iJn•olred ill J'Olitics if lze tlzinks that 
tlze 11robability of his ill~ueuciug tlze outcome of ereuts, of clzanging the 
balallce of rewards by 11zemzs of lzis political iumll'emeJzt, is low. Individuals 
do not engage in acti\'ity merely because the }JOssilJle rewards arc high, if the 
probability of gaining the rewards is \'cry low. Even though the pay-off to 
Irish Sweepstakes winners is very high. not c\·cryone buys a ticket, for many 
people feel that the chance of winning is so slight that they are simply 
throwing their money away. In the same way, citizens who arc pessimistic 
about their capacity to influence political events may eschew politics on the 
ground that what they do won't matter anyway. Voters sometimes neglect to 
vote because they feel that one vote won't change the outcome; citizens often 
fail to press their views on public officials because they believe that public 
officials won't pay attention to people like themselves. 

Surveys show a strong relationship between a person's sense of political 
efficacy (the confidence that what one docs really matters) and the extent of 
his political invol\'emcnt. The weaker one's sense of political efficacy, the less 
likely one is to become involved. Table 7 is a typical illustration of this rela­
tionship. The table shows a strong relation between a sense of political 
efficacy and voting turnout in the 1956 presidential election. Of those with 
the highest confidence, 91 per cent voted, compared with only 52 per cent 
among those with the lowest degree of confidence. 

Table 7 RELATION OF SENSE of Political Efficacy to Voting Turnout 

In the 1956 Presidential Election 

Se11se of Political Efficacy 

Low 

Voted 52% 
~----~----. ,-~-

60':f· . 75':'c 
Did not Vote 48 40 i 25 

I 

100% 100':; JOO"i-

Number of cases 263 343 461 

So11rcc: Campbell, e/ a!., op. cit., Table 5-6. p. 1 0~. 

---
84"< 
16 

-
100'< 

501 

_ _!-l ig_h __ 

91 'f 
9 

100' i 

196 

Figure 8 shows another example. This table shows the relationship 
among a sample of voters in New I-Im·en between the sense of political 
efficacy and a general index of local action. The index of local action com­
bines a large variety of campaign, electoral, and non-campaign activities and 
thus is a more comprehensive measure of political invoh-emcnt than mere 
voting. 

The confidence one has in one's capacity to be effective in political life 
depends on many factors. In the United States the sense of efficacy rises with 
income, social standing, political experience, and, most of all, education. Of 
course, a person's sense of confidence may also simply reflect a realistic ap- 61 
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FIGURE 8. The wore a person participates i11 local affairs, tiLe wore 
likely he is to have a high sense of political ef/1cacy. ( Source: Robert A. 
Dahl, Who Governs? Democracy and Power in an American. City ( ew 
Haven: Yale University Press, 1961), p. 288. ) 
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( Source: Dahl, op. cit., p. 289. ) 



praisal of his influence. Thus it is hardly surpnsmg that among sub-leaders 
in various political organizations in i\:c,,· lla\'en, more than 8 out of 10 
possess a relati\"cly high sense of efficacy (Fig. 9). Probably one's "person­
ality" has some bearing on one's senSL' ol cflicacy. Optimism or pessimism 
about one's chances or influencing policy is probably related to deeper per­
sonality factors, such as an underlying sense of confidence or lack of con­
fidence that pervades a person's entin: outlook. 

3. An iudi1•idunl is tndihely to get iul'oll'ed iu politics if he believes tlzat 
the outcome ll'ill be relatively satisfactory to lzim witl!ollt lzis iuvolvement. A 
citizen who bclic\"es that some political decision is important might never­
theless not become in\"oh·ed if he feels quite confident that the decision will 
turn out well anyway. Just as low confidence in one's political efficacy dis­
courages participation. so high confidence in the all-round justice, legitimacy, 
stability, and fairness of decisions in one's political system may make one's 
own participation seem unnecessary. One might expect political involvement 
to decrease during periods of prosperity and rise during depressions. A com­
parison of the turnout in United States presidential elections and major 
periods of depression and prosperity docs indet'd show some relation; though 
so many factors influence voting turnout that the results must be interpreted 
cautiously. However, the percentage of eligible voters who voted in presi­
dential elections climbed to a sharp peak in 1876 during the depression that 
lasted from 1873-1878. The Greenback 1\lo\'ement and Populism were un­
doubtedly stimulated by the depressions of 1873-1878 and 1893-1897. The 
percentage of eligible voters who went to the polls rose during the Great De­
pression of 1929-1939. 

Power-Seekers and Leaders 

Within the political strata, some persons seek power much more actively than 
others. And some persons gain much more power than others. Within the 
political strata, then, there is a sub-stratum of JJOll'er-seekers and a sub-stratum 
of powerful leaders. 

You will notice that what we have just said is a restatement of t\VO 
propositions set forth in Chapter 3 as empirical characteristics of political 
systems: 

I. Some members of the political system seck to gain influence over the 
policies, rules, and decisions enforced by the government. 

2. Political influence is distributed unevenly among adult members of a 
political system. 

Now to seek power and to gain power are by no means the same thing. 
Although the two phenomena-seeking power and gaining power-are some­
times confused, clearly they arc distinguishable. Not only are some power­
seekers unsuccessful in their efforts to gain power; some people who gain 
power may not actually seck it. This might occur, for example, among those 
who, like a monarch or a feudal lord, acquire their power by inheritance. In 
Table 8 the two different dimensions are combined to yield four categories. 

We have, then, two important questions: Why do some people seek 
more power than others? And why do some people gain more power than 
others? 63 

Political Man 



Table 8 SEEKING POWER AND GAINING POWER 

Extent of 
power gained 

The Power-Seekers 

Much 

Little 
or none 

Extent of Seching Power 

Little or No 
Active SeCirclz 

Powerful leaders who 
do not seck power 

Non-leaders who do 
not seck power 

11 iglzlr t\ctil'e 
Scarclz 

Suux·ssf ul power-seekers 

ll nsucccssf ul powcr­
sl·ckcrs 

Every human being has access to resources of some kincL His resources may 
be pitifully meager-a tiny barren patch of land that barely yields enough 
food to sustain his life, the labor-time he sells to a landlord for a pittance, a 
primitive wooden hoe. Or his resources may be enormous and varied-the 
wealth of a pasha, a famous family name, control over means of communica­
tion, a high public position, widespread popularity, a disciplined and loyal 
band of associates and followers, a far-Rung bureaucracy for acquiring intelli­
gence and analyzing information. 

These resources could, in principle, nearly always be applied to more 
than a single purpose. The poor half-starved peasant in his wintry hour of 
need could burn his wooden hoc in a last desperate struggle to survive; he 
could use it to club an intruder or drive off an animal; or he and his fellows 
could use their labor-time and their hoes to overpower the landlord and rob 
his grain bin. 

Nearly al·ways, too, these resources could, in principle, be applied to 
change the expected behavior of someone else, in a word: to influence others. 
Frequently, in fact, these resources could be used to create a threat of severe 
penalties and thus offer the chance of gaining power over others. 

Generally, then, human beings have access to some political resources, 
however paltry these may be. But human beings have many goals. Often, too, 
they can employ different means to achieve a given goal. Not all men apply 
their resources to gaining po.,ver. Yet some, the power-seekers, do. Why? 

The answers to this question can be grouped into three categories. 
I. Men seck power, it is said, in order to achieve the collective good. 

They wish to protect the interests of all citizens, achieve justice for all, bene­
fit the state, or provide for life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. This is 
the argument attributed to Socrates in Plato's Republic: 

So far as arts are concerned, then, no art ever studies or en joins the interests 
of the superior or stronger party, but always that of the weaker over which it has 
authority. 

Thrasymachus assented to this at last, though he tried to put up a fight. I 
then went on: 

So the physician, as such, studies only the patient's interest, not his 
own - .. ; and the ship's captain .. - will study and enjoin the interests of his 

64 subordinates, not his own. 
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He agreed reluctantly. 
And so with government of any kind: no ruler, insofar as he is acting as 

ruler, will study or enjoin what is for his own interest. All that he says and does 
will be said and done with a view to what is good and proper for the subject for 
whom he practises his art:1 

Now the difficultv with this debate between Socrates (or Plato) and 
Thrasymachus is that the t\\'o men arc talking right past one another. This 
often happens in political controversy; each opponent vigorously flails an 
argument the other did not make, and thereby fails to meet head-on the 
precise point the other did make. In this case Socrates was making a norma­
tive argument, Thrasymachus an empirical one. Socrates met Thrasymachus' 
attempt to describe how rulers generally do act by indicating how good rulers 
ought to act. 

Socrates and Plato knew perfectly well that rulers of states do not in fact 
always rule in the interests of their subjects. Indeed, to both Socrates and 
Plato the very meaning of a bad or perverted state was that the rulers did not 
seek the good of those over whom they ruled. Later on in the ReJmblic Plato 
undertakes a description of the tyrant: 

. . . In .every one of us, even those who seem most respectable, there exist 
desires, terrible in their untamed lawlessness, which reveal themselves in dreams . 
. . . Thus, when nature or habit or both have combined the traits of drunkenness, 
lust, and lunacy, then you have the perfect specimen of the despotic man .... 
When the number of such criminals and their hangers-on increases and they be­
come aware of their strength, then it is they who, helped by the folly of the com­
mon people, create the despot out of that one among their number whose soul is 
itself under the most tyrannical despotism.r. 

In sum, many political philosophers have argued that leaders should seek 
power in order to exercise authority for the good of all. But probably no stu­
dent of politics has ever really argued that this is the only reason, or even the 
principal reason, why men do in fact seck power. 

2. Men seek power, it has been argued, in conscious pursuit of their 
self-interest. This was the aroument of Thrasvmachus that Socrates pur-o . 
ported to attack. Thrasymachus had said (according to Plato). 

What I say is that "just" or "right" means nothing but what is to the interest 
of the stronger party .... In every case the laws arc made by the ruling party 
in its own interest; a democracy makes democratic laws, a despot autocratic ones, 
and so on. By making these laws they define as "right" for their subjects whatever 
is for their own interest, and they call anyone who breaks them a "wrongdoer" and 
punish him accordingly. This is what I mean: i~ all states alike "right" has the 
same meaning, namely what is for the interest of the party established in power, 
and that is the strongest. 6 

4 The Republic of Plato, translated with introduction and notes bv F. i\1. Cornford 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1945), pp. 23-24. The English translations of 
Plato's Republic often vary somewhat, but in the passages quoted here the differences 
are not significant. The student may wish to compare The Dialogues of Pinto, translated 
by B. Jowett (New York: Random House, 1937), Vol. I, pp. 607-608; and Plato, The 
Republic, translated by P. Shorey (New York: Putnam, The Loeb Classical Library, 
1930), p. 63. 

G The Republic of Plato, in Cornford, trans., op. cit., pp. 297, 298 and 300. 
lllbid., p. 18. 65 
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Thrasymachus may well ha\·e represented an carh- Creek attempt to 
find naturalistic explanations for political bcha\·ior. Since nearly all \\'e know 
of him comes from his enemy Plato, his argument in the Hej'ltlJlic is prob­
ablv somewhat distorted. Evidently Thrasymachus \1 as trying to explain how 
it i~ that although rulers al\\'ays proclaim that thl·y arc seeking justice, dif­
ferent rulers impose different ideas of jus~ice on their stall'S. To Thrasymachus 
the obvious explanation of the paradox \\'<l~ that each ruler \\·as simply pur­
suino his own self-interest; "J'ustice" as it \\'as actualh- ddincd in the la\\'s of 

b -
each state was a mere ideological rationalization for the self-interest of the 
rulers. It is quite possible that Thrasymachus used his analysis to uphold 
traditional Athenian democratic institutions against subversion by supporters 
of oligarchy who insisted that they and they alone ll'l'rc concerned for the 
good of the state. Undoubtedly he also employed his analysis to undermine 
the appeal of Plato's elaborate defense of aristocracy, \\'hich Thrasymachus 
probably believed was no more than a brilliant rationalization for the anti­
democratic ambitions of the oligarchical faction in i\thcns. 7 

Thrasymachus' hypothesis that men deliberately seck po\\'er for reasons 
of self-interest has been restated many times. I lobbcs, for example, held that 
men were impelled by their passions and guided by their reason. Passion is 
the wind that fills the sails, reason the hand on the rudder. i\1an, to use an­
other metaphor, is a chariot pulled by the wild horses of passion and steered 
by reason- Men's desires are insatiable, but reason dictates prudence. With 
the aid of his reason, man can discover the general rules or precepts that will 
enable him to improve his chances of gaining the.: ends his passions dictate. 
All men, then, seek power in order to satisfy their passions. But reason tells 
them how to seek power so as to reduce frustration, defeat, and the chances 
of violent death. 

One difficulty with this hypothesis, as Plato riohtly saw, is that the 
notion of "self-interest," which seems transparently obvious, is actually very 
complex. What one views as his "self" depends on one's identifications, and 
evidently these vary a good deal. How one perceives the "self" is not wholly 
instinctive, it seems, but also a matter of social learning. Like\\·ise, what one 
considers to be in the "interest" of the self is shaped hv learnino, eXJJerience 

• b ' 
tradition and culture. Consequently, to attribute an act to self-interest does 
not explain very much. As a distinguished modern psychologist has said: 

... the self comprises all the precious things and persons who are relevant 
to an individual's life, so that the term selfish loses its original connotation, and 
the proposition that man is selfish resolves itself into the circular statement that 
people are concerned with the things they are concerned with_!~ 

Jones' self-interest can mean Jones' pursuit of advantages for himself alone. 
Or it can mean his attempt to obtain advantages of all kinds for himself and 
his family. The Jones family now becomes the "self'' and its "interests" run 
from acquisitiveness to zoology. Or Jones' self-interest can mean his attempt 
to obtain advantages for larger strata with which he identifies-his neighbor­
hood, region, class, religion, ethnic group, race, nation. Thus both the "self" 

7 On this point see Eric A. Havelock, Tlze Liberal Temper i 11 Creeh Politics (New 
Ilaven: Yale University Press, 1957), p. 231 and passim. 

H Gardner Murphy, "Social Motivation" in G. Lindzcy (eel.), 1-lmuliJOoh of Social 
Psychology (Cambridge, Mass.: Addison-~'csley, 1954), 2 Vols., Vol. 2, p. 625. On the 
inAuence of social learning on the self, sec also E. H. Erikson, Cilildilood m1d Society 

66 (New York: Norton, 1950). 
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with which Jones identifies and the range of ends he regards as in the "in­
terests" of the self may be extremely narrow or very wide, depending on 
learning, experience, tradition and culture. Anthropological studies testify 
to the fact that notions of "self,'' ''interest," and "self-interest" vary widely 
among human beings. 

A second objection to rational self-interest as an explanation is posed 
by post-Freudian psychology. Thrasymachus, Hobbes, Jeremy Bentham, and 
Marx all interpreted the search for power as "rational" and conscious pursuit 
of self-interest. But Freud showed that the "desires, terrible in their untamed 
lawlessness," of ,,·hich Socrates spoke did more than drive human beings 
into conflict with one another (as Hobbes argued); they also drive human 
beings into conflict with themselves. These inner conRicts, according to 
Freud, arc fierce gales that often blow out the Bickering light of reason. Rea­
son, as Freud saw it, cannot always guide the chariot drawn by passion, for 
these violent steeds turn on one another and in their battle the reins of reason 
become entangled. 

Freud discovered, analyzed, and stated what those keen students of hu­
man psychology, the great playwrights and novelists, had always known. But 
since Freud's day, several social scientists have attempted to develop syste­
matic theories dealing with the search for power. 

3. l\1en seck power, some recent students of politics argue, from un­
conscious motives. One of the most influential contemporary explanations of 
power-seeking is Lasswell's. His theory can be summarized as follows. The 
power-seeker pursues power as a means of compensating for psychological 
deprivations suffered during childhood. Typical deprivations that engender 
power-seeking are a lack of respect and affection at an early age. The self, 
then, suffers damage; the individual acquires a low estimate of the self. (The 
self usually includes more than the "primary ego," the "I" or "me"; it includes 
parents, wife, children, friends, countrymen, co-religionists and others.) In 
childhood, adolescence, or perhaps later, the power-seeker learns to compen­
sate for this low estimate of the worth of his "self" by pursuing power. He 
comes to believe that by acquiring power he can either make the self better, 
and hence more loved and respected, or he can change the attitudes of others 
about his "self." With power he will become important, loved, respected, ad­
mired. He hopes, then, to acquire through power relationships the affection 
and respect he failed to acquire in his family relationships. None of this be­
havior, of course, need be impelled by conscious, "rational" thought. On the 
contrary, a great deal of the motivation is likely to be unconscious. The 
power-seeker does not necessarily have much insight into why he seeks 
power; he rationalizes his power-seeking in terms acceptable to his conscious 
values and perharJs the prevailino ideoloov amono those with whom he iden-o o. 0 

tifics. In comparison with other people, then, the power-seeker is a person 
who: 

a. Places a high value on gaining power. 
b. Demands power (and other values) for the self (the primary ego plus 

incorporated symbols of other egos). 
c. Has relatively high confidence that he can gain power. 
d. Acquires at least a minimum proficiency in the skills of power.11 

0 Harold Lasswell, Power and Personalit)' (New York: Norton, 1948), Ch. 3, 
"The Political Personality," passim. 61 
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Lasswell himself has questioned whether his power-seeker is likely to be 
very effective in achieving power, since he is likely to stimulate too much 
dislike and distrust to acquire much support. Robert Lane also argues that a 
number of recent findings suggest that a strong desire to gain power over 
other people is not correlated with political activity, at least in democratic 
systems- Lane furnishes several explanations for this paradox: 

a. "To be successful in politics a person must have sufficient interper­
sonal skills to relate himself effectively to other men and must not be so con­
sumed with power drives that he loses touch with reality. A person with a 
raging desire for power ... will constantly alienate his supporters, thereby 
making the achievement of power impossible for him." 

b. "One of the most common sources of the need for power over others 
is the deeper need for reassurance about the self. . .. This need for reassur­
ance is, of course, related to lack of self-confidence, feelings of unworthiness, 
or low esteem. (But) . . . a feeling of personal effectiveness is highly related 
to participation." 

c. "The power-seeker may find his needs sublimated in other ways than 
political activity, at least as this term is ordinarily dcfined." 10 

CONCLUSION 

68 

Of the three explanations for seeking power that we have explored, none 
seems entirely satisfactory. However, our discussion docs suggest several 
conclusions: 

First, whatever the reasons may be, some people do seck power more in­
tently than others. 

Second, scientific knowledge about the personalities and motives of 
power-seekers is still scanty. Everyone agrees that some people seck power 
more ardently than others, but authorities disagree over \vhy they do. 

Third, it seems evident that men seck power not only for its own sake 
but because of its instrumental value. Power can be used to gain a great 
variety of ends. Depending on culture, society, economy, and political system, 
power (as Lasswell and many others have pointed out) can be used to ac­
quire fame, reverence, security, respect, affection, wealth and many other 
values. It is not surprising, then, that men should seck power; nor should 
we necessarily assume that power-seeking is abnormal or pathological. In its 
instrumental character, power is like money. Some men invest more effort in 
gaining money than others do; they do not necessarily do so because they 
value money, as such, more highly than others but because they see money 
as an instrument to other goals. 

Fourth, power-seeking, like other behavior, is no doubt usually a com­
pound of conscious and unconscious motives. l\1cn who seck power may 
know some of the reasons why they do so; \,ve can hardly expect them to 
know all the reasons. 

Fifth, it seems unlikely that all power-seekers have substantially similar 
personalities. There arc too many different reasons, conscious and uncon­
scious, why one might want power, and too many variations in the costs and 
hcnefits of power from one political system to another and from one time to 

10 Lane, op. cit., pp. 126-128. 
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another. Undoubtedly both Caligula and Abraham Lincoln sought power. 
Yet it is highly implausible to suppose that Caligula and Lincoln had even 
approximately the same kind of personality. 

The Powerful 

Not all power-seekers, we have said, gain po,,·er. Indeed, though it is prob­
ably uncommon, some men who do not seek to gain and wield power may 
nevertheless exercise it. Why do some people gain more power than others? 

In principle, if one gains more power than another (o\'er X, with respect 
to Y) 11 then we may look to two possible sources of explanation to account 
for differences in the amount of power-to differences in the amount of re­
sources used, and to differences in the skill or efficiencv with which the 
resources are applied. Some people use more resources t~ gain power than 
others do. Some people usc what resources they have more efficiently, more 
skillfully. 

Why do some people use more resources than others do to gain power? 
Presumably because they expect to "gain more" by doing so. I may "gain 
more" than you from a given action either because the action is "less costly" 
to me or because the outcome of the action is "more valuable" to me. If A 
has more resources than B-if, say, A is wealthier than B-thcn a given outlay 
is less costly for A than for B (all other things being equal) because A has 
to forgo fewer alternatives than B. Or, in the language of the economist, A's 
opportunity costs arc lower. 

A man of wealth and a good deal of leisure can devote 60 hours a week 
to non-paying political activities at considerably lower opportunity cost than 
the man who has to work long hours to make a living. In short, if A has more 
resources than B, the opportunity costs of allocating a given amount of those 
resources to gaining power are less for A than for B. A can make the same 
outlays as B at less opportunity cost or more outlays at the same opportunity 
cost. In general, then, some people use more resources to gain power than 
others do because they have access to more resources. And, all other things 
being equal, it is reasonable to expect that people with more resources would 
gain more power. To this extent, then, differences in power and power-seek­
ing are related to differences in objective circumstances. 

However, "all other things" are not usually equal. Even if their resources 
were objectively identical, A might allocate a greater share of his resources 
in order to gain power if he places a higher value on the results. Why might 
A place a higher value than B on the results of an outlay of resources to 
gain power? 

Because A might expect different results from B. 
Because, though both expect the same results, A and B use different 

values or different scales to appraise the results. 
Because, though they expect the same results, A feels more confident 

about the outcome than B does. 
However, A's application of more resources may not result in more 

power (measured in any of the ways described in the last chapter) if B has 

11 For convenience, the clause in parenthesis will be dropped from time to time, 
though as we saw in the last chapter it would be formally necessary to gh·e more precise 
meaning to the sentence. 69 
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more skill than A. A deft politician may accomplish more \\ith little than a 
clumsy politician can accomplish \\'ith a great lkal. \\'11\ then do some 
people have more skill in politics than others? 

This is a difficult question to ans\\Tr. To tn· to do so \\·mdJ carry on 
beyond the limits of this book. In brief, ho\\en·r. there arc three possible 
explanations for a difference in skill bct\\-cen t\\·o persons. \\"hatL'\Tr the skill 
may be, whether walking a tightrope O\'Cr the Niagara. playing the part of 
Mimi in "La Boheme," or serving as majority leader in the United States 
Senate. These are: 

I. Genetic differences. 
2. Differences in opportunities to learn. 
3. Differences in incentives to learn. 

The first two are differences in situations, the third is a difference in 
motivations. 

The question we started out to answer a moment ago, you may remem­
ber, was, Why do some people gain more power than others? Let us now 
summarize our explanation. 

Differences in Differences in which Differences 
Situation and produce Use of Political produce in 
Motives Resources Power 

t ! l. A has access 
to more resources A applies more than B. 

2. A attributes more resources than 

~ value to the ex- B to gaining 

pected result power 

than B. 

,\gains 

3. Genetic differ- more power 

ences between than B 

A and B. A applies his / 4. Differences in resources with 
opportunities to more skill 
acquire skill. (efficiency) 

5. Differences in than B 
incentives to 
acquire skill. 

Once again, the argument points to the conclusion that men who gain 
power need to be similar to one another. only in certain formal respects. In 
fact, the concrete characteristics of leaders seem to vary a good deal in dif­
ferent political systems, different times, and different situations. Leaders have 
different social origins, different resources, different skills, different person­
alities. Among those who have sought and gained power, the range of human 
types runs from Napoleon Bonaparte, the Corsican upstart, to Winston 

TO Churchill, descendant of seven Dukes of l\1arlborough; from Caesar, the 
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military genius, to \Voodro\\' \Vilson, historian, political scientist, and college 
president; from the detached and renecti\·e !!adrian to Sm•onarola, the fanatic; 
from the regal Elizabeth the First to i\ ladame de Pompadour, the witty 
mistress of Louis XV; from the serene stoicism of the philosopher Marcus 
Aurelius to the neurosis of 1-litkr and the paranoia of Stalin; from Caligula 
to Lincoln. 

11 
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Political 
Conllict 

Coercion. 
and Por)ular 

Gover11n1ent 
C H A P T E R S E Y E N 

If everyone were perfectly agreed on ends and means, 
no one would ever need to change the \-vay anyone else behaved. 
Hence no relations of influence or power 
would arise. Hence no political system would exist. Let one person 
frustrate another in the pursuit of his goals, and you 
already have the germ of a political system. For the one 
may then try to change the behavior of the other. If he docs so 
by creating the expectation of sizeable rewards or deprivations, then 

12 relations of power come into existence. 



ConRict and politics arc born as inseparable twins. But conRicts can 
be handled in many different ways. and these different ways do not seem 
equally attractive to us. Different ways of dealing with conflict are at the 
heart of every great political alternative debated by political philosophers 
since the time of the Greeks. 

Two Key Questions 

If conRict is unavoidable in human society, can coercion of some people by 
others ever be eliminated in political systems, or if not eliminated, at least 
minimized? Since few people, if any, regard coercion as intrinsically desir­
able, this question is bound to be important to everyone who gives serious 
thought to politics. 

There is, however, a second question that is primarily important to those 
of us who believe in the desirabilitv of democratic institutions. How can 
conflict be kept within bounds in a clemocracy so that it does not destroy the 
system? In the United States, for example, most peopk undoubtedly believe 
that one Civil War \\'as enough. Hence it is important for us to identify, 
and, so far as possible, to establish conditions that will reduce the danger 
of violence, widespread coercion, and the breakdown of a democracy by civil 
strife. 

This second question raises a ticklish problem of definition. What do we 
mean by "democracy"? Do \\'e mean a perfect or nearly perfect equality of 
power? As we have seen, a perfectly equal distribution of power seems to be 
unattainable; certainly it is in a large industrial society. Consequently, \Ve 
shall settle here for a more modest objective. We shall consider as democracies 
political systems like those of the United States, Canada, Britain, the Scandi­
navian countries, Switzerland, New Zealand, Australia and others in which 
power over state oflicials is widely, though by no means equally, shared. What 
conditions enable political systems like these to solve their conRicts more or 
less peacefully? This question is more manageable, and it is the one we ex­
plore in this chapter. 

However, because the term "democracv" is used to label both an unat­
tained and perhaps unattainable ickal, an~! existing political systems, it is 
hard to avoid confusing these two meanings. ~ Icnce it may help to use differ­
ent terms. In the rest of this chapter, therefore, we shall use as interchange­
able the terms "popular government" and "polyarchy" (rule by many) to 
refer to political systems like those just listed. We shall consider the term 
"democracy," which will rarely be used in the rest of this chapter, as a label 
for the unattained ideal. 

Our two questions can now be re-phrased as follows: 
l. What kinds of conditions tend to reduce the use of coercion in a 

political system? 
2. What conditions favor the peaceful adjustment of conflicts in a 

polyarchal system? 

Alternatives to Coercion 

When two individuals conflict with one another in pursuing their goals, 
they confront three great alternatives: deadlock, coercion, or peaceful ad-
justment. 13 
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Deadlock exists so long as each continues to block the other and neither 
Chanoes his behavior. Deadlock means "no deal." Deadlock is likclv to occur 0 • 

whenever individuals disagree and the outcome of the deadlock (often the 
status quo) seems tolerable. _ _ . 

Imagine two apple-pickers who work side by side. I he I aster of the two 
is able to earn $100 a week during the apple-har\'csting season; the slower 
onlv $50. By cooperating, they could pick C\'Cn faster and thus could earn 
a t~tal of $200 a week. But ho\\' arc they to di\'ide up the gain? Their prob­
lem is illustrated in Fig. 10. A's possible earnings arc represented by the ver­
tical axis, B's by the horizontal axis. The point marked "status LJUo" represents 
the existing situation: A earns $100 a \\'cck and B $50. The diagonal line 
represents all possible ways of sharing $200-from $200 for A and nothing 
for B all the way to nothing for A and $200 for B. I lo\\'c\'l'r, it is obvious 
that neither would cooperate with the other if the yield \\'ere less than he 
expected to gain by maintaining the status quo. Consequently, the hatched 
area inside the small triangle represents the only set of mutually profitable 
wavs of dividing up the pic; running from one limit, in \\'hich A gains 
virtually all the additional earnings (A, $149.99; B. $50.01) to the other, in 
which B gains practically all the additional earnings (A, $100.01; B, $99.99). 
Any agreement they can arrive at would presumably not go beyond these 
two limits. 

Suppose they cannot agre~ on how to distribute the extra earnings? 
Then deadlock ensues and the status quo remains. This solution \\'ill seem 
unreasonable to many people; yet individuals often arc "unreasonable," par­
ticularly if they are unaccustomed to negotiation, ha\·e markedly different 
values, or have little opportunity to negotiate with one another. 

In this case deadlock seems "unreasonable" because both stand to gain 
o\'er their present situation if they can only agree. Often. ho\\'L'\·er, every new 
solution will make at least one of the parties to the conflict \\'Orse off than 
he is at present. From his point of \'iew, then, maintaining the status quo 
by deadlock is preferable to peaceful adjustment. In this case the danger is 
that the parties who could gain from a change may then seck a solution bv 
coercion, particularly negative coercion. · 

Every State uses some coercion to secure compliance \\'ith the decisions 
of the government. Coercion has been a common practice in the relations 
among states; in international politics war or the threat of ,,·ar has frequcntlv 
been used as an alternative to stalemate or peaceful adjustment. Civil wars and 
revolutions also involve coercion; each side resorts to coercion to impose its will 
on the others. It is easy for people accustomed to relatively stable political 
svstcms like those of Britain and the United States to lose sivht of the fre-• . n 
quency of rcvolutiims, civil wars, and violence in the political history of the 
human species. Even today, in large parts of the \\'orld civil strife, guerrilla 
war, revolutionary struggles, violence, and suppressing political opponents 
by physical force arc normal and commonplace political practices. It may 
help Americans to understand the pervasiveness of '"internal \\"ar" if they re­
member that their own Civil War lasted five \Tars and \\"aS one of the 
bloodiest exhibitions of fratricide in modern histon:. 

The major alternative to deadlock or coerL:ion is pencefHI ntljustme11t. 
In a peaceful adjustment of a conAict, the parties perceive an altcrnati\'c more 
profitable.than either .deadlock or coercion, and adjust their behavior so as to 

74 bring about this alternative. The t\vo apple-pickers, for example, might divide 
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11l the mutually benef-icial solutions into SIX possible ways of sharing the 
1dditional $50 a \\'Cek they could earn by pooling their efforts. They couk 
mmber these solutions from 1 to 6; at the end of each week's \\'Ork the) 
:ould thro\\' a die, and whatever number came up \\'ould be the solution fm 
distributing that \\'eek's extra earnings. \\Thate\·er the outcome, then, botb 
men could count on earning more money if they adopted this solution than 
if they failed to agree on a solution. 

Except for pacifists who adnJCate nOJ1\'iolencc on moral ground, peaceful 
1djustment is not necessarily the ''best" solution in every case. Indeed, few 
Jdvocates of nonviolence arc prepared to extend their program to cover all 
situations. Even pacillsts, For example, \\·otdd probably not insist that we rely 
exclusively on peaceful adjustment to solve a controversy between a thief and 
a lawful owner, to regulate traffic, or to control the sale of drugs. 

Before the outbreak of the Civil vVar, various suggestions for a peaceful 
adjustment of the dispute were suggested. including proposals that would 
have given constitutional protection to slavery in the South and barred it in 
all or some of the rest of the country. Would this peaceful compromise have 
been preferable to the agony of the Civil War? Although one's answer will 
rellect many different assumptions about Fact and \'aluc, many people will 
hold that slavery \\'as morally more abominable than \\'ar and, in this case, 
peaceful adjustment was not the best course. I3ecausc he believed that the 
Union ought to be preserved intact, Lincoln himself refused to accept the 
peaceful adjustment that might have been possible if the southern states had 
been allowed to secede. 

However, the costs of physical coercion arc often very high. In relation~ 
among states in the modern world, the potential cost in human destruction 
resulting from war have become so enormous that human imagination boggle~ 
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in the attempt to make them palpable. VVithin states, too, instruments of 
terror, torture, and death employed by dictators like Stalin and Hitler have 
demonstrated once again how costly in civilized values the widespread appli­
cation of coercion can be. 

Coercion and Popular Government 

It is a profound though not uncommon misunderstanding about popular 
governments-about "democracies"-to assume that they do not employ coer­
cion. They do. For example, in the United States in 1959 there were 207,513 
persons in federal and state prisons. These prisons had over 40,000 full-time 
employees. Over 300,000 people were employed as policemen by federal, state 
or local go\·ernments. In all American cities over 2,500, out of a total popula­
tion of 56 million, 2.6 million people were arrested in 1959 for violating the 
laws; 1 million of these were arrested for drunkenness. From 1930-1960, 3,724 
persons were executed by civil authorities in the United States-an average 
of 124 persons a year. 1 (However, the death penalty was declining; in 1960, 
with a much larger population than ever before, 57 persons were executed, 
45 of them for murder.) 

Nonetheless, even though popular governments do employ coercion, 
thev cannot do so effectively unless the violators are few in number and lack 
su1;port and sympathy among the population at large. In 1959, out of every 
100,000 persons in the United States, only 119 were in federal and state 
prisons. 

So long as the institutions of popular government are unimpaired, any 
attempt to coerce a majority of the population on anything important to them 
would be certain to fail, for a coerced majority could simply vote against the 
incumbents at the next election and replace them with more responsive 
officials. Because of this situation, politicians in polyarchies are rarely so 
foolhardy as to support laws directed against a majority of the people, except 
from ignorance of popular opinion. 

An attempt to coerce a large number of people, even short of a majority, 
is unusually difficult in a polyarchy. Extensive coercion places a strain on 
any political system, even a dictatorship, but popular governments find it 
most difficult of all. For if civil disobedience on a grand scale, or even civil 
war, is to be avoided, a government engaged in coercing large minorities 
needs to have at its disposal an imposing array of coercive forces-a central­
ized and disciplined police system, a secret police, a compliant judiciary, mili­
tary and bureaucratic establishments ready to obey the government when 
'·duty" requires the coercion of large numbers of fellow citizens, and a body 
Jf law, constitutional doctrine, and practices that permit the government to 
employ these forces. 

So imposing an array of coercion in the hands of the oovernment would 
0 0 

be a permanent temptatiOn to unscrupulous leaders and a standing danger 
to all opposition. Although it is conceivable that a popular government might 
coerce a large fraction of the population on infrequent occasions, and survive, 
the more often it did so the more the chances of popular government sur­
viving would be reduced. 

I Statisticnl Abstmct of the United Stmes, 1961 ( 82nd ed., 1961), Section 5, '"Law 
16 Enforcement, Federal Courts, and Prisons," pp. 137-156. 
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If popular governments cannot rely very heavily on coercion, they find 
deadlock dangerous. Although deadlock is not uncommon in polyarchies, the 
continued inability of a government to cope with problems that a large body 
of citizens regards as urgent tends to undermine its legitimacy. For example, 
the overthrow of the Fourth Republic in France by forces supporting Gen­
eral de Gaulle was precipitated by the frustrations arising out of the long 
war in Algeria, \\'hich the gm·ernment of the Fourth Republic was not strong 
enough to end either by a negotiated peace or a military victory. 

In general, then, the conditions that decrease the need for coercion and 
increase the prospects for peaceful adjustment arc also favorable to popular 
government. Let us therefore turn directly to the (]Uestions we asked at the 
beginning of this chapter. Under "·hat conditions can coercion be minimized? 
Conversely, \\'hat conditions favor peaceful adjustment of conflicts? Although 
answers to these questions arc somewhat speculative, there arc seven condi­
tions which, it seems l'ntircly reasonable to conclude. favor peaceful adjust­
ment of conflicts. 

1. Tlw lihelil10od of peaceful mljustiJiellt to a co11Aict is i11creased if 
tlwre exist iustituti01zal arrmz<~eiJ/eltts tlwt cucoum<~e cousz!ltation, 11egotiation, 
the exploratiou of altcnwtiv~s, a11d the searclt f~"',. mutually beneficial sol11-
tions. Conversely, tlze 1'ropects of deadloch ami coercion are increased if 
instit11tional arrangemeuts sel'erely iultil1it St!clt activities. 

PURSUIT AND RESOLUTION OF CONFLICTING AIMS 

Sometimes institutions arc deliberately created to foster peaceful adjust­
ment. In the United States there is a Fcdl·ral i\lcdiation and Conciliation 
Service which \\'as established to avert and settle strikes in kev industries. 
The United Nations \\'as intended to provide a forum for the pea-ceful adjust­
ment of international conflicts. 

Long before either of these existed, an institution for encouraging con­
sultation, negotiation, and the exploration of mutually beneficial solutions 
had already developed. This was the national parliament or legislature. The 
growth of a legislature, constitutionalism, and later, political parties. has 
provided modern polyarchics \\'ith a special forum where peaceful adjustment 
of conflicts amon12 different interest orou11s in a society is stronolv cncouraQed " n . n. ~ 

by a complex network of procedures, traditions, rituals, and pressures invoh·-
ing elected representatives, spokesmen for interest groups and cxi1erts. 

2. Tl1e larger tlze area of agreement aiJiollg differeut actors 011 ll'hat 11'o11ld 
constit11te a desirable sol11tion, the better ti!C! chances for a Jleaceful adj11St­
ment.2 If everyone were to agree on everything, then no behavioral changes 
would be required since there would be no conflicts; but political systems 
exist for the simple reason that perfect harmony docs not exist. Even short 
of perfect harmony, however, a large area of agreement on the properties 
of "good" solutions to conflicts makes it easier for parties to a conflict to find 
acceptable solutions. Consider, for example, the classic case of husband and 

2 One should never forget that statements like this carry with them the implicit 
clause "other things remaining the smne." This rescr\'ation is cqui\'alent to the familiar 
process in actual and hypothetical experiments of deliberately changing only one condi· 
tion at a time and holding all the others constant, in ordn to sec thl• conscc1uenccs of a 
change in the one variable. 11 
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wife who disagree on whether they should go to the mountains or the sea­
shore for their vacation. Suppose the other c1ualities ol' a good vacation spot 
thev consider are reSected in these alternati\·es: 

' a. A natural or rural setting versus a resort m urhan setting 
b. A modest and inexpensive spot l'tTSIIS an elegant and expensive place 
c. Warm weather versus cool \\"Cather 
d. Strenuous athletic outdoor acti\·it\· t•ers!rs relaxation 
A husband and wife with the sam~· tastes among these four sets of al­

ternatives would find it easier to arrin· at an acceptable solution to their 
conAict over seashore versus mountains than a couple \\·hose tastes conAict 
on all eight alternatives. Indeed, the more congenial couple might continue 
their search until they found a perfect solution, say a cottage on a mountain 
coast. Or they might agree that any solutions satisfactory by any three of the 
criteria would be acceptable. In short, the greater the zone of agreement on 
the properties of a good solution, the greater the number of acceptable solu­
tions is likely to be. 

3. The more that con(ticts are cumulatil'e, the less lihcly is peacef11l 
adjustment. This looks very much like the preceding hypothesis, but it 
stresses the social pattern of conAicts and agreements. In a Cllllllllative pattern, 
if A and B agree ·with one another and disagree with C and D on one issue, 
then this same pattern is likely to hold on all other issues. If, for example, 
A and B support social-security payments to the aged for medical care, and 
C and D oppose them, then on all other questions on \\·hich there is some 
disagreement among A, B, C, and D, A and B will be on one side and C and 
D on the other. 

A cumulative pattern may be developing or completed. In a developing 
pattern of cumulative conAict, the disagreements pile up over time. In a com­
munity, for example, citizens may first become involved in a hot dispute over 
the issue of "communism in the public schools"; this issue begins to split 
the community into two camps; bitterness rises, tempers Hare, other issues are 
dragged in; in time, the town is split right clown the middle into two enemy 
camps that oppose one another not simply on the original issue but on a whole 
host of other questions as welJ.=l 

Probably in no political system are conflicts \\·holly cumulative or wholly 
non-cumulative, but in a pluralistic pattern conAicts tvnd to be non-cumu­
lative. People who arc in conAict m"Cr one issue arc not nccvssarily in opposite 
camps when the next issue comes up. On some issues, many people are not 
involved at all; hence different issues may involve different sets of individuals. 

James Madison was the prophet of the pluralist pattern, Marx of the 
cumulative pattern. To meet the fears of many conservatives at the Constitu­
tional Convention of 1787 that conAict \\'oulcl accumulate along lines drawn 
by regions or class, Madison argued that the dangers of "tyranny" by a 
majority faction would be solved if the patterns of conAict were pluralistic 
rather than cumulative. But how could one insure that the pattern in the 
nc\V Republic here in America \\'ould be pluralistic? Simple, Madison re­
plied: The great size and diversity of the United States \\'ould be sufficient 
insurance. In Federalist Paper No. I 0, he \\'rote: 

a An excellent description of how this process has occurred in a number of different 
American communities is contained in a short monograph by James S. Coleman, Com-

78 wwzity Conflict (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1957 ). 
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Extend the sphere and you take in a greater variety of parties and interests; 
you make it less probable that a majority of the whole will have a common motive 
to invade the rights of other citizens. 

Like l\ladison, l\larx believed that property was the main source of con­
flict among human beings. But unlike Madison, Marx held that the p~tte~ 
of conflict had al\\"ays been cumulative in the past, was cumulative m h1s 
time, and would cm;tinue to be cumulative until the progress of socialism 
established a classless society. Although l\larx's description does not see~ to 
apply very well to the United States, in the nineteenth and early twentle_th 
centuries it roughly fitted conditions in Europe. However, extensive so~1al 
reforms and in recent years a rapidly rising level of individual and collective 
consumption seem to be creating a pattern of pluralistic conflict in European 
countries not unlike that in the United States. 

4. The greater t1ze economic "surplus" ill a society over and above s11h­
sistence needs, t1w greater t1ze likelilwod of peaceful adj11stment. Conversely, 
tlze greater t1ze "deficit," the greater t1w li1wli1wod of coercion. To be sure, 
"subsistence" is not a precise term. \Vhat an Indian villager might regard as 
quite adequate for subsistence, an American would regard as totally inade­
quate, Nonetheless, common sense tells us that the average American middle­
class family has a much greater "surplus" to dispose of beyond its require­
ments for subsistence than the family of a villager in India; likewise, the 
United States in toto has a greater "surplus" to dispose of than India does­
which is one reason why we supply foreign aid to the Indians rather than 
the other way around. 

Condition 4 is illustrated in Fig. II. So long as the amount of goods 
and services is barely sufficient to cover subsistence needs, as these are de­
fined by the members of the society, then coercion is likely. Any departure 
from equality of distribution will result in even more severe hardships for 
some members; hence either equality in distribution will have to be strongly 
enforced, or else inequalities may have to be protected by state coercion. 

How docs the existence of a "surplus" facilitate peaceful adjustment? 
Essentially by increasing the number of conflict situations in which there are 
mutually profitable solutions. A surplus makes it easier for parties to a con­
flict to be "bought off." 

The United States is a case in point. An American historian, David 
Potter, has shown how the existence of economic abundance throughout most 
of our national history has suffused American life and institutions with the 
spirit of optimism, growth, and mutually beneficial compromise. He has 
written: 

Eoropean radical thought is prone to demand that the man of property be 
stripped of his carriage and his fine clothes; but American radical thought is 
likely to insist, instead, that the ordinary man is entitled to mass-produced 
copies, indistinguishable from the originals. Few Americans feel entirely at 
ease with the slogan 'Soak the rich,' but the phrase 'Deal me in' springs 
spontaneously and joyously to American lips .... Clearly, if one is leveling a 
fixed number of items, say, personal incomes, the very process of leveling implies a 
reduction of the higher ones. But in order to raise the lower without reducing the 
higher, to level up, it is necessary to increase the total of all incomes-that is, to 
introduce new factors instead of solving the problem with the factors originally 
given. And it is by this stratagem of refusing to accept the factors given, of draw- 19 
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ing on nature's surplus and on technology's tricks, that America has often dealt 
with her problems of social reform. 

Potter then goes on to illustrate ho\\' our pral'ticc has oftl'n been "to 
over-leap problems-to bypass them-rather than to solH· them." 

For instance, in the 1880's and 1890's there seemed to be three major public 
problems-the problem of a shrinking bullion supply: the problem of the control 
of an entire industry by a small group of monopolists, like John D. Rockefeller 
and his associates in the oil industry; and the problem of regulation of the rail­
roads, which enjoyed a natural monopoly of transportation. Reformers struggled 
with all three of these problems, and various political solutions wen.· proposed: the 
adoption of a bimetallic currency to relieve the bullion stringency, the enactment 
of an anti-trust law to curb Mr. Rockefeller, and the adoption of an Interstate 
Commerce Act to protect the shipper VJs·a-\•is the railroads. But in each case tech­
nological change interposed to relieve the acuteness of the problem or even to 
make it obsolete: the discovery of new gold supplies in the Klondike and oF new 
methods of recovering gold reversed the process of shrinkage in the bullion supply: 
the discovery of the vast new deposits of oil in Texas and clsc\\'hcrc undermined 
the dominance of Rockefeller in the oil industry as no legislative prohibition was 
ever able to do; and the introduction of trucks moving over a network of national 
highways ended the natural monopoly of transportation by the railroads before 
Congress ceased the long c1ucst for a legislative solution:• 

Com·ersely, coercion is likely to increase whenever a surplus declines or 
disappears. A surplus diminishes if the quantity of goods and services avail­
able declines (as in an economic depression), if the requirements for ''subsist­
ence" increase (as a result of changes in attitudes and ideas current in a 
society), or if both happen. This helps to explain "hy many rc\·olutions and 
other civil disturbances have followed times of rising prosperity, for during 
long periods in which standards of living arc rising. Ill'\\' expectations arc 
created· the orindino 110\'ert)' of the 11ast is no lonocr acce)1tahk. I knee \\'hen , t"') b ;-, 

·I Da\'id Potter, PeoJ>le of Ple11t)' (Chicago: ll nin·rsit\' of Chicago Press, I95-l ). 
SO p. I22. 
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an economic decline encounters a rising cun·c of expectations, revolution or 
other forms of coercion arc likclv to increase. This seems to have been the 
sequence of events beFore Don:s Rebellion in Rhode Island in 1842, the Rus­
sian Revolution of 1917, the Egyptian He\'Oiution of 1952, and a number 
of other disturbances." 

Economic abundance not only facilitates peaceful adjustment in any 
political system but also creates conditions fanJrablc for the stability of popu­
lar governments. Tocquevillc \\'rotc in I H31: 

General prosperity is favorable to the stability of all go\'ernments but more 
particularly of a democratic one, which depends upon the will of the majority, 
and especially to that portion of the community which is most exposed to want. 
vVhen the people rule, they must be rendered happy or they will overturn the 
state; and misery stimulates them to those excesses to which ambition rouses kings.6 

"General prosperity'' helps popular government not only by reducing 
misery and social conAict to manageable proportions but also by making pos­
sible a great variety of secondary results. For example, an economic surplus 
makes it easier for a societv to bear the costlv burden of universal, free, com­
pulsory education. Indirectly, then, cconom{c abundance is necessary for an 
educated citizenry. An economic surplus also makes it possible for citizens 
to enjoy the leisure required if they arc to participate in public affairs. (This 
is why slavery \\'as indispensable to Athenian "democracy." By releasing 
Athenian males from the arduous struggle for subsistence, slavery thereby 
enabled free men to become educated and engage in the political life of the 
city.) 

Recent research has helped to confirm the hypothesis that there is a 
strong relationship bet\\'ecil popular go\'ernment and abundance. For ex­
ample, S. M. Lipset, a sociologist, has classilled European, English-speaking, 
and Latin-American nations into four groups: (I) European and English­
speaking stable democracies ( 13 countries); (2) European and English­
speaking unstable democracies and dictatorships ( 17 countries, including 
France, Germany, Italy, Spain and the USSH); (3) Latin-American democ­
racies and unstable dictatorships (7 countries); and ( -0 Latin-American 
stable dictatorships ( 13 countries). Using a number of different indices of 
wealth, he finds a marked relationship. Among Europeans and English­
speaking peoples, the 13 stable democrat:ies arc \\'calthier than the unstable 
democracies and dictatorships; in Latin America, \\'here there are no truly 
stable dcmonaciL·s, the indices of \\'ealth arc considerably higher among the 
7 democracies and unstable dictatorships than among the 13 stable dictator­
ships. (Fig. 12.) 

As one might expect in these circumstances; education follows a similar 
pattern. In none of the European and English-speaking democracies are more 
than 5 per cent of the adults illiterate; in the Latin American dictatorships 
the rate of illiteracy ranges from 2-J. per cent to 89 per cent. 7 A \'ariety of 

:; James C. Davies, "Toward a Theory of Hc\·olution," American Sociological He­
J•iew, Vol. 27, No. I (February, 1962), pp. 5-19. 

ll Tocqueville, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 300. Sec ab11 Pottl'r, op. cit., pp. I H-115. 
7 Seymour M. Upset, Political Man (N'l'w York: Douhk·day. 1960), Chapter 2 

"Economic Development and Democracy," pp. 45-72. 81 
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FIGURE 12. Popular Govemment and Economic Abundance. (Source: 
Adapted from data in Seymour i\L Lipset, Political Man (New York: 
Doubleday, 1960), Table II, pp- 51-52. Originally drawn from United 
Nations Statistical Papers, Series E, No. I, Preliminary RezJort on dre 
World Situation, 1952; and U11ited Nations Statistical Yearbook, 1956.) 

dices of education also shows a strong relationship with popular govern­
ent. (Fig. 13.) 

Lack of economic abundance is a powerFul factor limiting the spread 
popular government in the present world. A large part of the world's 

1pulation remains even today at the level of bare subsistence. Out of some 
, countries or colonies in Latin America, Africa, and Asia, only three (Vene­
lela, Uruguay and Israel) had a per capita gross national product above 
iOO in 1960; indeed in most of these countries the gross national product 
rtounts to less than $200 a person. 

Nonetheless it is highly significant that cn·n among the many coun­
es that are economically underdeveloped, the extent to which they 
,proach the institutions and practices or popular government is roughly cor­
lated with their wealth. James S. Coleman classified the political institu­
ms of these 66 nations into "competitive" systems, \\'hich possess such basic 
stitutions of popular government as competitive parties, election, and lcgis­
tures; "semi-competitive"; and "authoritarian." I Ie then ranked the various 
untries according to II different economic indices. In Latin America, all 
1t 2 of the "competitive" and "scmi-competitin·" countries arc among the 
) wealthiest; all but two of the "authoritarian" countries arc among the 10 
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poorest. In Asia and Africa the rela tion, th ough somewh at less sharp, is none­
theless ra ther pronounccd .H 

5. Th e extent to 11'il iclt Jlence ful nclj1t stment or coercion is 11Sed de­
pends on past experieHce. T he w ore satis{tecl people are 11 ith the results of 
past trials, th e more li kely th ey are to repeat th e sn 111 e m ethods. Conversely, 
the more clissnti s{t ed tl1 cy nrc with the result s of past trials, t.he less likely 
th ey are to repent tl1e sm 11 e m ethods. In the period from the writing of the 
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European and English-speaking stable democracies 

European and Enghsh-speaking unstable democracies 
and dictator ships 

Latin-American democrac1es and unstable dictatorships 

• Latin-American stable dictatorships 

F IGUR E 13. Popular G oven1m eHt m1d Ed1 1cntion. ( Source : Lipset, 
op . cit.) 

Constitution until the decade preceding th e Civil W ar, Americans dealt with 
many problems by peaceful adju stment. The arts of compromise were highly 
developed ; man y of th e politica l leaders of th e time like H enry Clay, "the 
Grea t Compromiser," were famous for th eir ski lls in nego tia tion and adjust­
ment. From about 1850 on wa rd , however, conditions became less and less 
favo rable for peaceful adju stment of the d ispute over slavery. In particular, 
it became more and more difficult to di scover a viable compromi se on the 
question of wh ether slavery was to be permitted in the western territories; 
for from th e territories, sta tes were to be ca rved out that might ultimately 
shift the delica te balance of power between slave sta tes and free states. 

Noneth eless, negoti a tion , ad justment, and compromi se were so thor­
oughl y a part of the ethos and prac tice of America n politics that at tempts at 
peaceful adjustment-such as th e C ri ttenden Compromise-went on virtually 
un til the firin g on Fort Sumter. The C ivi l War th at followed came to be 
widely rega rded as a deepl y tragic national experience. Evidently the grim 

B James S. C oleman , "The Poli tica l Systems of the D eveloping Areas," in Gabriel A. 
Almond and James S. C oleman ( eels. ) , Tl1e Politics of the Developi 11g A rens ( Princeton : 
Princeton University Press, 1960) , Tables 3 and 4, pp . 54 1-542. 83 
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experience of the Civil vVar strengthened the incenti\"l' to anlid a repetitiOn 
of costly, fratricidal strife. Political energies \\"ere directed to\\"ard compro­
mise and adjustment, C\"en at the expense of the rt'l't'ntly liberated Negro. 
l\ilost people ,,·ere weary of war, reluctant to face a nt'\\. conAict, anxious to 
get on with immediate tasks. Although Thaddeus St~'\Tns and o~her Radical 
Republicans demanded that Congress and the Prcs1dent take hrm steps to 
protect the civil and political rig!lts of the ~e~rocs, they \\'ere unable to win 
sufficient support to carry out the1r program m lull. 

Then, following the presidential ckction of I ~7(J, \\"ht·n the election 
returns from four states were disputed, a ne\\" crisis dc,·eloped. Neither Hayes, 
the Republican candidate, nor Tilden, the Democratic candidate, had a 
majority of uncontested electoral \'otes. After protracted negotiations that 
lasted almost until the very eve of the day when a Ill'\\" president was to be 
sworn in, the decision of an Electoral Commission appointed by Congress was 
accepted by both sides. The famous (in the eyes of some, infamous) Com­
promise of 1877 resulted: the Southern Democrats in Congress accepted the 
Electoral Commission's verdict that all the contested electoral votes should 
oo to the Republican candidate. In return, the Republicans agreed to with­
draw Federal troops from the South (thus in eiTt•ct announcing the end of 
Reconstruction and the restoration of white supremacy) and to assist the 
South economically in various ways.9 

Since 1877 peaceful adjustment has been generally accepted as the 
normal and preferred method for solving conflicts in the American political 
svstem. This does not mean that coercion is alwavs m·oided, but it docs mean 
that the usc of coercion is markedly less common. than it undoubtedly would 
be if we had not had a century and a half of experience with the relative 
costs and gains of coercion and peaceful adjustment. 

6. The closer the parties to a conflict approacl1 equality ill potential 
coercive 11ower (as they 11erceive their situatioll ), tl1e greater tl1e lihelihood 
of peaceful adjustment. If two parties to a dispute have equal chances of 
coercing the other, victory becomes both more uncertain and more costly. 
Conversely, the more unequal arc the parties to a conAict, the less costly and 
the more certain is a coercive victory for the stronger; hence the incentive 
for the stronger to find a mutually profitable solution is reduced. 

The notion of a balance of power in international relations, which since 
the Renaissance and Reformation "has been a favorite topic of speculation 
among the political philosophers of Europe," 111 implies the validity of the 
sixth condition. The idea itself is exceeding simple: 

If all states were held in check, no state could win a war: and, if no state 
could win a war, then no state would start a war or threaten war. Equilibrium is 
balanced power, an.d balanced power is neutralized power. i\ society in political 
equilibrium is a society in which force is useless. . . .11 

!I For further details on these dc\"elopments, the studl'nt should consult C. Vann 
\Vnodward, Reuuion and Reaction, the Com1•romise of 1877 and tl1e End of Recou· 
structio11 (Boston: Little", Brown, 1951): Paul H. Buck, Tile Hom/ to Heunion, 1865-
1900 (Boston: Little, Brown, 1938); Roy F. 1\:ichok Tile Dismption of American 
Democracy (New York: Macmillan, 1948); Roy F. Nichols, Tile Stalws of Power, 
IH45-I!l77 (1\:cw York: I Jill and Wang, 1961). 

ICIJ\:icholas J. Spykman, American Strateg)' in \\'orld Politics (i\:t"\\" York: Har· 
court, Brace, 1942), p. 20. 

84 11 Ibid., P· 21. 
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Despite a great deal of talk about balance of power, however, statesmen 
have rarely sought a nice balance of pn\\'er, for each prefers that his own 
country or coalition be slightly stronger than the others. Nonetheless, peace 
is often maintained simply because no state reds that it has sufficient power 
to coerce others \\'ithout suffering ec1ually se\"l'rl' consequences. 

\Vhen states arc corH"inced that their strcnoth is ina(kquatc to enforce their 
will, they become peaceful and reasonable, the):-' disco\"er the benefits of concilia­
tion and arbitration and plead in tl'rms of law and justice instead of demanding in 
terms of force. 1:! 

To be sure, equality in potential coercive po\\'er may lead to stalemate 
rather than peaceful adjustment. Thus in the 1950"s the Soviet Union and 
the United States did not permit their conflicts m·er Berlin, East Germany, 
nuclear testing, and disarmament to develop into \\'ar, presumably because 
both sides feared destruction bv the other. The result \\'as stalemate rather 
than peaceful adjustment, hm,-~,·cr, since they could not arrive at solutions 
which both sides regarded as an improvement over the status quo. 

The sixth condition also has important implications for popular govern­
ment. Great inequalities in the distribution of political resources are likely 
to produce great inequalities in potential coercive po\\'er. Hence it has gen­
erally been assumed that a stable popular government \\'Ould be unlikely if 
political resources were distributed in grossly unequal fashion. "Allow neither 
rich men nor beggars," Rousseau \\TOtl' in T/w Social Colltmct. "These two 
estates, which arc naturally inseparable, arc equally fatal to the common 
good; from the one come the friends of tyranny, and from the other tyrants. 
It is always between them that public liberty is put up to auction; the one 
buys, and the other sells." 

However, as we have already seen, the consequences of an unequal 
distribution of political resources depend a great deal on whether the pattern 
is one of cumulative or non-cumulative int'(]Ualities (Chapter 3, p. 14). 

Agricultural societies are particularly prone to cumulative inequalities, 
for the value of the land a man owns not onlv determines his total wealth 
and income but pretty much fixes his social status, educational opportunities, 
and his political, administrative, and military skills. Hence in an agricultural 
society, if the distribution of landed property is highly unequal, the distribu­
tion of a11 political resources and skills tends to be highly unequal; conse­
quently, the distribution of power also tl·nds to be highlv unequal. This is 
why a popular government is unlikely to exist in an agricultural society unless 
landed property is widely distributed with a considerable measure of equality. 
This point was first stressed explicitly by James I Iarrington, a seventeenth­
century English writer, whose ideas \\"ere accepted by many of the men at the 
American Constitutional Convention. Harrington wrote in Oceana (1656): 

. . . Such as is the proportion or balance of dominion or property in land 
such is the nature of the empire. 

If one man be sole landlord of a territory, or overbalance the people, for 
example, three parts in four, he is Grand Seignior; ... and his empire is abso­
lute monarchy. 

If the few or a nobility, or nobility with a clergy, be landlords, or overbalance 
the people to the like proportion . . . the empire is mixed monarchy ... 

And if the whole people be landlords, or hold the lands so divided among 
12 Ibid., p. 25. 85 
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them that no one man, or number of men, within the compass oF the few or 
aristocracy, overbalance them, the empire ... is a commomvcalth. 

In short, according to Harrington the distribution of po\\"cr parallels the 
distribution of property (in land). One can witness this phenomenon today 
in many areas of the world that are predominantly agricultmal. Thus in 
Latin America: 

... land plays a disproportionately large role in the region's economy. It is 
generally regarded as the chief source of wealth, and land ownership is a mark of 
prestige .... 

. . . The class system is a rough measure of the distribution of power in 
Latin America. The 'whites' and creoles-constituting from I 5 to 30 percent of 
the population of many of the countries-are a species of ruling class. They are 
the landowners, the political leaders and government officials, the clergymen, al­
most all of the voters and army officers, and about 90 percent of the people 
counted as literate.I3 

After the Second World War, one of the first reforms introduced into 
Japan by the American occupation authorities under General Douglas Mac­
Arthur was the redistribution of landed property. The objective was political, 
not economic; it was taken for granted that popular government was en­
dangered in Japan by the highly unequal distribution of landed property 
that had prevailed in the past. 

Could the United States have developed and maintained institutions of 
popular government during the period when it was predominantly an agri­
cultural nation without her vast open frontier, which enabled nearly every­
one who wished to do so to acquire land? Probably not. "The chief circum­
stance which has favored the establishment and maintenance of a democratic 
republic in the United States," Alexis de Tocqueville \vrote in 1835, "is the 
nature of the territory that the Americans inhabit. Their ancestors gave them 
the love of equality and of freedom; but God himself gave them the means 
of remaining equal and free, by placing them upon a boundless continent."l4 

If inequalities in an agricultural society tend to be cumulative, what 
about modern urban industrial societies? Marx held that industrial capitalism 
must necessarily produce enormous cumulative inequalities. Like Harrington, 
Marx believed that the distribution of property determined the distribution 
of all political resources and thereby determined the distribution of power. 
Since the number of property owners in a capitalist-industrialist society was 
small relative to the number of propertyless workers, all political resources 
and hence all power tended to accumulate in the hands of the property 
owners. Sooner or later, the only resources left to the proletariat would be 
their numbers and their solidarity-which, however, would be enough to 
enable them to seize control of the state from the propertied bourgeoisie. By 
abolishing private ownership of property, socialism would then eliminate the 
chief source of political inequality. 

1--Imvever, as industrial-urban societies have matured, the distribution 
of political resources has generally become less extreme. Industrialization 

1:1 George I. Blankston, "The Politics of Latin America," in Almond and Coleman 
(eds.), op. cit., pp. 459-462. 

14 Tocqueville, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 301. 
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creates a surplus abm·e bare subsistence; it both re(1uires and makes possible 
widespread literacy, education, and the growth of a large middle group of 
professionals and \\·hi te-collar wor].;ers. 

l\'loreover, c\·en though inL'LJualitics in political resources persist, cumu­
lative inequality tends to be displaced in mature industrialized societies by a 
pattern of non-cumulati,·e or dispersed inequalities. Property ownership is 
only one source of large incomes-artists. entertainers, athletes, professionals, 
and executives, for example, often earn large incomes. Then, too, "money" 
is only one kind of political resource. For example, mass communications and 
urban life make it easier to conH·rt popularity into political inlluence. New 
routes are opened up to social standing and prestige. Knowledge, too, is a 
resource of great signilleance in highly industrialized societies. Industrial 
and government bureaucracies require a vast supply of highly educated pro­
fessionals whose specialized knowledge frequently enables them to exert great 
influence on decisions. 

Thus there appear to be t\nl rather different ways of reducing cumulative 
inequalities and increasing the chances of popular government. One way is 
by decreasing the degree of inequality in the distribution of political re­
sources-for example, through land redistribution, tax reforms, and expansion 
of educational opportunities. Harrington in England, Jefferson in the United 
States, and General MacArthur in Japan all espoused this method for pre­
dominantly agricultural sodeties. The other way is by dispersing the inequal­
ities that remain, so that individuals or groups badly off with respect to some 
kinds of resources arc better off with respect to other kinds of resources. This 
seems to be the pattern that exists in the United States and probably in a 
number of other mature industrialized nations. The two solutions are not 
of course, mutually exclusive; a high stage of industrialization may tend t~ 
strengthen both patterns not only by decreasing the extreme inequalities 
that are mainly a legacy of early industrial systems superimposed on feudal­
ism but also by dispersing the remaining advantages or handicaps to different 
groups. 

7. lndivid1wls vary in their psychological dispositions toward peaceful 
adjustment, deadlock, and coercion. I-le11ce the likelihood of peacefHl adjust­
ment depends on tl1e personality clwracteristics of tl1e i11divid11als ll'ho influ­
ence the decisions of the variom parties to a conflict. The married couple 
trying to decide where they should take their vacation (in the example cited 
earlier) might find it impossible to arrive at a mutually agreeable solution 
if both of them are high-strung, hostile people who lly olf the handle when­
ever they cannot have their way. Immaturity lowers the chances for peaceful 
adjustment of a conllict; when small children are unsupervised, their games 
frequently end up in tears and mayhem. Adults too, often have "immature" 
personalities. Neuroses and psychoses may also impair peaceful adjustment; 
for example, a person obsessed with paranoid delusions that the whole world 
is conspiring to destroy him finds it hard to make concessions. Indeed, some 
people seem to seeh. conllict, in order to punish themselves or to have an 
excuse for acting aggressively to·warcl others, or perhaps for other reasons. 

A psychologist who lived with 70 "aggressive, anti-social, anti-adult boys" 
at the University of Michi?an Fresh Ai~ Ca~p has drawn an analogy be­
tween international aggressiOn and conflicts m that camp. The boys were 
"recruited from detention homes, training schools, mental hospitals, and 
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clinics throughout the State of Michigan. The camp specializes 111 children 
who hate." 

Each boy has organized his perception of the world and his pos1t10n in it 
alono the dimension of toughness, fierceness, fearlessness. and resistance to the in­
Huc;ce of others .... At once, the boys begin a pattern of militant probing of 
one another in their individual and group relations seeking to establish a basis for 
dominance and submission.l5 

The behavior of the boys displays many of the familiar characteristics 
of in tcrnational aggression: threats, saber-rattling, recounting past glories, 
displaying one's allies, deterrence by attack, and the like. The author writes: 

Aoorcssively delinquent boys rarely attack their \'ictims without first provok­
ing the~ to some hostile act .... Among boys who hunger for power, the flimsi­
est of excuses is deemed sufficient and they arc constantly on the alert for the 
proper opportunity. The ~1ost vi~io.us il,lustratio~ was th~· ca~c of a hoy who hit a 
'friend' in the mouth whdc the fnend was takmg a nud-a! tcrnoon nap. The in­
humanity of this act was so threateni~g to the other boys that the aggressor became 
the undisputed leader of the group.1'• 

Two polar types in political systems arc the a.!.!,ilntor and the negoti­
atorP \iVhen an agitator is involved in a conflict. the chances of deadlock or 
coercion are high; when negotiators arc involved on all sides, on the other 
hand, the chances of peaceful adjustment arc increased. 

A classic modern description of the political agitator is presented by 
Lasswell: 

The essential mark of the agitator is the high value which he places on the 
emotional response of the public. Whether he attacks or defends social institutions 
is a secondary matter ... The agitator easily infers that he who disagrees with 
him is in communion with the devil, and that opponents show bad faith or timid­
ity. Agitators are notoriously contentious and undisciplined; many reforming ships 
are manned by mutineers. The agitator is willing to subordinate personal consid­
erations to the superior claims of principle. Children may suffer while father and 
mother battle for "the cause." . . . The agitator sees "unworthy" motives where 
others sec the just claims of friendship ... trusts in mass appeals and general 
principles . . . live(s) to shout and write. . . . They con jure away obstacles 
with the ritualistic repetition of principles. They become frustrated and confused 
in the tangled mass of technical detail upon which successful administration de­
pends .... They glorify men of outspoken zeal, men who harry the dragons and 
stir the public conscience by exhortation, reiteration, and vituperation. 1H 

Lasswell describes Mr. A., a typical agitator \\'hom he had studied in 
oreat detail: 
0 

A leading characteristic as moralist, socialist, and pacifist has been his trucu­
lence in public. Mr. A. speaks rapidly, with great fcr\'or and earnestness, and his 
discourse is studded with abusive epithets, sarcastic.: jibes, and cutting insinuations. 

J;; Elton V. i\IcNeil, "Personal Hostility and Internation:.~l Aggression," Tlze Journal 
of Conflict Resolution, Vol. V., No. 3 (September, 1961 ), pp. 279-290. 

w Ibid. 
11 James Q. vVilson describes two similar types, the "militant" :.~nd the "moderate" 

in his study of Negro politics in Chicago: Negro Politics, Tl1e Scarclz for Leaders/1;1, 
(Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1960), pp. 220-240. 

IH Harold Lasswell, Psychopatlzology and Politics (Chicago: Uni\'ersity of Chicago 
88 Press, 1930), pp. 78-79. 
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He confesses that he has taken an unmistakable pleasure in "rubbing the fur the 
wrong way.'' He enjoyed nothing better than accepting an invitation to lecture on 
social and economic subjects before consl·n·ative audiences, and scandalizing 
them. . . .w 

By contrast, the negotiator is a compromiser. The agitator Feels contempt 
for the "unprincipled" conduct oF the negotiator, \\"hercas the negotiator is 
baffled by the intransigencc oF the agitator, \\"ho sacrifices immcdiate gains 
for abstract principles. The negotiator is more concerned \\"ith an acceptable 
solution to a conllict than a just or perfcct solution. 

Hence the chances oF peaceFul adjustment \\"ithin a political system 
would appear to be increased, in the short run, if the processes through which 
leaders arc selected tend to recruit negotiators rather than agitators. Thus the 
Federal Mediation and Conciliation Sen·icc consists of experienced labor 
mediators recruited For their talents as negotiators. \Vhen they arc invited to 
mediate a conflict between labor and management, their sole task is to find 
an alternati,·c acceptable to both sides-and in this \\"ay to an>id the deadlock 
of a strike or coercion by hunger, violenc<.·, or go\"crnment action. 

For many social conflicts no conciliation ser\'icc exists. Yet in popular 
governments there exists a highly important kind of negotiator who is roughly 
equivalent to the labor mediator. l-Ie is the much-maligned elected politician, 
the man who spends most of his time trying to win election to office. In order 
to \Vin elections, the politician has to gain the support of \'otcrs, frequently 
of a majority of voters. To gain the support of voters, the politician has to 
find ways of conceding to one group as much as possible of what it wants 
without alienating other groups. This process of coalition-building, which is 
one of the principal tasks of the elected politician, is the politician's contribu­
tion to peaceful adjustment. 

But short-run peaceful adjustments may sometimes store up trouble for 
the future. Paradoxically, then, in a polyarchal system peaceful adjustment 
may work best in the long run if there arc agitators who attack current 
short-run solutions as unsatisfactory. This view might appropriately be called 
the Phillips hypothesis, for it was \Vendell Phillips, himself a famous Ameri­
can agitator of the nineteenth century, who said that "republics exist only 
on the tenure of being constantly agitated. The republic "·hich sinks to 
sleep, trusting to constitutions and machinery, to politicians and statesmen, 
for the safety of its liberties, never will have any.":!n 

The pragmatic politician and the agitator both may contribute to the 
stability of popular government because-in the extreme case-they hold 
diametrically opposed views on the importance of current public opinion. The 
pragmatic politician wants to know what public opinion is; he docs not much 
care what it ought to be. The agitator is interested in what public opinion 
is only so that he can change it to what it ought to be. The pragmatic politi­
cian seeks only to respond to public opinion; the agitator tries to make public 
opinion respond to him. \Vendell Phillips himself made an eloquent if 
somewhat biased contrast between the agitator and the pragmatic politician: 

The reformer is careless of numbers, disregards popularity. and deals only 
with ideas, conscience, and common sense. I Ic fcf:'ls, with Copernicus. that as God 
waited long for an interpreter, so he can wait for his followers. He neither ex-

1!1 u,;d., p. 80. 
:.!0 Richard Hofstadtcr, Tile Americmz Political Tr<~~litiou ( :'\l'\\" York: Vintage 

Books, 1954), p. 138. 89 
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peers nor is overanxious for immediate success. The politician dwells in an ever­
lastino NOW. I--lis Motto is 'Success'-his aim, votes. !lis object is not absolute 

b . 

rioht but like Solon's laws, as much rioht as the people will sanction. llis office 
0 ' ' 0 - ~ 

is not to instruct public opinion, but to represent it. 1 hus, in Lngland, Cobden, 
the reformer, created sentiment, and Peel, the politician. stcrcotypec.l it into 
statutes. 21 

Because he takes current opm1on as given, the politician is the instru­
ment of current majorities. Because he takes public opinion as an object to 
be altered, the agitator helps create future majorities. Both run the fatal risk 
of being born out of their time. The pragmatic politician born out of his 
time is obedient to opinions today that lead inexorably to disaster tomorrow. 
Born out of his time, the agitator is merely ignored today and, worse yet, 
forgotten tomorrow. 

Wendell Phillips is the prototype of the intelligent agitator, Abraham 
Lincoln of the principled politician. Phillips was "an agitator by profession" 
who "made of agitation an art and a science." I lc became an abolitionist in 
the 1830's; after the Civil War he attacked the conciliatory policies of John­
son, supported Radical Republicans like Charles Sumner in Congress, de­
manded the redistribution of landed property in the South, and thus sought 
to reduce the power of the ex-slaveholders. I-Ie sympathized with the First 
Socialist International, was "a homespun Yankee" socialist, ami supported 
.. vomen's rights. It is understandable that a Virginia newspaper once described 
him as "an infernal machine set to music."22 

Although Phillips supported Lincoln during the Civil War, the t\vo 
could hardly have been more different. Lincoln was surely one of the greatest 
of our pragmatic politicians. If it is hard to imagine Phillips as President, 
it is difficult to think of Lincoln other than as President. Yet before he 
entered the White House he had spent most of his mature life acquiring and 
practicing the arts of the pragmatic politician. r\t an early age, in Richard 
Hofstadter's words, he learned "the deliberate and responsible opportunism 
that was later so characteristic of his statecraft." 

The clue to much that is vital in Lincoln's thought and character lies in the 
fact that he. \Va~ thoroughly and completely the politician, by preference ~nd by 
training. It IS dtfncult to thmk of any man of comparable stature whose hfc was 
50 fully absorbed into his political being. Lincoln plunged into politics almost at 
the beginning of his adult life and was never occupied in any other career except 
for a brief period when an unfavorable turn in the political situation forced hirn 
back to his law practice. I-lis life was one of caucuses and conventions, party cir­
culars and speeches, requests, recommendations, stratagems, schemes, and ambi­
tions. 'It was in the world of politics that he li\·cd,' wrote Herndon after his 
death. 'Politics were his life, newspapers his food, and his great ambition his mo­
tive power.'2a 

In addition to the agitator and the negotiator, another interesting pair 
of polar types are the "democratic" man and the "despotic" man. Is it possible 
to specify a kind of personality or character that is especially suited-or 
unsuited-to the operation of popular government? Plato thought so; in the 
Republic he vividly sets out his description of "the oligarchic, democratic, 

!!I Ibid., pp. I 38- I 39. 
!!!! For these and other details of Phillips' life see "\\'endell Phillips: The Patrician 

as Agitator," Chapter VI, in Hofstadter, s11pra. 
90 !!:J Hofstadtcr, op. cit., pp. 95-97. 
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and despotic characters" and olrcrs explanations as to ho\\' these come about.24 

In one form or another. Plato's general hypothesis has been affirmed many 
times-among others, by i\lachian·lli.:!r. 

Howe\·cr, empirical information bearing on Plato's hypothesis is still 
lacking despite a good deal of speculation that, at least in recent years, has 
been aided by the insights of modern psychiatry and psychoanalysis. Is there 
a "democratic" pnsonality? After examining the recent literature on the sub­
ject, a recent \\Titer remarks that ·',\!most all the modern students of national 
character arc com·incccl that the ans\\'er to this question is in the affirmative. 
Systematic empirical evidence for this faith is unfortunately lacking."26 

Nonetheless, among recent students of politics who deal with this question 
there is "an extraordinary degree of agreement about the values, attitudes, 
opinions, and traits of character" that help to maintain a popular system. The 
most important arc attitudes toward one's self, to\\'ard others, toward author­
ity, toward the community, and tO\\·ard \'alues: 

I. Toward self. A belief in the worth and dignity of one's self. 
2. Toward otlwrs. A belief in the worth and dignity of others. 
3. Toward a11thority. A stress on personal autonomy and a certain distance 

or even distrust of powerful authority; in contrast to the authoritarian, the absence 
of a need to dominate or submit. 

4. Toward tlze co,;zmwzity. Openness, ready acceptance of differences, will­
ingness to compromise and change. 

5. Toward val11es. A pursuit of many values rather than a single all-con­
suming goal, and a disposition to share rather than to hoard or monopolize.27 

Is there an anti-democratic or despotic personality? Since 1950 a good 
deal of important exploratory work has been carried out on the characteristics 
of a syndrome termed the "authoritarian personality." A person with an 
authoritarian personality is said to have the following characteristics: 

I. Conventionalism. Rigid adherence to conventional, middle-class values. 
2. Authoritarian s11bmission. Submissive, uncritical attitudes toward idealized 

moral authorities of the ingroup. 
3. Authoritarian aggression. Tendency to be on the lookout for, and to con­

demn, reject, and punish people who violate conventional values. 
4. "A11ti-intraception." Opposition to the subjective, the imaginative, the 

tender-minded. 
5. Superstition and stereotype. The belief in mystical determinants of the 

individual's fate; the disposition to think in rigid categories. 

!!·I This disc"ussion will be found in Cornford's translation, op. cit., from P· 268 If. 
For the democratic character, see PP· 280 If. 

~5 E.g., in his Discomses OJ! the First Tel! Boohs of Titus Livius, First Book, 
Chs. 16, 17 and 18, in Niccolo Machiavelli, Tlze Pri11ce and tlze Discourses (New 
York: Random House, 1940), pp. 160-168. 

~u Alex lnkeles, "National Character and Modern Political Systems," in Francis 
\V. K. Hsu, Psychology cmd Antlzro]>ology, llppronches to Culture m1d Personnlity 
(Homewood, Ill.: The Dorsey Press, 1961), pp. 172-208. 

~7 This list is adapted in slightly modified form from a list of lnkeles, ibid. Inkeles 
in turn draws heavily on Lasswell, whose work on democratic character is the modern 
seminal source. Cf. particularly Lasswell's Democmtic Clwmcter in The Politicnl \Vrit­
ings of 1-lnrold D. Lasswell (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1951 ), pp. 465-525. See 
also Karl J\lannheim, Freedom, Power, n11d Democmtic Plmmi11g (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1950), Chapter 9, "The Pattern of Democratic Personality," PP· 228-
245. 91 
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6. Power and "toughness." Preoccupation with the dominance-submission, 
strong-weak, leader-follower dimensions; identification with power figures; exag­
oerated assertion of strength and toughness. 
0 7. Destmctiveness and cynicism. Generalized hostility, vilification of the 
human. 

8. "Projectivity." The disposition to believe that wild and dangerous things 
oo on in the world; the projection outward of unconscious emotional impulses. 
o S E d . h I " . "''" 9. ex. xaggerate concern Wit sexua gomgs-on. -

A scale-originally called the Fascism scale anc..l now \\'idely known as 
the F-scale-was developed from a series of questions designed to tap these 
underlying attitudes. Individuals with a high degree of "authoritarianism" 
as measured by this scale arc, in comparison with individuals low in "au­
thoritarianism," more likely to display religious, ethnic and racial prejudices, 
to be ethnocentric, to be intolerant of views with \\'hich they disagree, to be 
dogmatic, and to approve of strong, domineering leaders. 

Do individuals with "authoritarian personalities" actually be1zave in 
politics in ways different from other people? Specifically, arc they more anti­
democratic in their overt actions? Do they, for example, actually join and 
support anti-democratic political movements? Unfortunately, the answers to 
these questions arc somewhat uncertain. The connection between personality 
and overt political actions is complex, obscure, and apparently rather loose. 
In a predominantly "democratic" culture, where democratic norms, institu­
tions, and practices have a high degree of legitimacy, some individuals with 
"authoritarian personalities" may, conceivably, acquire an overlay of demo­
cratic beliefs and habits that help them to function "democratically." None­
theless, it is certainly a reasonable hypothesis that in a population composed 
mainly of individuals with strongly "authoritarian personalities," a popular 
government would have great difficulty surviving. 

:!H T. \V. Adorno, Else Frenkei-Brunswik, Daniel J. Levinson, and R. Nevitt San­
ford, Tlze Authoritarian Personality (New York: Harper, 1950), P· 228. 
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Po~lltHcal 

CHAPTER E 

One could passively contemplate politics, perhaps, 
without making decisions-but it would be extraordinarily difficult 
to do so. Even to decide which of two or more alternative 
hypotheses is true requires a choice. In any case, one cannot 
participate actively in political life without 
making decisions. Indeed, is this not what we mean by political action? 
Political action, like other human actions, consists 
in making decisions-in somehow choosing among alternatives, 
and then trying to make one's choices effective. 



Some of the most important and interesting political decisions are pre-
sen ted by questions like these: 

I. What kind of political structure is best? 
2. Who is best qualified to rule? 
3. What are the best policies for the gmTrnment to prescribe and 

enforce? 
Answers to these questions can be sought at se\·eral different levels of 

oeneralitv. At the most general level, one may try to decide what is, abstractly 
~onsider~d, "the best," assuming the most fa\·orahlc circumstances possible. 
At a much more specific level, one may try to decide which is the best alterna­
tive available among those in a specific, concrete situation. The most general 
level of inquiry is the domain of political philosophy: general answers are also 
contained in many ideologies. Thus to the question, "\Vhat kind of political 
structure is best?" the answer of some philosophers is: democracy. This is 
the answer prescribed by the prevailing American ideology. But of course 
different philosophers and different ideologies provide different answers. 

The more specific level has sometimes been called the domain of ap­
plied politics. This is not a particularly apt title, however, since it suggests 
that concrete decisions can be made simply by applving the general principles 
gained at the more abstract level of political philosophy. But the extent to 
which it is possible or useful to apply abstract notions of "the best" to specific 
political situations is itself a controversial question, as we shall see. It might 
be better, therefore, to call this more specific level of inquiry and action the 
sphere of optimal political decisions. Optimal political decisions may not be 
the "best" or the "perfect" solutions-they are only the best possible decisions 
given the constraints imposed by the specific situation. Thus in his Discourses, 
Machiavelli advocated a republic as the best political system; but a republic, 
he pointed out, requires a virtuous citizenry. In Tl1c Prillcc, on the other 
hand, he seems to be arguing that since the people and leaders of Italy in his 
day lacked the civic virtues necessary to a republic, the best system possible 
for Italians, at least for the time being, was a strong leader capable of unify­
ing the entire peninsula. Thus Machiavelli's decision about what was optimal 
for Italy, given the specific limitations of his day, was not "the best" but rather 
the "best possible." 

Appraisals and Decisions 

One's decisions are influenced by the way one appraises the world and one's 

IJlace in it. Whenever vou make a decision about buvino a car, takino a J'ob ,/ , b b , 

going on a vacation, voting in an election, or confirming the relative desir-
ability of democracy over dictatorship, you are making appraisals. In a rather 
abstract sense, the types of appraisals you make are the same whether you 
decide among alternative political systems at the highly general level of 
political philosophy or try to make an optimal political decision in a specific 
situation. The substance and content of appraisals, of course, vary enormously. 
You are not likelv to use the same information to make decisions about auto­
mobiles and presidential candidates. The quality of appraisals and the methods 
for making them also vary enormously. The appraisals on which a decision 
is based may be conscious or unconscious, simple or complex, deliberate or 

94 hasty, based on considerable information or little, wise or stupid. 
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\Vhat, then, arc some of the principal kinds of appraisal that in8uence 
decisions? 

I. First, one's decisions depend on what one considers to be the alter­
native comscs of action, if any, that are "open" or "available." If only a single 
course of action is open, you ha\'C no decision to make. A man falling from 
an airplane ,,·ithout a parachute cannot decide "·here he is going to land. 
Conversclv, \\'hcnc\-cr vou are confronted bv two or more alternative courses 
of action,' a decision l1as to be made. In ·this case e\·cn choosing to "do 
nothing" is a decision. \Vherc there are no elections, citizens do not have 
to decide whether or how to vote; but if there is an election with two candi­
dates competing for office, you arc eligible to vote. and you are aware of the 
election, then you have at least three alternative courses of action available 
to you: to vot~ for one or the other of the candidates, or not to vote at all. 
You mav not be aware, of course, of all the alternatives that exist. Alternatives 
may be· objectively available but, because you arc unaware of them, sub­
jectively unavailable. One of the important purposes of political analysis is 
to increase one's awareness of the range of possible alternatives in politics. 

2. Second, one's decision depends on what one believes are the likely 
consequences of Jmrsuiug eacl1 of tlw altemative courses of action. Whether 
you vote in an election contest between A and B, and if you do, whether you 
vote for A or B, will be inAucnccd by what you think will happen-that is, 
by your predictions. Will things go on much the same no matter what you 
do? \Vhat will A do if he is elected? Or B? Your estimates about the future 
may be quite limited, and even wholly unconscious, but without some pre­
dictions concerning what is likely to happen you would have no grounds 
for choosing any of the alternatives. In this case you might decide to delegate 
the specific choice-either by letting someone else make the choice for you, 
or by letting your choice depend on a chance process like tossing a coin. 

3. Third, one's decisions depend on the value one assigns to the conse­
quences of each alternative. If candidate A is likely to behave in some ways 
different from candidate B, do the differences matter to you? If they do, 
which set of consequences are more important to you? To the extent that 
you draw on your general standards to determine values in the particular 
case, your decision will be inAuenced by your general standards of value. 
However, assigning values is often an extremely difficult process-among 
other reasons, because your private or even unconscious values may conAict 
with vour public or conscious ones. 

These three kinds of appraisals would be the most important ones in 
situations where you assume that the consequences of each alternative are 
virtually certain to occur. For example, suppose that you are a member of a 
legislative body. A bill that on balance you \\'ish to defeat has received a tie 
vote, and you as presiding officer arc entitled to cast a deciding vote. You 
know, then, that vour vote will certainly kill the bill. In this case your 
decision is relatively simnle. But as even this example suggests, one gen­
erally cannot be certain of the consequences-not, at anv rate, of all the con­
sequences. Suppose, for example, that you oppose the bill on principle but 
are uncertain about the attitudes of your constituents? Or, indeed, suppose 
you think it highly probable that certain key groups in your constituency 
will swing over to your opponent in the next election if you oppose this bill, 
and highly unlikely that you will gain support from other groups by oppos-
ing it? The decision now becomes more complex. How important to you is 95 
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vour re-election? How likely are the various and somewhat uncertain con­
~equences? 

Because of the obviously critical importance of llllcertailzt_v, decisions 
are often influenced bv several additional kinds of appraisals. 

4. Fourth, then, ·in situations of uncertainty. one's decision tkpends on 
one's guesses, hunches, or estimates conccr~1i!1g the pro/}{!bilitr tl1at tl1e various 
consequences will acwally occ11r. Many ddlerences O\Tr policy can he traced 
to differences in estimates of the likelihood of di IT eren t consequences. Two 
people may agree substantiall): on the alter_n:ttin·s. the /'(~ssiblc consequences 
of each, and on their evaluation of the chllerent sc·ts of conset)uenees, and 
yet may disagree on policy because their estimates concerning the likelihood 
of the consequences are different. For example, in early 19-+2 President 
Roosevelt ordered the evacuation from the \Vest Coast of all people of japa­
nese orioin, many of whom were American citizens, on the ad\'iee of military 
comma;ders who said that there \\'as a \Try high probabili"ty of mass up­
risings, sabotage, and espionage among the japam·sc·-1\mericans on the Pacific 
Coast. At the time and later, the decision was se,·c·rcl,· criticized as unneces­
sary and unjust on the ground that widespread acts ,;[' disloyalty among the 
Japanese-Americans were in fact a \'cry remote: possibility. Indeed, the Attor­
ney General of the United States and director of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation believed on the basis of their evidence (which, it appears, was 
never presented to President Roosevelt) that the disloyal ekments among the 
Japanese-Americans were Yery small in number and could be easily identified. 
Had President Roosevelt accepted the estimates of the Department of J usticc 
concerning the probability of disloyal action, doubtless he \\·mild not have 
issued the executive order. But instead he accepted the estimates of the mili­
tary, and the order followed. 

5. Fifth, in situations of uncertainty, your decision will depend on 
vour orientations totmrd rish, uncertainty, mul ,f!,mllbliiiJ.!,. i\ cautious person 
~vho only bets on a sure thing is unlikely to ad\'!>cate the same policies as a 
more adventurous person who likes to take risks. (Of course a person who is 
adventurous in one kind of situation may be cautious in another.) Despite 
the obvious importance of different orientations toward uncertainty, not much 
is known about them. Moreover, philosophers "·ho hm·e \\Titten about prob­
lems of ethics and values have not paid much attention to dilferences in 
orientations toward risks and uncertainties. Yet many dill'erences over policies 
and decisions must turn on different orientations tll\\·arclunccrtaintv. 

Suppose you arc confronted by two alternatives. One sce;ns to offer 
about an equal chance of brilliant success and dismal failure; iF you choose 
the other, the chances of failure seem to be verv small but the oains thouoi1 

~ h ' b 
relatively certain, are also very small. Is there a "rational" or "best" choice 
in cases like this? Is it more rational to invest in stocks and hope for large 
gains or to invest in bonds and count more confidently on small gains? 1-Iow 
far should the United States go in risking nuclear war? It might well be 
argued that American willingness to risk an all-out war is an indispensable 
condition for success in negotiating with the Soviet l1 nion or China-that, 
indeed, peace depends on our being willing to risk a nuclear war. Yet there 
is some probability that negotiations will fail and mutual annihilation \viii 
occur. I low much should we be willing to take this chance? Should we 

96 follow a cautious policy that reduces the risks of precipitating nuclear war 
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even if it increases the probability that Sm·iet and Chinese power will 
expand? 

Over the last SL'\'eral decades, mathematicians. logicians, and others ha\'e 
sought to de,·elop criteria or "rational" or "best'' decisions for uncertain 
situations like these. using mathematical models deri,·ed from two rather new 
and related kinds or mathematics, the theory of games and statistical de­
cisions. Unfortunately. howe,·er, the more elegant and com·incing the mathe­
matical formulations. the more they apply to extremely simple human situa­
tions, and. therdore, the less they seem rekvant to the nnnplex problems 
of real life. Cnm'l'rsely. \\·hen mathematicians attempt to grapple realistically 
with highly complex decisions, they find it necessary to introduce more and 
more assumptions resting on common sense. intuition. or their own personal 
values. For most crucial decisions. mathematical models han· proved so far 
to be of slight valuc. 1 

Nonetheless, these recent de,·elopments in mathematics have emphasized 
much more sharply than philosophers had before that it is usually not enough 
to know which outcome is ''the best" in ord~r to make a decision. Frequently 
one cannot simply apply one's standards of values to the difrcrent possible 
results of a decision, determine which one is "the best," and then choose it. 
For if there is 1!ncertnillt)' about the outcomes, to choose "the best" might 
be to adopt a strategy that most people on careful reflection would surely 
reject. For example, let us suppose that one J'OSsilJle outcome of foreign 
policy A is an international system that will insure permanent peace; but a 
much more lilwly outcome of this policy is thermonuclear war. On the other 
hand, the most likely outcome of foreign policy B is another decade of stale­
mate without either war or guaranteed peace. The chance that B will produce 
an international system of peace and order is \'irtually zero, yet the chance 
that it will lead to war is rather low. On reflection most people would, I 
suspect, prefer B to A, even though one possible result of A might be, in 
their view, far and awav the "best'' of all solutions. 

All this is just an;>ther way of approaching the distinction made earlier 
between the domain of "the best" and the domain of the optimal. or between 
the sphere of political philosophy and the sphere of concrete decisions and 
Policies. To move from "the best" to the O)>timal. we arc now beoinnino to 

~ n 
sec, can be a very complex business. 

SOME QUALITIES OF APPRAISALS 

We have seen that vour decisions, whether about politics or other matters. 
are inAuenced by: · 

1. The alternatives "open" or '\1\'ailable" to you. 
2. The likely consequences of each alternati\'e. 
3. The value to you oF each set of consequences. 
4. Your estimate of the relative probability of the consequences. 
5. Your attitudes toward risk and unccrtaintv. 
So far we ha,·e made no cA:ort to clisting~Iish between good and bad 

apJ)raisals, or between wise and foolish decisions. Now we arc ooino to con­
~'> h 

1 This is a somewhat tendentious judgment with which some mathematical mudd­
builders would disagree. But it represents the sober conclusion of most informed student> 
of policy-making, I believe, after two decades of work by ganws thl•orisls and others to 

demonstrate the worth and relevance of their wares. 97 
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sider some (though by no means all) of the important factors that affect the 
quality of one's appraisals. 

As an inspection of the preceding list rl'\Tals. from the \'l'rv outset 
the quality of your appraisals is bound to be influenced by your co{1ccption 
of just what alternatives arc really a\·ailablc to you. Probably c\'cry reader 
can recall some instance where he made what he no\\' considers a bad de­
cision, a decision he now regrets, because he \\·as una,,·arc of an alternative 
that he later realized was objectively a\'ailablc. 

An alternative is obJ'ectivelv available to \'OU if there is a vcr)' hioh • • 0 

probability that you ca~ in fact perform the a~tions specified in .the alt~rnative. 
l\1aking the first solo A1ght across the AtlantiC \\'as an altcrnatn·e <wadable to 
Charles E. Lindbergh in 1927; flying to the moon was not. But an alternative 
is relevant to you only if there is some chance, howc\·er small, that if you 
do perform these actions, you will be better off than you \\·mdd be had you 
not acted in this way. Ordinarily, then, you arc concerned not with all the 
alternatives that may be a\'ailablc to you but only \\'ith the smaller set of al­
ternatives that arc available and relevant to your \'alucs. 

The extent to which you arc fully aware of alternatives depends both 
on your knowledge and on your focus of attention. You may know perfectly 
well which exit from a super-high\\'ay will enable you to get most quickly 
to your destination, and yet miss the exit because of inattention. You may be 
aware of an alternative but fail to explore it because you arc preoccupied with 
other matters. President Roosevelt's decision to order the evacuation of 
Japanese-Americans from the West Coast \\·as partly a result of his focus 
of attention at the time. His decision \\'as made shortly after the United 
States had entered World vVar II, and his attention was focused on problems 
of military strategy and mobilization rather than on problems of justice and 
civil rights. Perhaps be~ause of this, l~e did not ask the view~ of his Attorney 
General about the mcnts of cvacuatmg the Japanese-Amcncans; in fact he 
never fully explored the alternative of simply leaving the Japanese-Americans 
where they were. 

Two of the most important ways of exploring altcrnati,·es arc by specula­
tion and by science. Speculation is an important prior stage in -the growth of 
scientific knowledge. Philosophers had speculated about the Universe cen­
turies before Copernicus; indeed, even with Copernicus the theory of a 
heliocentric solar system rested on highly spcculati\·e reasoning. Speculation 
preceded Columbus' discovery of the new \\'orld. In politics some of the most 
important kinds of speculation arc in the Form oF imaginary political systems, 
or utopias. Plato's Republic is perhaps the most influential utopia ever written, 
because it has caught the imagination of countless generations of readers and 
made them aware of the possibilities oF a state ruled by the most gifted 
citizens-and aware, also, of some of the problems in achieving such a system. 
l\1any modern writers have explored inverted utopias where evil, unpleasant, 
or objectionable principles rather than good ones dominate the system; thus 
Aldous Huxley in Brave New World and George Or\\·ell in 1984 portrayed 
inverted utopias to focus the attention of their readers on the dangerous 
potentialities each saw in contemporary life. Although utopian thinking may 
generate alternatives that are irrelc,·ant, the portrayal of an imaginary political 
system may also enlarge the range of alternatives under consideration. 
' Prof1ting by speculation and chance disco\'cries, science opens up new 

98 alternatives and often closes out old ones. Frec1ucntly the alternatives sug-
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gcstcd by speculation arc irrdc,·ant until they ha\'c been more fully developed 
by science. No responsible gon·rnmcnt \\'otlld ha,·e undertaken a space pro­
gram simply because Jules Verne's nm·cls opened up the possibility of a 
manned Hight to the moon. But developments in science and engineering 
have made that altcrnati\'e seem rclc\'ant. 

These remarks point to a second !'actor that helps determine the quality 
of one's appraisals: the aJI/Oztllt mulmlidity of 011e's factzral information. Two 
of the f-ive kinds of appraisal in our list consist of evaluations of factual or 
empirical knowledge. These arc the second (the likely consequences of each 
alternative) and the fourth (the estimate of the relative probability of these 
consequences). These t\\'O factual or empirical appraisals arc in effect predic­
tions. Predictions are the domain of empirical science rather than philosophy; 
growth in empirical scicnccs-\\'hcther in the natural sciences or the social 
sciences-means growth in the reliability of predictive knowledge. 

It is obvious that reliable prcdictiYe kno\\'lcdgc about human and social 
systems has been \'cry much harder to gain than reliable empirical knowledge 
about physical or strictly biological systems. Hence much of the predictive 
knowledge used in making political decisions must be, in the absence of any­
thing better, at a relatively low level of reliability. l\1uch political knowledge 
is pre-scientific or non-scientific in character; often one must draw on pre­
vailing common-sense notions (with full awareness that the common sense of 
one generation is frequently seen as childish nonsense by a later generation). 
Often, too, one must rely on inference from a woefully limited and un­
analyzed body of experiences. A person who refused to make political deci­
sions unless they were based on empirical knowledge at a high level of scien­
tific validity would be paralyzed. Y ct in politics "refusing to decide" is simply 
deciding to allow others to decide for you. l-Ienee, anyone who makes politi­
cal decisions mu~t, more often than not, act on very incomplete factual 
information. 

A third factor that helps to determine the quality of one's appraisals is 
one's values and one's capacity for a17plyi11g these values to the various pos­
sible outcomes. In particular, the quality of two of the five kinds of appraisals 
discussed earlier depend on this capacity. They arc (3) the value one assigns 
to each set of consequences and (5) one's orientation toward risk and 
uncertainty. 

Strictly speaking, no amount of factual knowledge will be sufficient to 
make the appraisals required for (3) and (5). For these appraisals depend 
on standards of values. No matter how much empirical knowledge one 
mioht have about the effects of the death penalty as compared with life im­
pri~onment-no matter how reliable one's predictions might be-one could 
not decide which alternative is better without criteria for distinguishing "the 
best" or "the better" consequences from the others. Likewise, no matter how 
much empirical knowledge one has about the way in which different political 
systems operate, one cannot decide whether one is better than another with­
out invoking standards of value. 

What about the quality of the standards oF value themselves? Are some 
standards of value better than others for appraising politics? If so, the quality 
of one's appraisals will obviously depend on the quality of one's standards. 
If not, docs it follow that the quality of one's appraisals depends entirely on 
one's grasp of the alternati\'cs and one's appraisals of the empirical knowl-
edge? Or can we say that even among people with the same standards of 99 
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values, some apply their values more intelligently than others to the concrete 
situation? 

These questions touch on a number of particularly knotty and acutely 
controversial problems. Hence we must now face up directly to some of the 
most hotly disputed issues in modern political analysis. These are: 

1. vVhat are the proper sources, grounds, or foundations for political 
values? 

2. What is the proper relation in political analysis between facts or 
empirical knowledge and values? This question has two parts. 

(a) Can the study of politics be ethically neutral? 
(b) In any case, should it be? 

3. How are political ideas related to institutions and interests? 

The Grounds of Values 

Modern political analysts sharply and even bitterly disagree in their answers 
to the first question. In this respect political analysis is simply a facet of con­
temporary intellectual life, where many different and conflicting philosophies 
of value compete for support. 

The analysis of this book is, I believe, consistent with a number of dif­
ferent answers to the first question. Consequently, since it would be absurd 
to try to give a fair and responsible answer to one of the most difficult and 
hotly contested issues of modern philosophy in the few pages available here, 
I shall simply indicate brieRy the principal kinds of answers that have been 
given to our question. 

1. Political values must rest ultimately on God's will. His will may be 
known through a direct revelation to an individual or agent (as with Moses 
and the Ten Commandments) or indirectly by means of reason, or intuition, 
or experience. Variants of this view are found among many Christian theo­
logians, philosophers, and political analysts, and particularly among Roman 
Catholics. 

2. Political values must rest ultimately on natural laws. Natural laws 
may or may not be laid do·wn by God. Some writers like Kant or the con­
temporary American political philosopher Leo Strauss hold that knowledoe 
of natural law can be acquired through reasoning. The distinguished Fren~h 
Roman Catholic philosopher Jacques Maritain would rely more heavily on 
intuition as a guide in our search for natural law. 

3. Political values, like other values, can be derived solely by the meth­
ods of the empirical sciences. Not many writers have held this position. Prob­
ably the best known is the late American philosopher John Dewey. Although 
Dewey's argument is somewhat ambiguous, it appears to run directly counter 
to a central premise of this chapter-namely, that knowledge of values is 
significantly different in character from the ·kind of knowledge found in the 
empirical sciences. Because of the importance of this question, \Ve shall re­
turn to it in a moment. 

4. Political values, like other values, rest simply on preferences. This 
position is often associated with Logical Positivism, a philosophical position 
developed in Vienna in the 1920's among a circle of philosophers who drew 
heavily on modern science, logic, and mathematics. Some of the early Logical 
Positivists went even further and held that since value statements are 

100 "merely" expressions of preference, they are "meaningless." Today, however, 

Political Evaluation 



many Lo0oical PositiYists aorec that althouoh there is no way of providing an 
- 0 0 -

"ultimate" justification of Yalucs, this docs not mean that statements of 
values are "meaningless." The \'icw that one's Yalues cannot be attributed to 
Divine will, natural Ia\\', or some other ultimate anchoring outside personal 
preference is also held bv mam· J1Crsons \\'ho arc not Looical Positivists. It is, 

- . 0 
in fact, the view of mam· modern \\Titers \\'ho are not at all interested in 
science and logic but arc 'profoundly concerned with the moral and political 
predicament of modern man. For example, many Existentialists. such as the 
French philosopher and \\'ritcr Jean Paul Sartrc, hold this view, as well as 
others whose philosophical stance is less easily classified, such as the late 
French writer and moralist Albert Camus. 

Those who advocate the first three positions contend that values are 
"universal." By reasoning, intuition or other processes, men of good will must 
ultimately agree. The fourth position denies that values are necessarily uni­
versal; even men of good will may adopt and defend conflicting values. 
There is, however, a fifth position that serves as a kind of bridge between 
the first three and the fourth. 

5. Some writers hold that though \·alues rest simply on preferences, cer­
tain kinds of preferences are probably universal. Some preferences are prob­
ably inherent in being human. Hence it should be possible to discover these 
universal preferences and to construct political systems consistent with them. 
This view has recently been sympathetically explored by Arnold Brecht, an 
American political scientist, \\'ho concludes: "Strong prima facie evidence 
indicates that there are . . . universal and invariant 'inescapable' elements 
in the human way of thinking and feeling about ethical values, and espe­
cially about justice."2 

Facts and Values: Can Political Analysis Be Neutral? 

How neutral or objective can the study of politics be? How neutral or ob­
jective ought it to be? 

Perhaps no other philosophical questions arouse deeper emotions among 
students of politics. Much of the writing in response to these questions is 
polemical in spirit and substance. As often happens in polemical debates, 
opposing positions are frequently distorted; false accusations easily pass for 
fact. Beneath all the angry rhetoric, however, there is a much larger area of 
agreement and a much smaller area of controversy than one might surmise 
from a quick look at most of the contributions to the debate. 

Although the answers to these questions arc really quite varied, it is 
possible to distinguish (very roughly) two opposing positions. One group 
holds that a substantial and important aspect of politics is purely empirical, 
and that this empirical aspect of the politics can be analyzed (in principle at 
least) neutrally and objectively. Since the people who hold this position sub­
scribe in effect to the view that an empirical science of politics is possible, 
let us call them Empirical Theorists. Their opponents hold that for a variety 
of reasons nothing of great significance can come from an attempt at a purely 

2 Arnold Brecht, Political Tlleorr, Tlzc Foundations of Twentieth Century Political 
Tlzouglzt (Princeton: Princeton Un{wrsity Press, 1959), p. 40 I. Although \l'ritten in 
support of a particular point of view, which he calls Scientilic Value Hclati\·ism. Brecht's 
book is by all odds the most comprehensi\'c and most fair-minded summary of the \'arious 
alternative approaches to political values sketched out aho\'e, as \\'ell as many others. 101 
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scientific study of politics. The study of politics neither can nor should be 
purely scientific. Let us call these people the Trans-empirical TIH·nrists. 

First, then, cm1 the study of politics be ohjccti\-e? If m: ignore the purely 
rhetorical arguments in n·hich advocates put up stra\\· men "·hich they then 
triumphantly knock dO\m, it appears that the Empirical Theorists and the 
Trans-empiricists both substantially agree on the follo\\·ing propositions: 

I. The values, interests, and curiosity of an inH·stigator inOuencc his 
choice of topics-what he considers interesting, important, and worthy of in­
vestioation. This is as true in the natural sciences as in the social sciences. 

2. It is impossible to establish criteria of importance ami relevance en­
tirely from empirical knowledge. One requires values of some kind to decide 
whether it is more important to understand the difrcrent conditions under 
which democracies and dictatorships arc relatively stable than the legislative 
procedure in the East Pilchard Rotary Club. 

3. To aspire to an objective analysis of politics presupposes that one 
values truth. One must believe that it is worth\\'hilc to distinguish truth 
from falsehood. 

4. Whether they deal with men or atomic particles, all empirical sci­
ences logically rest on assumptions that cannot themselves be established by 
the methods of the empirical sciences. For example, all empirical sciences take 
for granted that the universe is "regular" or "lawful" rather than completely 
random. The laws of science arc an expression of confidence in the assump­
tion that relationships that have al~vays held in the past will not change 
without cause. A hydrogen atom wdl have the same weight relative to an 
oxygen atom tomorrow as it had ycs_terday. Y ct the assumption wh_ich every 
scientist makes that because the Umvcrsc seems to have been lawful in the 
past it will be s~ in the f~turc is a p~ilosorhical assun:ption. . 

5. In practice, the b1ases of an mvcst1gator may mduce l11m to misread 
his observations and evidence. This sometimes happens in the natural sci­
ences, too. But in the natural sciences an investigator docs not gain acceptance 
for an hypothesis or theory simply on his own say-so. !lis procedures, usually 
experimental procedur~s, ordinarily_ can be duplicated by other members of 
the scientific commumty. And untd others have verified his conclusions to 
their own satisfaction, his scientific peers are inclined to suspend judgment. 
Hence in the natural sciences there is a built-in corrective for bias and dis­
tortion-so much so, in fact, that a well-trained scientist generally double­
checks his own results before publishing them. 

In the social sciences, and perhaps most of all in the study of politics, 
experimental procedures and other forms of rigorous analysis arc often im­
possible or unsuitable for testing a hypothesis or theory. Indeed the "grander" 
or more comprehensive the theory, the more difficult it is to test. For example, 
the biases of the investigator can be controlled more easily in voting surveys, 
where other observers can duplicate the survey or even re-analyze the 
original questionnaires or IBI\1 cards, than in, say, ambitious historical theo­
ries like those of Marx or Toynbec about the rise and fall of political and 
social systems. 

6. Objectivity, neutrality, the capacity and opportunity for scientific de­
tachment are impossible without certain social and political prerequisites. 
For a scientist to be free to describe the empirical \\'orld as he understands it 
requires rulers willing to tolerate his freedom of inquiry, or even to support 
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biology. Biologists \\·lw disagreed with llitler's racial theories were not tol­
erated. Biologists \\"ho upheld the \·iew that L'm·ironment influences the genes 
were strongly supported in the USSH under Stalin. because this theory 
seemed to aL:L:onl with i\ larxism-Leninism; biolooists who eS[JOused the con-;:-. 

trary \·iew (which \\·as almost unanimous!~· accepted outside the USSR) were 
often remon·d from their posts and exiled. E\"en linguists whose views con­
flicted with the pet theories or Stalin suffered. The social sciences are, of 
course, e\"en more \"ulnerable to political and social persecution than the 
natural sciences. i\lussolini and llitler virtually wiped out the social sciences 
in ltalv and Germam·, as did Stalin in the USSR. 

Assuming. then: that the Empiricists and the Trans-empiricists sub­
stantially agree on all these points, where do they differ? The genuine dif­
ferences seem to be two. First, most Empirical Theorists hold that within all 
the limits just mentioned, it is possible to isolate and to test the empirical 
aspects of our beliefs about politics; whether the empirical propositions are 
true or false is entirely independent or our \·alucs. Going back to the five 
kinds of appraisal discussed earlier, the Empirical Theorist would argue that 
the first, second, and fourth primarily im·olvc decisions about what is (in 
the sense of what is empirically true), whereas the third and the fifth pri­
marily involve decisions about what ougl1t to be. A "correct" decision on 
what is empirically true is not the same as a "correct" decision on what ought 
to be. To decide whether the hypothesis that acquired characteristics are 
transmitted through the genes is true or false is logically quite independent 
of any beliefs we may have about what ought to be; all the power Stalin 
could muster in behalf of the hypothesis did not make it true. 

So too, the Empirical Theorist would argue, the truth or falsity of em­
pirical propositions about politics docs not logically depend on what we think 
ought to be but what in fact is. And no matter what that famous emperor 
thought or pretended to think, as he paraded before his subjects, he was not 
wearing any clothes! Other things being the same, are popular governments 
likely to be more unstable in countries where most of the population is 
illiterate than in countries where most people can read and write? Will in­
creased elementary education raise or lower the chances of popular govern­
ment in Indonesia? Docs proportional representation produce multi-party 
systems? Docs the two-party system require single-member districts? The an­
swers to questions like these, Empirical Theorists argue, do not at all depend 
on what is right or good, what \Yotlld be the best. or what one would prefer. 

Many Trans-empirical Theorists would agree that fact and value arc logi­
cally different, that knowledge of what is differs in important ways from 
knowledge of what ought to be. Some would argue that knowledge of what 
is also includes knowledge of man's "natural ends-ends toward which he is 
by nature inclined.":! This, however, seems to reduce itself to a semantic 
point rather than a denial of the differences between statements of what is 
and statements of what ougl1t to be. For if all people do in fact pursue their 
natural ends all the time, and are incapable of doing anything else, then 
human life is fully determined and it is useless to argue that they ought to 
do anything different from what they do do; but obviously the T rans-empiri-

3 Leo Strauss, "Epilogue," in Herbert J. Storing (ed.), Essays on tlze Scienti~c 
Study of Politics (New York: Holt, Rinehart and \Vinston, 1962). This is the most 
extensive critique by Trans-empirical Theorists of the work of Empirical Thcoris'ts, and 
should be consulted for a fuller statement of their dews. 103 
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cists do not believe this, since they hold that there arc important moral choices 
in politics. But if one can say that people do not alm1ys pursue their "natural" 
ends, obviously it must be possible to distinguish what men do-the is-from 
what they slwuld do-the ouglzt. On this point common sense is heavily in 
accord with abstract reasoning. 

However, most Trans-empiricists would argue that ,,·hatc\'cr the case 
mioht be in the natural sciences, facts and ,·;dues arc so intertwined in the 
study of politics that one cannot separate them except in the most trivial in­
stances. Whatever one may pretend, they would say, one is making value 
judgments all the time. ~n tl~e guise of neutrality and objecti,~ity, the Em­
pirical theorist smuggles m Ius own unacknowledged values. 1 he very lan­
ouaoe of politics, the Trans-empiricists contend, is inescapably ,·alue-laden. 
And any comprehensive theory about politics, they would argue, must in­
evitably contain evaluations not merely of the empirical validity of the factual 
statements in the theory but also of the moral quality of the political events, 
processes, or systems described in the theory. Thus it is an illusion to think 
that a completely objective theory of politics can be created; iF it were created, 
it \vould be so trivial as to be irrelevant. 

Does this mean that students of politics cannot attain any neutrality and 
objectivity at all in their empirical analysis? Few if any Trans-empiricists 
would go so far. Is there, then, any real disagreement between the Empiricists 
and the Trans-empiricists on the importance of distinguishing between em­
pirical analysis of what is from ethical analysis of what ougl!t to be? It is, 
unfortunately, difficult to answer this question confidentlv. I believe, how­
ever, that a good deal of the argument is not really a dispu'tc over the logical 
question whether the knowledge of what is in politics can be distinguished 
from knowledge of what ought to be, for with some exceptions both sides 
seem to agree that the is and the ought arc logically distinguishable. Some­
times the dispute seems rather to turn on how much weight to give to all 
the qualifying factors mentioned above. In this case disagreement turns less 
on logical issues than on psychological ones; not whether fact and value are 
logically distinguishable but whether they arc psychologically separable. in 
political matters. Even more often, the dispute seems to turn not on whether 
fact and value can be distinguished but whether they ought to be separated 
in political analysis. 

Facts and Values: Should Political Analysis Be Neutral? 

In addition to doubting whether in practice a neutral, objective science of 
politics is possible, Trans-empiricists argue that a neutral science of politics 
is not even desirable. 

We do not study politics, they would say, for esthetic reasons or for the 
joys of pure contemplation. We study politics in order to act rightly, to 
choose the best, to make decisions about how best to live with our fellow 
man-and therefore (as we have seen) we must appraise and evaluate. It is 
of no help to us to set our factual knowledge off to one side, neatly scaled up 
in an aseptic container, and values off to the other side, where they have no 
bearinu on rcalitv. Political a1J1Jraisal is a constant interwea\'ino of fact-finding n , n 
and c\'aluation. The great political theorists of the past did not simply dc-

104 scribe politics; they attempted to guide men in their search for a good life. 
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Trans-empiricists lodge four important charges against Empirical Theo­
rists. Empirical Theorists, the,· sav, have no criteria of relevance, since (as 
we have seen) these cannot ·be ~lrawn simply from empirical knowledge. 
Hence, the T rans-cmpiricists contend, Empirical Political Theorists are prone 
to indulge in trivial investigations, irrelevant to human purposes. Second, 
they say, in striving for neutrality and objectivity, Empirical Theorists find 
it necessary to invent a new. complicated, and even ridiculous jargon. Third, 
in the attempt to eschew values, Empirical Theorists reject all grounds for 
evaluation and treat all values as equal. "By teaching the equality of all 
values," Leo Strauss writes, "by denying that there are things which are in­
trinsically high and others \\'hich arc intrinsically low as well as by denying 
that there is an essential difference bet\\'cen men and brutes, it [Empirical 
Theory] contributes to the victory of the gutter."4 Finally, while professing 
neutrality, Empirical Theorists arc for the most part partisans of liberal de­
mocracy, and their "neutral" theories arc frequently rationalizations for the 
values and practices of liberal democracy. 

In reply, Empirical Theorists \\'ould agree that criteria of relevance and 
importance must be introduced if trivial inquiry is to be avoided, but they 
would contend that thev have. in fact, used such criteria. Thev are concerned 
with many of the same' questions that have animated political theorists from 
the beginning: the kinds of political systems, problems of stability, change, 
and revolution, the conditions of democracy and dictatorship, of war and 
peace, of equality and inequality. of freedom and slavery. 

As to the second charge, Empirical Theorists are evidently not of one 
mind. Probably most Empirical Theorists \\'ould argue that the ordinary 
language of politics docs pose serious problems, because many political terms 
in ordinary usage have a multiplicity of meanings-even among political sci­
entists. Some Empirical Theorists, like the Lasswell, have deliberately set out 
to develop as precise a vocabulary as possible. In doing so, they have drawn 
words from other social sciences and have re-defined older terms quite freely. 
To the uninitiated. Lasswell's \\'ritings seem, at first, strange and difficult. 
Other Empirical Theorists, ho\\'e\·er, strive to write without jargon. More­
over, the Trans-empiricists face the same problem and seem to be equally 
divided. Many Trans-empiricists usc an unnatural vocabulary far removed 
from the orclinarv lanouaoe of 11olitics; here, for exam11le, is a sentence . ,.., ,.., 
penned by one of the best known Trans-empiricists, Eric Voegelin: 'The 
problems of an eidos in history, hence. arises only when Christian transcen­
dental fulfillment becomes immancntizcd. Such an immanentist hypostasis 
of the eschaton, ho\\'ever, is a theoretical fallacv."" 

Empirical Theorists reject the third charge. as not only totally false but 
based on a baffiing and persistent misreading of their writings and their 
assumptions. G 

4 Ibid., p. 326. 
5 Tlze New Science of Politics: An Introductory Essny (Chicago: Uni\'crsity of 

Chicago Press, 1952), p. 120. \'ol·gdin's opening chapter represents one of the most 
severe indictments of Empirical Theory l'\'er writtl'n by a Trans-empiricist. 

0 Max Weber is the particular l>ete 110ire of the Trans-empiricists. Thus Vocgclin 
asserts that Weber "treated all \'alucs as l'qual" (i/Jicl., p. 20); ami Leo Strauss states 
that to Weber "all \'a lues arc of the same rank," in Nntuml Riglzt mul I-I istory (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press. 195 3 ). For a full rebuttal of these assertions. sec Brecht, 
op. cit., pp. 221-231 and 262-265. 105 
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The most plausible basis for the charge is that some Empirical Theorists 
ha,·e supported Logical Positivism; as \\'e noted earlier some of the early Logi­
cal Positivists held that all value statements arc "meaningless." It is doubtful, 
howe,·er, \\'hether many Empirical Theorists in political science hold these 
extreme (and now somc\\'hat old-fashioned \'ie\\'s) of thL· early Logical Positiv­
ists. In any case there is no necessary connection bet\\"l'cn Empirical Theory 
and Looical Positivism. One does not need to espouse Logical Positi\'ism in 
order tg be an Empirical Theorist. Indeed, many different philosophical 

ositions are consistent with Empirical Theory. 
P Certainly a theorist who attempts to develop neutral and objective em­
pirical explanations of politics does not need to be indifferent to values. i\'lost 
Empirical Theorists would argue that empirical knowledge is a necessary 
condition for wise moral choices. One may have very strong standards of 
right and wrong, but in order to apply them to political alternatives one must 
first know what is likely to result from choosing one alternati\·e or the other. 
We do not apply morality i? ~ ':acuum; we apply .our moral standards to 
the world of events. Hence It IS Important that so lar as humanly possible 
. •e correctly understand what goes on in the world of events. 

" In reading Sophocles' great tragedy Oediptts Rex \\'e do not arrive at a 
·udament of Oedipus simply by saying that parricide and incest are odious 
~ri~es. No more than Oedipus himself could we judge his actions unless we 
knew what h~ actually did: Did he sl~y his father? Is it. true that th~ queen, 
his wife, is h1s mother? .Did .he .consciOusly or un~onscwusly .recogmze who 
they were? These are (m pnnCiple) factual questions requmng factual an-

•ers first of all. Oedipus' relentless search for answers in the face of mount­
~"0 evidence of how appalling the answers arc going to be serves as a model 
f~~ all time of a man who insists on knowing what is true in order to apply 
his standards of val~e, no matter what the cos~s may be. In the same way, 
the Empirical Theonst would argue, we cannot mtciiigently evaluate political 

•stems unless we know how they operate. I-lo\\' can we say whether popular 
S) •crnrncnt is better than communism or militarv dictatorshiiJ for Americans 
am · ' 
0 Russians, or Turks unless we can predict \\'ith some confidence the main 
or sequences for these peoples of the various alternatives? Factual knowledge 
~o~ot a substitute for moral judgment, but it is a prerequ.isite. 
IS As to the charge that they smuggle their own values into their theories 

d that these are usually liberal democratic values, the Empirical Theorists 
an. ht respond something like this. Empirical Theorists probably do support 
rn1g d . . . 
Iernocracy an open mquuy; even if there were no other reasons (and there 

( e rnanv), only popular governments seem to be capable of maintainino the ar ... , . . o 
freedom of mq~Iry necess~ry to ~mpiri:al Theory .. Then, ~oo, because em-

. ·cal research IS more easily earned on m polyarclues than m other S)'Stcms 
piri h . . ' d also because t e Umted States has been the modern center of empirical 
~n •estigation of politics, Empirical Theorists have had more opportunity to 
~0' research on democratic political systems than on ot~ers. It i~ also true that 
certain aspects ~f popular systems such as the analysis of votmg and public 

·nion arc particularly amenable to studv with rigorous modern methods. 
opi I I. . , . . 

To the extent t 1at 11s values mAuence l11s selection of problems, provide 
him with i~portan.t .and relevant criteria, furni~h h.im standards for .c~aluat-
. alternative policies and systems and permit lum to take a position on 
Ing . I t' I E ' rl-1 . I d controvcrsia ques IOns, t 1e mpirical 1Const 1as no more nee to 

. . 1 £valuation 
p0 ltttca 



apologize For his ,·a lues than the Trans-empirical Theorist. However, when 
his values bias his empirical findings, when his commitments to an ought 
distort his ,·ie\\· of what is, then he would hm·e to confess, "IHea culpa!" To 
the extent that this happens, he has failed to li\'e up to his own standards. 
But this surely is no reason for abandoning these standards! 

On the contrary (he might say): En·ry failure to pnl\'ide an objecti\'c 
evaluation of the empirical aspects of politics is all the more reason for trying 
to de,·clop a neutral and objecti\·e body of empirical theory. Would a doctor 
who failed to detect earlv cancer in one of his own children excuse himself 
on the ground that he lo;·ed his patient too much to make a correct diagnosis? 

Ideas and Institutions 

How arc political ideas related to institutions? Answers to this question, too, 
are much disputed. i\mid the welter of conflicting Yiews it is possible to dis­
tinguish t\\'O fundamentally different types of explanation. The first I shall 
call a Rationalist explanation, the second a l\laterialist explanation. 

A Rationalist eXJ'lcmatiou of the relation of political ideas to institutions 
gives primacy to the \\'ays ml·n think about politics. Institutions are man­
made; unlike animals men can and do reason about their institutions; their 
institutions arc shaped by their reasoning. I lcncc men's institutions can 
largely be explained as a product of the way men think about politics. Among 
civilized peopk, reasoning about politics is expressed in philosophical beliefs 
and attitudes that arc most fully articulated by philosophers. But since men 
do not have equal po\\'cr, it is the philosophical beliefs of the rulers that are 
particularly critical. 

Thus a H.ationalist explanation might be illustrated as follows: 

Social and 
Economic 
I nsti tu tions 

Political Thcoril·s 
of Rulers 

Political 
lmtitutions 

Rationalist explanations run into a number of serious objections. First, 
men do not reason in a vacuum. vVhen they reason .1bout their political, eco­
nomic, and social institutions, thev also reason i11 these institutions. Isn't their 
thinking shaped by their instituti~ms? Second, if institutions are the product 
of reasoning, \\'by is there so much conflict over institutions? The Rationalist 
might answer that conflict is caused by "bad reasoning"; in principle, he 
might argue (as Plato docs in l\1eno) that when men reason together care­
fully they are bound to come to the same conclusion. But what causes "bad 
reasoning" about institutions, and hence conflict? Is "bad reasoning" simply 
an intellectual slip, like failing to understand the proof of a theorem in geom­
etry? Or are not the causes of different "·ays of reasoning often produced by 
the way men li\·c-that is, by their institutions? Third. is it pure accident that 101 
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in conflicts over institutions, reason so often seems to bring each person to 
a conclusion that happens to jibe ,,·ith his O\l·n matt>rial interests? Fourth, 
now that Freud and his successors ha1'C thoroughly documented what poets 
and dramatists have always kno\l'n-that Jlll\\'LTful unconscious forces often 
whip reason along like a feather in a 1rindstorm-is it realistic to explain any 
aspect of human behavior as the 11·ork of pure reason::: 

Finallv, doesn't the Rationalist explanation o\'eJ-cstimate the normal hu­
man capa~ity for reasoning logically about abstract matters? To attribute 
political decisions to the political tl11•orics of rulers is often merely to dignify 
by the word "theory" a grab-bag of prejudices, inconsistencies. su perflcial im­
pressions, and simple untutored imptdses. Indeed, most people find it very 
difficult to think abstractly about politics at all. In one study of the 1956 
presidential election in the United States, an attempt 11·as made to classify 
citizens by the extent to which their ans\l'ers concerning why they liked or 
disliked Eisenhower, Stevenson, the Repu hlican party, and the Democratic 
party gave any evidence of "ideological" thinking. E1·en under the most 
oenerous interpretation, only about I out of 6 \'oters gave an answer that 
~uggested his preferences were related in some \l'ay to ideological or philo­
sophical abstractions of any sort. Almost half the voters explained their 
preferences simply on the basis that they or people like them would be better 
off with the one or the other. About a quarter simply responded in effect by 
saying that the times were good or bad. 7 

A Materialist explanation accepts these criticisms with a vengeance. It 
holds that political institutions and ideas can be explained by the play of 
material interests. The material interests of people arc status, income and 
wealth. In general, people seek to gain more of these and to avoid losing 
what they have. In any given historical period, social and economic institu­
tions may be taken as more or less fixed. The social and economic institutions 
allocate status, income, and wealth, 11·hich are also the principal resources of 
power. People who are awarded by the social and economic institutions of 
the time the highest status, income, and wealth (and hence the greatest 
power) use their power to protect these institutions. lienee they seek to 
develop political institutions that insure their o11·n status, income, and wealth. 
They also search for ideologies that \\'ill make their rulcrship legitimate and 
hence more effective. But since social and economic institutions allocate 
status, income, and wealth unequally, people inconvenienced by the status 
quo may aspire to change the institutions in their O\\'n favor. They frequently 
develop counter-ideologies, revolutionary utopias that justify their own ulti­
mate hopes of becoming rulers. Thus the way people think about politics is 
a rationalization or defense of the political, social, and economic institutions 
that they think will maximize their O\\'n material interests. Neither rulers nor 
ruled have much difliculty in finding intellectuals 11'110 ll'ill assist them in the 
grand task of designing a suitable ideology or utopia. lienee the history of 
political philosophy is a history of grandiose rationali:tations for the material 
interests and power of rulers or for their opponents' aspirations for power, 
status, income, and wealth. 

i\ Material explanation might be illustrated, then, like this: 

7 Angus Campbell, et al., The llmeric{/11 \'oter (New York: \Niley, 1960), Table 
lOB 10-1, p. 249. 
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Pol it ica I t ill'orics 
of rukrs (idl'ologics) 
and ruled (utopias) 

Social and economic 
institutions 

' Status, income. 
\\'C<Jlth 

Political 
institutions 

The great strength of the i\ laterialist explanation is that it has its roots 
in ordinary experil·nce and common sense. It is a hard-headed. unsentimental, 
no-nonsense appeal to realism. The ways in which men earn their bread, 
gain respect, and wield power ob\"iously do inAuence their thinking about 
politics. Studies of ,·oting and public opinion from industrialized countries all 
over the world show, For example. that "the lower-income groups vote mainly 
for parties of the left. while the higher-income groups ,-ote mainly for parties 
of the right_"s Surely this is not unrelated to the fact that the parties of 
the left promise rdorms that "·ill provide material benefits to the lower­
income groups at the possihk expense of upper-income groups! 

Because of its comnHm-sense appeal. the i\hterialist explanation has 
been advanced in one form or another. no doubt, ever since men began to 
think about politics. Plato attributed a i\ laterialist explanation to Thrasym­
achus. Two millennia latl·r. it was no more than obvious common sense to 

many of the men at the t\merican Constitutional Cmn·ention. It acquired its 
most extreme and elaborate formulation at the hands oF i\-Iarx and Engels. 
Today it is official gospel in many parts oF the world. and unofficial gospel 
in others. 

Nonetheless, there arc some serious dilliculties in the i\laterialist ex­
planation. Of these, we shall consider "hat is probably the most important: 
the problem of "mis-iden ti lie a tion ... 

It is an empirical fact that people "·ho play similar roles in social and 
economic structures often conllict in their political ideas ami goals. If urban 
workers are usuallv to the left of businessmen, in e\·erv countrv in which 
free' elections arc held a sizeable minority of the work-ing class-es supports 
non-working class parties. For example. it has been estimated that nearly half 
the votes for Con scrva t i \'l' party candidates in the British general elections 
of 1945, 1950. and 1951 were cast bv manual waoe workers. and a fifth or . ~ 

more of the votes for Labor partv candidates \\Tre drawn from the middle 
classes." Morcon.·r, the chanoino fortunes of the two 11arties in these elections 

~ ~ 

did not result from marked shifts in the \\'a\' different socio-economic classes 
voted but in natioual tides that s\\·ept thro{•gh all the classes. \Vhen Labor 

8 Seymour M. Lipset, Political l\la11 (~ew York: Doubleday, 1960), pp. 223-224. 
!l John Bonham, Tl1e 1\liddle Cla~s \'ut£' (London: Faber and Faber, n.d.), 

Table 18, p. 168. 109 
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or Conservatism ,,·as on the upswing in the middle classes it ''as also on the 
upswino amono the workino classcs. 10 It is an intcrcstin\! Fact. too, that peo-o b b " . 

pie who arc "objecti,·ely" in similar social and ccon!ll11ic positions often do 
not see their positions in the same ,,·ay. for c:xampll'. among manual em­
ployees in Britain, nearly a third identify tlll'mscln·s as members of the 
middle classes; among white-collar oflicc employees. about three-fourths iden­
tify themselves as middle class "·hcrcas a ljUartl'r idcntih· thL·mseln·s as work­
ing class. 11 

Materialists seck to explain this "mis-identification" on the ground that 
some people fail to identify their social and L'Con<Hnic position "correctly." 
They could point out that in Britain and the United Stall'S blue-collar 
workers who identify themselves as "working class" arc likely to ,·ote dif­
ferently from those who identify thcmscln·s as "middle class."'~ But why do 
people in similar objective socio-economic positions identify themselves sub­
jectively in different ways? The Materialist madd ha\'l' to say: because some 
of them do not reason correctly about their experiences and their society. 

Thus simply in order to account for the plain facts of experience::_ 
amono others the fact of "mis-idcntiEcation"-thc Materialist must re-admit 

b 
reasoning into the process by which indi,·iduals make their decisions. But if 
individuals can reason about their decisions, obviouslv thcv can reason dif­
ferently about what arc their true interests, their proj;cr go;ds, the nature of 
the good life. Hence, although Materialism appears to reject the Rationalist 
explanation entirely, it re-admits some clements of Rationalism by the back 
door. What happens if material goals connict? Is there some kind of pre­
ordained hierarchy of material goals? If so, how has this hierarchy been 
established? If not, cannot people disagree whether they should prefer, say, 
wealth to power? Finally, if individuals can reason about their decisions, why 
must they necessarily conclude that their material interests-status, wealth, 
income, power-are their only values or even their most important values? 

Thus if the Rationalist explanation of the relation between ideas and 
institutions seems inadequate because it docs not satisfactorily account for 
the inAuence of institutions on ideas, the Materialist explanation seems in­
adequate because it docs not account for the inAuencc of ideas on institutions. 
Although these t\vo explanations have been presented here in somewhat ·sim­
plified form (and although there arc other explanations than these two) it is 
fair to say that the relations between political ideas and institutions are still 
imperfectly understood and a matter of sharp controversy. 

10 Ibid., p. 162. 
11 Ibid., P· 60. For similar results in the United States, see Richard Centers, Tlzc 

Psychology of Social Classes (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 19-+9). 
12 Bonham, op. cit., p. 180, and Campbell, et al., oz'· cit., Table 13-9, p. 371. 
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The study of politics holds mm:h of the shape gi,·cn to it by Aristotle, whose 
epochal works on politics and ethics arc models of breadth and depth. The 
Politics of Aristotle is, fortunately, a\"ailablc in a highly readable contempo­
rary translation with introduction, notes, and appendices by Ernest Barker 
(New York and London, Oxford llnin·rsit\' Press, 19-lS). 

Aristotle greatly profited from his gifted teacher, Plato, whose Republic 
has excited endless generations of students by its beauty, grace, imagination, 
and intellectual power. The Rcl'ublic is available in a number of translations 
that sometimes differ from one another in disconcerting ways. The most re­
cent is Tlze Republic of Plato, translated with introduction and notes by 
F. M. Corn ford (New York and London: Oxford University Press, 1945). 
In these two works Plato and Aristotle asked most of the important, interest­
ing, and persistent questions about politics that have been of concern to 
students of politics ever since. 

Comprehensi\'c modern works on political analysis are rare. In the text, 
the modern writers most frequently cited arc l\lax \;veber and Harold D. 
Lasswell. Neither, alas, is easy reading for the beginner. A good deal of 
Weber's work has been translated into English. Of particular relevance to 
political analysis is The Tl1eory of Social mul Economic Organization, trans­
lated bv A M. I lenderson and Talcott Parsons, and edited with an intro­
duction' by Parsons (New York: Oxford Uni\·crsity Press, 1947), Part III, 
"The Types of i\u!hority and lmperati\·e Coordination." See also From Max 
Vi! eber: Essays in Sociology, translated, edited, and with an introduction by 
H. H. Gerth and C. vVright Mills (New York: Oxford University Press, 
1946). The most readable of Lasswell's general works is his Politics: Who 
Gets Wlwt, \Vhen, How (New York: l\'lcGraw-1-Iill, 1936). 

Modern efforts to develop comprehensi\'e theories of politics, in addition 
to those discussed in the next section, include: C. E. Merriam, Systematic 
Politics (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 19-l5); Ernest Barker, 
Re~ections on Govermueut (New York: Oxford University Press, 1942); 
and G. E. G. Catlin, The Scieuce allCl Metlwd of Politics (New York: 
Knopf, 1927). 

There arc a number of descriptive, critical, or analytical summaries of 
political science as a field of inquiry. Coutemporary Political Science (Paris, 
Unesco, 1950) tries to summarize the state of political studies throughout 
the world. Dwight Waldo provides a special analysis for the United States 
in Political Science in the lluited States of America, A Trend Report (Paris, 
Unesco, 1956). A searching and thoughtful criticism is contained in David 
Easton, The Political System, An luc[lriry into tlJC State of Political Science 
(New York: Knopf, 1953). Sec also Charles Hyneman, Tl1e St11dy of 
Politics (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1959); Vernon Van Dyke, 
Political Science: A Philosopl1ical i\11nlysis (Stanford: Stanford University 
Press, 1960); and Researcl1 Fro11tiers iu Politics nnd Got>ermnent (Wash-
ington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1955). Ill 



The central sections of Aristotle's Politics classify political systems into 
different types and attempt to explain the conditions of stability .a_nd change. 
In the Barker edition, cited aboYc, these sections arc Book II I. " I he Theory 
of Citizenship and Constitutions"; Book I\'. ··.\l"lual Constitutions and Their 
Varieties"; Book V, "Causes of RcYolution and Cllllstitutional Change"; and 
Book VI, "Methods of Constructing Demonacie~ and Oligarchies with a 
View to Stability." 

In recent American political science, \1 hat ,\ristotle undertook in these 
four books of The Politics generally goes umlcr the name of Comparative 
Government. Although there arc innumerabk texts hearing the label Com­
parati\'e Government, most of them consist of descriptions of different na­
tional systems without much comparison m theory. :\mong the principal 
exceptions have been Carl J. Friedrich, Co11 st i tut irmnl C:oremme11t and 
Democracy (Boston: Ginn, 1941); R. i\I. i\ladn·r, TIH' \\'el1 of Gm•emme11t 
(New York: Macmillan, 1947); and F. G. \Vilson. T/H' FJcJJ/L'IIts of Modern 
Politics (New York: l\lcGraw-1 Jill, 193(>). The \·oltJml' in this series by 
Dankwart Rustow, tentati\·clv titled CoJJl}l(lratit·e (;m·emJJH'IIt (Enolcwood • n 
Cliffs, N.J.: Prenticc-1-lall, forthcoming) \\"ill also emphasill' similarities and 
differences among political systems. 

The analysis of political systems is a rapidly gro\\"ing field, particularly 
in the United States, whose emergence as a \\·mid power has suddenly con­
fronted scholars and policy-makers with the urgent need to lind answers to 
the kinds of questions Aristotle was also seekin<• to answer. i\ sionilicant ,-, t'J , 

brief, and highly readable work in the Ill'\\" spirit is Roy C. i\ lacridis, Tlze 
Swdy of Com1mrntive Govemment (Garden City. i'\'.Y.: Douhlcclay, 1955). 
Far and awav the most influential recent wmk is the \"Oiume edited bv Gabriel 
A. Almond "and James S. Coleman, T/1e Politics of tl1c Develop(llg Arens 
(Princeton: Princeton Uni\"ersity Press, 19(>0); Sl'l' particularly the opening 
chapter by Almond and the concluding chapter hy Coleman. For a short and 
frequently cited recent essay, sec David Easton "i\n Approach to the Analysis 
of Political Systems," World Politics, Vol. 9 ( 195(>-1957), pp. 383-400. 

Although notions of influence, po\\"er, and authority have been im­
portant elements in political analysis since Plato and ~\ristotle, until recently 
few political analysts made s~rious. attempts _t~l cia ril y these concepts. The 
chief exception was the English philosopher I hcHnas llobhes ( 1588-1679), 
who examined the concept of power \\"ith considerable precision in his oreat 
work, Leviathan or tl1e Matter, Forme cmd Poll'er of n ComiiiOilWe~ltlz, 
Ecclesiasticall and Civil which is available \\ ith an introduction bv Michael 
Oakeshott (New York: Macmillan, I947). The most inlluenti;~l modern 
\\'riter is Lasswell; cf. his highly abstract \\"ork with ,\braham Kaplan, Power 
and Society (New I Ia\'cn: Yale University Press, 1950). Felix E. Oppen­
heim, Dimensious of Freedom (1\'ew York: St. i\lartin's Press. I961) sets 
out clearly, though, like Lasswell abstract!~·- a numlx-r of concepts concern­
ing control, power, and freedom. A succinct discussion of a number of 
problems in obscJTing and measuring pel\\ l'r is llnhl'rt Simon's "Notes on 
the Observation and Measurement of Political Po\\"l'r." }oumnl of Politics, 
Vol. I 5, No. 4 (i\.'o\'ember, I 953 ), pp. 500-1 I(>. Smnl'\\"hat more difficult is 
James G. March "An Introduction to the Theory and i\'leasurement of Influ­
ence," American Political Science Rcvieu·, Vol. 49, 0:o. 2 (June, 1955), pp. 
43I-45l. Several attempts have been madl' to oin· mathl'matical form to 

112 measurements of power, including Robert A Dah[ "The Com·ept of Po\\"er," 
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Behat>iornl ScicHcc, Vol. 2, i'\o. 3 (July, 1957), pp. 201-215; and John C. 
Harsan vi, ·· i\ leasu rem en t of Socia I Power, Opportunity Costs, and the 
Theory of T\\"o-Person Bargaining Games,'" 13elwl'iornl Scie11ce, Vol. 7, No. I 
(January, 1962), pp. 67-80. llo\\T\"L'r, the beginning student is well­
aclvisccl to 11ass these bY unless he has a consumino interest in mathematics. 

. " It is worth mentioning Bertrand Hussd!'s rather wiclelv known book 
Poll'er (Ne\\" York: i'\orto1~. 19.i~) h,· \\"a\' of ,,·amino that it is hiohly dis-

. . 0 0 

appointing to anyone looking for conceptual clarity. though it contains some 
interesting ideas about Yarious forms of rule. 

Some of the most important recent \\"ork on influence and power consists 
of empirical studies using a ,·aricty of dilrerent methods and theories, par­
ticularly oF local communities. Flonl I Iuntcr's Comllllfllity Power Structure 
(Chapel I I ill: llniYcrsity of i\'orth Carolina Press. 1953) has been highly 
influential and much criticized .. \nother Yolumc of great influence is tke 
late C. \Vright i\lills' Tlu.> Pom·r Elite (i'Jew York: Oxford University Press, 
1957). i\ criticism oF llunter and i\lills and suggestions for a different ap­
proach \\'ill be found in R.obert :\. Dahl. "i\ Critique of the Ruling Elite 
Model," Americc111 Pol i I ical Scic 11cc Raicll', Vol. 52. No. 2 CJ une, 1958), pp. 
463-469; and Who Gorcms? (i\:e\\· llan·n: Yale Uni,·ersitv Press, 1961). 

For criticism oF some of the recent \n>rk on pow~r. sec Barrington 
Moore, Jr., Political Poll'cr a11d Social Tl1cory (Cambridge, i\lass.: 1-Iar\'ard 
Universitv Press, 1958). 

Perh~ ps the most in fluent ia I book l'\'er \\Ti tten on the characteristics of 
men in politics is The PriHce, by the great Renaissance Italian Nicolo Ma­
chiavelli ( I-+69-1527). Despite its enduring popularity. fascination, and au­
thoritv it is extremelv one-sided and uns,·stematic. Tl1e Pri11ce is available in 
many. Forms; a sing!~ volume entitled Tiu.> Pri11ce nml Tl1e Discourses, with 
an introduction bv i\Iax Lerner ( i\: l'\\" York: The i\ loci ern Library, 1940) 
has the advantaoc' of includino i\lachian·lli's most substantial though much n ~ ..... 
less well-knm\"11 work, Discourses 011 the First Tell Books of Titus Livim. 
More systematic in its treatment oF political man than Tl1e Priuce, though 
about equally one-sided, is I Iobbes' first section of Tl1e Leviathall entitled 
"Of I\/lan." I Iobbes' psychological assumptions bear a remarkable resemblance 
to the modern school oF psycholog~· oFten ca lied Beha,·iorism. 

Probably the most influential contemporary \\"riter on political man is 
Lasswell, who brings to his studies the training and theories of a psycho­
analyst. Lass\\·ell's early work, Psyclwpatlwlogy a11d Politics (Chicago: Uni­
versity of Chicago Press, 1930), is a pioneering \\"ork that remains rewarding 
reading. The most extensi\·e statement oF his more recent \"iews is contained 
in Pou·er mul Personality (i'\e\\· York: i'\orton, 19-lS). \\There Lasswell relied 
ori clinical evidence CCl\"Cring a fc\\· individuals, the development of scientific 
sample surveys of public opinion has made it possible to acquire extensive if 
often more superficial kno\\·kdge of the political vie\\·s and activities of differ­
ent segments of the general population. The most comprehensive summary 
and analysis of survey results is Robert Lane, Political Life (Glencoe, Ill.: 
The Free Press, 1959). Some of the essavs of S. i\'1. Lipset in his collection 
entitled Political A1an (i'\ew York: Doublcdav, 1960) also use survey data 
to explore the characteristics of lwruo politicu~. There has been a se~ies of 
studies of electoral participation and attitudes of \"Oters in elections both 
here and abroad; the most recent and most comprehcnsi,·c is A. Campbell, 
et al., The Americnr1 Voter (New York: \Vile,·. !960). 113 
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Some \\'riters have recently tried to pwhc politiL·;tl nLin much more 
dccplv than sun·cy methods permit. b~· an;Ih ;in~ kn~tll\· intL'ITie\vs with 
a sm~ll number of individuals-e.g., l\1. Brt'\\stcr Smith. Jerome S. Bruner 
and Robert \V. vVhite, OJ'illiOIIS allCI PerSOIIlllitl ':'\L'\\ York: \Viky. 1956); 
and Robert E. Lane, Political Idcolog,y: \\'liy tire ;\ruaicau Corrn11orz 1Vlall 
Believes Hl/znt He Does (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press. ILJh:?.). 

In approaching the concepts of conflict and stahilit~. prohably the best 
starting point is Book V of Aristotle's Politics, cited ahoH·: "Causes of Revolu­
tions and Constitutional Change." 

In Tlze Fmzctions of Social Corz~ict (London: Houtkdgc and Kcgan 
Paul, 1956) Lewis Coser seeks to bring up to date the contributions to the 
study of conflict of the German sociologist Ceorg Simmel: Cosl'f emphasizes 
the mechanisms of conflict and adjustment more than the conditions and 
causes of conflict. R. Dahrendorf, Class nllll Cla.~s Co11~ict i11 I 11cl11strial So­
cieties (Stanford: Stanford U ni\·ersity Press, 1959) examines the relevance 
of the Marxian analysis of class structures in \\·hat he calls "post-capitalist" 
societies. In Orga11i:atiolls (New York: Wiley, 195H) J. i\larch and I I. Simon 
focus in several chapters on problems of conflict and adjustment in organiza­
tions; cf. especially Chapter 5, "Conflict in Organizations." 

James Coleman, Corrmzzmity Coll{Iict (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 
I957), brings together a large number of studies oF conflicts in American 
communities, analyzes them with considerable insight, and suggests a theorv 
to explain the rise and course of conflicts in communities. • 

The prerequisites for stability of popular gmTrnmcnts arc examined in 
Almond and Coleman, Tlze Politics of the DcJ•clopin!!, 1\rcns, and in Lipset's 
Political l\1a11, particularly Part I, 'The Conditions oF the Democratic Order." 
By intensively studying a trade union with a \\·cll-dc\Tiopcd t\\'o-party system, 
Lipset, Coleman, and 1\il. A Trow develop highly rele\·ant data and theory 
about the conditions of stable democracy in ll11ion Derrwcmcy, Tire lntenwl 
Politics of the lntemational Typograplzers l111ion (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free 
Press, I956). 

The ancient question explored by Plato, of the relationship between 
different kinds of political systems and different kinds of character or per­
sonality, occupies an important place in modern political analysis. T/ze Au­
tlwritarian Persollnlity by T. W. Adorno, Else Frenkei-Bruns\\·ik, Daniel J. 
Levinson, and R. Nevitt Sanford (New York: I larper, 1950) is psychoana­
lytic in its appn~a~h a_n_d has stimulated a \'ast am:llll~t _of nc\\' research and 
analysis, some of It critical. Sec, for example, H. Chnst1e and Marie Jahoda 
(eds.), Studies in tlw Scope and Method of "The lllltlwritarian Personality" 
(Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, I 954). The exact relation bet\\'een personality 
factors and specific political acts is a matter of considerable dispute. Campbell, 
et al., in The American Voter, express doubt that personality is closely related 
to votino choices; sec Cha1Jtcr I8, "Pcrsonalitv Factors in Votino Behavior." 0 . ,., 

On more comprehensive ideological orientations to\\'ard democracy, commu-
nism, conservatism, and reformism, the connections seem to be clearer. See, 
for example, Herbert l\1cCioskcy, "ConseJTatism and Personality," American 
Political Science Rel'iew, Vol. 52, No. I (i\1arch, 1958), pp. 27-45; Gabriel 
A Almond, The Appeals of Cmrzmwzisw (Princeton: Princeton University 
Press, I954); and Lipset, "Working Class ,\uthoritarianism," in Political M.mz. 

Political evaluation and decision arc, as Chapter 8 of this text indicates, 
114 matters of considerable controversy. l\1ost of the writing on this question is 
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either highly technical or highly polemical. i\;onetheless, one can gain a fair 
picture of the issues and proposL·d ans\\'ers bv consultino several of the 

• 0 
follo\\'ing. ;\mold Brecht's Political Theory, The For111clntiolls of Tweutietl1 
Ceutury Political Tlwught (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1959) is 
an CXtensin: Statement or thL' issues, the histon· of the Conflict, the different 
vie\\'S, and his m\·n position, whil-h he t·alls. Scientific Value Relativism. 
T. D. \\!eldon, The \'ocnlmlnry v{ Politics (llarmondsworth, England: Pen­
guin Books, 1953) takes a position some\\·hat like that of Brecht. 

The most thoroughgoing criticism of the Empiricist position is contained 
in Herbert J. Storing (ed.). Essays 011 the Scie11ti{ic Study of Politics (New 
York: I lolt, Rinehart and \Vinston, J9(,J ), \\·hich contains four essays criti­
cally examining the ,·oting studies and the theories of llerbert Simon, Arthur 
F. Bentley and llarold Lass\\'ell. together \\'ith a final essay by Leo Strauss. 
Perhaps the most important statement by a leading Trans-empiricist is Leo 
Strauss' Natural Hi.t:ht aiiLI T listory (Chicago: Uni,·ersity of Chicago Press, 
1953). Sec also Erich Voegdin's highly polemical essay, Tire New Science 
of Politics (Chicaoo: Uni\Trsit\' or Chica!_!O Press, 1952) . .n ~ L ~ 

Some aspects or the debate will he found in the exchange between 
F. E. Oppenheim "The Natural La\\· Thesis," II. Jaffa, "Comment on Op­
penheim," and Oppcnllt'im's "Non·Cogniti\·ist Rebuttal,'' all in the Americmr 
Political Science Ret•ieH', Vol. 5 I. No. I (l\ Ian: h. 1957), pp. 41-68. 

In order to thread his "·ay through this dinicult and sometimes tedious 
debate the heoinner mav find it hcl1lful to consult a standard text on ethics-, ~ . 
for example, \V. Sellers and J. llospers (nls.), Hencli11gs i11 Etlricnl Tlreory 
(New York: Appleton-Ccntury-C'rofts, 1952), or L. J. Binkley, Col/tempo­
rary Ethical Theories (New York: Citadel Press. 1961). Some understanding 
of the nature of modern science as interpreted by contemporary philosophers 
of sdencc is also useful. Prohahlv the best dcmentarv text is Morris R. Cohen 
and Ernest Nagel .. A11 l11trodu~ticm to Lo.t:ic mrd Scientific Metlrocl (New 
York: I larcourt, Brace, 19:H). t\ delightful statement of what science is all 
about by a \\'riter who happens to be both a physicist and a successful play­
wright is Jacob Bronowski. Tire Cm11111011 Se11se of Scieuce (Cambridge, 
Mass.: I Iarvard Uni\·ersit\· Press, 1913). Dinicult but rewarding arc Herbert 
Fcigl and May Brodbecl~ (eds.). lkadill.f!,S ill tire Plrilosopl1\' of Scie11ce 
(New York: i\ppleton-Century-Crofts. 1953); Karl Popper, Tlw Logic of 
Scieutific Discol'ery (New York: Basic Books. 1959): R. B. Braithwaite, 
Scieuti{lc Explmwt io11 (Cambridge. England: Cambridge University Press, 
1953); and Ernest Nagel, The Structure of Scicuce (New York: Harcourt, 
Brace and World, 1961 ), especially Chapters 13, "i\lcthodological Problems 
of the Social Sciences"; 1-J., "Explanation and Understanding in the Social 
Sciences"; and 15, "Problems in the Logic of I listorical Inquiry." 
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