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POWER: A RADICAL VIEW

1 Introduction

This chapter presents a conceptual analysis of power. Init I'shall
argue for a view of power (that is, a way of identifying it) which
is radical in both the theoretical and political senses (and I take
these senses in this context to be intimately related). The view 1
shall defend is, 1 shall suggest, ineradicably evaluative and
‘essentially contested” (Gallie 1955-6)" on the one hand; and
empirically applicable on the other. I'shall try to show why this
view is superior to alternative views. I'shall further defend its
evaluative and contested character as no defect, and I shall
argue that it is ‘operational’, that is, empirically useful in that
hypotheses can be framed in terms of it that are in principle
verifiable and falsifiable (despite currently canvassed arguments
to the contrary). And I shall even give examples of such hypo-
theses — some of which T shall go so far as to claim to be true.

In the course of my argument, I shall touch on a number
of issues — methodological, theoretical and political. Among
the methodological issues are the limits of behaviourism, the
role of values in explanation, and methodological individual-
ism. Among the theoretical issues are questions about the limits
or bias of pluralism, about false consciousness and about real
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interests. Among the political issues are the famous three key
issuc arcas studied by Robert Dahl (Dahl 1961) in New Haven
(urban redevelopment, public education and political nomina-
tions), poverty and race relations in Baltimore, and air pollu-
tion. These matters will not be discussed in their own right, but
merely alluded to at relevant points in the argument. That argu-
ment 1s, of 1ts very nature, controversial. And indeed, thatitisso
is an essential part of my case.

The argument starts by considering a view of power and
related concepts which has deep historical roots (notably 1 the
thought of Max Weber) and achieved great influence among
American political scientists in the 1960s through the work of
Dahl and his fellow pluralists. That view was criticized as super-
ficial and restrictive, and as leading to an unjustified celebration
of American pluralism, which it portrayed as meeting the
requirements of democracy, notably by Peter Bachrach and
Morton S. Baratz in a famous and influential article, “The Two
Faces of Power’ (1962) and a second article (Bachrach and
Baratz 1963), which were later incorporated (in modified form)
in their book Power and Poverty (1970). Their argument was
m turn subjected to vigorous counter-attack by the pluralists,
especially Nelson Polsby (1968), Raymond Wolfinger (19714,
1971b) and Richard Merelman (1968a, 1968b); but it has also
attracted some very interesting defences, such as that by Freder-
ick Frey (1971) and at least one extremely interesting empirical
application, in Matthew Crenson’s book The Un-Politics of Air
Pollution (Crenson 1971). My argument will be that the plural-
ists’ view was indeed madequate for the reasons Bachrach and
Baratz advance, and that their view gets further, but that 1t in
turn does not get far enough and is in need of radical toughening.
My strategy will be to sketch three conceptual maps, which will,
I hope, reveal the distinguishing features of these three views of
power: that 1s, the view of the pluralists (which I shall call the
one-dimensional view); the view of their critics (which I shall
call the two-dimensional view); and a third view of power
{which I shall call the three-dimensional view). I shall then dis-
cuss the respective strengths and weaknesses of these three views,
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and I'shall try to show, with examples, that the third view allows
one to give a deeper and more satisfactory analysis of power
relations than either of the other two.

2 The One-Dimensional View

This is often called the ‘pluralist’ view of power, but that label is
already misleading, since it is the aim of Dahl, Polsby, Wolfinger
and others to demonstrate that power (as they identify it) is, in
fact, distributed pluralistically in, for instance, New Haven and,
more gencrally, in the United States’ political system as a whole.
To speak, as these writers do, of a ‘pluralist view’ of, or ‘pluralist
approach’ to, power, or of a ‘pluralist methodelogy’, is to imply
that the pluralists’ conclusions are already built into their con-
cepts, approach and method. I do not, in fact, think that this
is so. I think that thesc are capable of generating non-pluralist
conclusions in certain cases. Their view yields elitist conclu-
sions when applied to elitist decision-making structures, and
pluralist conclusions when applied to pluralist decision-making
structures (and also, as I shall argue, pluralist conclusions when
applied to structures which it identifies as pluralist, but other
views of power do not). So, in attempting to characterize it,
I shall identify its distinguishing features independently of the
pluralist conclusions it has been used to reach.

In his early article “The Concept of Power’, Dahl describes his
‘Intuitive idea of power’ as ‘something like this: 4 has power over
B to the extent that he can get B to do something that B would
not otherwise do’ (Dahl 1957, in Bell, Edwards and Harrison
Wagner (eds) 1969: 80). A little later in the same article he de-
scribes his ‘intuitive view of the power relation’ slightly differ-
ently: it seemed, he writes, ‘to involve a successful attemptby 4 to
get a to do something he would not otherwise do’ (ibid., p. 82).
Note that the first statement refers to A’s capacity (“... to the
extent that he can get B to do something . . ."), while the second
specifiesasuccessful attempt — this, of course, being thedifference
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between potential and actual power, between its possession and
its exercise. Itis the latter — the exercise of power — which is cen-
tral to this view of power (in reaction to the so-called ‘elitists’’
focus on power reputations). Dahl's central method in Who Goo-
erns? 1s to ‘determine for each decision which participants had
initiated alternatives that were finally adopted, had vetoed
alternatives initiated by others, or had proposed alternatives
that were turned down. These actions were then tabulated as
individual “successes” or “defeats”. The participants with the
greatest proportion of successes out of the total number of suc-
cesses were then considered to be the most influenaal’ (Dahl
1961: 336).” In short, as Polsby writes, ‘In the pluralist approach

. an attempt 1s made to study specific outcomes in order
to determine who actually prevails in community decision-
making’ (Polsby 1963:113). The stress here is on the study of
concrete, observable behaviour. The researcher, according to
Polsby, ‘should study aetual behavior, either at first hand or
by reconstructing behavior from documents, informants, news-
papers, and other appropriate sources’ (ibid., p. 121). Thus the
pluralist methodology, in Merelman’s words, ‘studied actual
behavior, stressed operational definitions, and turned up evi-
dence. Most important, it seemed to produce reliable conclu-
sions which met the canons of science’ (Merelman 1968a: 451).

(It should be noted that among pluralists, ‘power’, ‘influence’,
etc., tend to be used interchangeably, on the assumption that
there is a ‘primitive notion that.seems to hie behind all of these
concepts’ (Dahl 1957, in Bell, Edwards and Harrison Wagner
(eds) 1969: 80). Who Governs? speaks mainly of ‘influence’, while
Polsby speaks mainly of ‘power’.)

The focus on observable behaviour in identifying power
involves the pluralists in studying deession-making as their central
task. Thus for Dahl power can be analysed only after ‘careful
examination of a series of concrete decisions’ (1958:466); and

Polsby writes

one can conceive of ‘power’ — ‘influence’ and ‘control’ are
serviceable synonyms — as the capacity of one actor to do

17



Power

something affecting another actor, which changes the prob-
able pattern of specified future events. This can be envisaged
most easily in a decision-making situation.  (1963: 3—4)

and he argues that identifying ‘who prevails in decision-making’
seems ‘the best way to determine which individuals and groups
have “more” power in social life, because direct conflict between
actors presents a situation most closely approximating an
experimental test of their capacities to affect outcomes’ (p. 4).
As this last quotation shows, it is assumed that the ‘decisions’
invelve ‘direct’, i.e. actual and observable, conflict. Thus Dahl
maintains that one can only strictly test the hypothesis of a
ruling class if there are ‘... cases involving key political deci-
sions in which the preferences of the hypothetical ruling elite
run counter to those of any other likely group that might be
suggested’, and ‘... in such cascs, the preferences of the clite
regularly prevail’ (Dahl 1958: 466). The pluralists speak of the
decisions being about issues in selected [key] ‘issue-areas’ —
the assumption again being that such issues are controversial
and. involve actual conflict. As Dahl writes, it is ‘a necessary
though possibly not a sufficient condition that the key issuc
should involve actual disagreement in preferences among two
or more groups’ (p. 467).

So we have seen that the pluralists see their focus on behaviour
in the making of decisions over key or important issues as invol-
ving'actual, observable conflict. Note that this implication is not
required by either Dahl’s or Polshy’s definition of power, which
merely require that 4 can or does succeed in affecting what B
does. And indeed in Who Governs? Dahl is quite sensitive o
the operation of power or influence in the absence of conflict:
indeed he even writes that a ‘rough test of a person’s overt or
covert influence is the frequency with which he successfully
Initiates an important policy over the opposition of others, or
vetoes policies initiated by others, or initiates a policy where no oppo-
sition appears [sic)’ (Dahl 1961:66).” This, however, is just one
among a number of examples of how the text of Who Governs?
is more subtle and profound than the general conceptual and

18

Power: A Radical View

methodological pronouncements of its author and his collea-
g;ucsjL it is in contradiction with their conceptual framework
and their methodology. In other words, it represents an insight
which this one-dimensional view of power is unable to exploit.

Condlict, according to that view, is assumed to be crucial in
providing an experimental test of power attributions: without it
the exercise of power will, it scems to be thought, fail to show up.
What is the conflict between? The answer is: between prefer-
ences, that are assumed to be consciously made, exhibited in
actions, and thus to be discovered by observing people’s behav-
iour. Furthermore, the pluralists assume that interests are to be
understood as policy preferences — so that a conflict of interests
is equivalent to a conflict of prefercnces. They are opposed
to any suggestion that interests might be unarticulated or un-
ohservable, and above all, to the idea that people might act-
ually be mistaken about, or unaware of, their own interests.
As Polsby writes

rejecting this presumption of ‘objectivity of interests’, we may
view instances of intraclass disagreement as intraclass conflict
ofinterests, and interclass agreement as interclass harmony of
interests. To maintain the opposite seems perverse. If infor-
mation about the actual behavior of groups in the commun-
ity is not considered relevant when it is different from the
rescarcher’s expectations, then it is impossible ever to dis-
prove the empirical propositions of the stratification theory
[which postulate class interests], and they will then have to
be regarded as metaphysical rather than empirical state-
ments. The presumption that the ‘real” interests of a class can
be assigned to them by an analyst allows the analyst to charge
‘false class consciousness’ when the class in question disagrees
with the analyst.  (Polsby 1963:22-3)°

Thus I conclude that this first, one-dimensional; view of
power involves a focus on behaviour in the making of decisions on
issues over which there is an observable conflict of {subjective)
interests, seen as express policy preferences, revealed by political
participation.
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3 The Two-Dimensional View

1s restrictive and, in virtue of that fact glves a mlsleadlngly san-
gulne pluralist picture of American polmcs “Power, they claim,
has o two faces. The first face is that already considered, accordmg
to which power is totally embodied and fully reflected in ““con-
crete. decisions” or in activity bearing directly upon their
making’ (1970: 7). As they write

Of course power is exercised when A participates in the
making of decisions that affect B. Power is also exercised
when A4 devotes his energies to creating or reinforcing social
and political values and institutional practices that limit the
scope of the political process to public consideration of only
those issues which are comparatively innocuous to A. To the
extent that A4 succeeds in doing this, B is prevented, for all
practical purposes, {from bringing to the fore any issues that

might in their resolution be seriously detrimental to A’s set of

preferences.  (p.7)

Their ‘central point’ 1s this: ‘to the extent that a person
or group — consciously or unconsciously — creates or reinforces
barrmrs to the public airing of policy conflicts, that person or
group has power’ (p. 8}, and they cite Schattschneider’s famous
and often-quoted words:

All forms of political organization have a bias in favour of the
exploitation of some kinds of conflict and the suppression
of others, because organization s the mobilization of bias. Some
issues are organized into politics while others are organized
out. {Schattschneider 1960: 71)

The mmportance of Bachrach and Baratz’s work is that they
bring this crucially important idea of the ‘mobilization of bias’
into the discussion of power. Lt is, in their words,

Power: A Radical View

a set of predominant values, beliefs, rituals, and institutional
procedures (‘rules of the game’) that operate systematically
and consistently to the benefit of certain persons and groups
at the expense of others. Those who benefit are placed in a pre-
ferred position to defend and promote their vested interests.
More often than not, the ‘status quo defenders’ are a minority
or elite group within the population in question. Elitism,
however, is neither foreordained nor omnipresent: as oppo-
nents of the war in Viet Nam can readily attest, the mobiliza-
tion of bias can and frequently does benefit a clear majority.
(1970:43—4)

What, then, does this second, two-dimensional view of power
amount to? What does its conceptual map look like? Answering
this question poses a difficulty because Bachrach and Baratz use
the term ‘power’ in two distinct senses. On the one hand, they
use it in a general way to refer to all forms of successful control
by 4 over B — that is, of 4’s securing £’s compliance. Indeed,
they develop a whole typology (which is of great interest) of
forms of such control — forms that they see as types of power in
cither of its two faces. On the other hand, they label one
of these types ‘power’ — namely, the securing of compliance
through the threat of sanctions. In expounding their position,
we can, however, easily eliminate this confusion by continuing
to speak of the first sense as ‘power’, and by speaking of the
second as ‘coercion’.

Their typology of ‘power’, then, embraces coercion, influ-
ence, authority, force and manipulation Coercion, as we have

‘actlon between A and B’ (p- 24) Inﬂuence exists where A w1th-
out resorting to either a tacit or an overt threat of severe depriva-
tlonwéwauses [B] o change his course of action’ (p.30). In a
situation mvolvmg gﬂg@w ‘B con_l!__ﬂes because he recognises
that [4’s] command is reasonable in ferms of his own values’ —

either because its content is legitimate and reasonable or because
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it has been alrivcd at through a leqil’imatc mld re Zl\OIldblC

, “an amcct or sub -C oncqpt of force (and dlqnnct
hom coercion, influence and authority), since here * compliance

18 toxthcommg in the absence of rG(O&nlthll on the Comph(r 8

upon"h m (ﬁmfg T

‘he central thrust of Bachrach and Baratz’s critique of the
pluralists’ one-dimensional view of power is, up to a point, an/;-
behavioural: that is, they claim that it _‘unduly emphzmscs the
importance of initiating, du:ldmg, and vetoing’ and, as a_rcsult

aLes no account of thc fact that powcr may be, and oﬂcn 1,

e

R———

1h( 1T book — In response to critics who malnt”un(d tlnt 1fB faxls
to act because he anticipates 4’s reaction, nothing has occurred
and one has a ‘non-event’, incapable of empirical verification)
that thetr so-called nondecisions which confine the scopt of
decision- makmg are thcmselvm (obscrvablc) a’e . These,
however, may not be overt or spcmhc to a glven 1%110 or even
consciously taken to exclude potential challengery, of whom the
status quo defenders may well be unaware. Such unawareness
‘does not mean, however, that the dominant group will refrain
from making nondecisions that protect or promote their domi-
nance. Simply supporting the established political process tends
to have this effect’ (p. 50).

A satisfactory analysis, then, of two-di
**volvecz exammmq both a’mxmn-ma/’mg an

lonal power in-
nondecision-making.
W

i

a nondecmon 15 ‘a decmon that resultb In suppression or thwart—
ing of a latent or manifest challenge to the values or inter-
ests-of the decision-maker’ (p. 44). Thus, nondecision-making is
‘ameans by which demands for change in the existing allocation
of benefits and privileges in the community can be suffocated
before they are even voiced; or kept covert; or killed before they
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gain access to the relevant decision-making arena; or, failing all
these things, maimed or destroyed in the decision- -implementing
stage of the policy process’ (p. 44).

In part, Bachrach and Baratz are, in effect, redefining the
houndaries of what is to count as a political issue. For the plural-
ists those boundaries are set by the political system being
observed, or rather by the elites within it: as Dahl writes, ‘a poli-
tcal issue can hardly be said to exist unless and until it com-
mands the attention of a significant segment of the political
stratum’ (Dahl 1961:92). The observer then picks out certain
of these issues as obviously important or ‘key’ and analyses
decision-making with respect to them. For Bachrach and Baratz,
hy contrast, it is crucially important to identify polential issues
which nondecision-making prevents from being actual. In their
view, therefore, ‘important” or ‘key’ issues may be actual or,
most probably, potential ~ a key issue being ‘one that involves
a genuine challenge to the resources of power or authority of
those who currently dominate the process by which policy out-
puts in the system are determined’, that is, ‘a demand for endur-
ing transformation in both the manner in which values are
allocated in the polity . . . and the value allocation itself’
{(Bachrach and Baratz 1970: 47-8).

Despite this crucial difference with the pluralists, Bachrach
and Baratz’s analysis has one significant feature in common with
theirs: namely, the stress on actual, observable conflict, overt or
covert. Just as the pluralists hold that power in decision-making
only shows up where there is conflict, Bachrach and Baratz
assume the same to be true in cases of nondecision- making.
Thus they write that if ‘there is no conflict, overt or covert, the
presumption must be that there is consensus on the prevailing
allocation of values, in which case nondecision- making is impos-
sible’ (p. 49). In the absence of such conflict, they argue, ‘there is
no way accurately to judge whether the thrust of a decision
really is to thwart or prevent serious consideration of a demand
for change that is potentially threatening to the decision-maker’
(p-50). If ‘there appears to be universal acquiescence in the
status quo’, then it will not be possible ‘to determine empirically
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whether the consensus is genuine or instead has been enforced
through nondecision-making’ ~ and they rather quaintly add
that ‘analysis of this problem is beyond the reach of a politi-
cal analyst and perhaps can only be fruitfully analysed by a
philosopher’ (p. 49).

This last remark seems to suggest that Bachrach and Baratz
are unsure whether they mean that nondecision-making power
cannot be exercised in the absence of observable conflict or that
we could never know if it was. However that may be, the conflict
they hold to be necessary is between the interests of those engaged
in nondecision-making and the interests of those they exclude
from a hearing within the political system. How are the latter
interests to be identified? Bachrach and Baratz answer thus:

the observer

must determine if those persons and groups apparently dis-
favored by the mobilization of bias have grievances, overt or
covert ... overt grievances arc those that have already been
" expressed and have generated an issue within the political
system, whereas covert ones are still gutside the system.

The latter have ‘not been recognized as *‘worthy” of public atten-
tion and controversy’, but they are ‘observable in their aborted
form to the investigator’ (p. 49). In other words, Bachrach and
Baratz have a wider concept of ‘interests’ than the pluralsts —
though it remains a concept of subjective rather than objec-
tive interests. Whereas the pluralist considers as interests the
policy preferences exhibited by the behaviour of all citizens
who are assumed to be within the political system, Bachrach
and Baratz also consider the preferences exhibited by the beha-
viour of those who are partly or wholly excluded from the politi-
cal system, in the form of overt or covert grievances. In both
cases the assumption is that the interests are consciously articu-
lated and observable.

So 1 conclude that the two-dimensional view of power
involves a qualified critique of the behavioural focus of the first view

Power: A Radical View

(I say qualified because 1t 1s still assumed that nondecision-
making is a form of decision-making) and it allows for considera-
tion of the ways in which decisions are prevented from being taken
on potential issues over which there is an observable conflict of (sub-
jective) interests, seen as embodied in express policy preferences
and sub-political grievances.

4 The Three-Dimensional View

There is no doubt that the two-dimensional view of power repre-
sents a major advance over the one-dimensional view: it incor-
porates into the analysis of power relations the question of the
control over the agenda of politics and of the ways in which
potential issues are kept out of the political process. None the
less, it is, in my view, inadequate on three counts.

In the ﬁrsl place 1ts Clitique ofbchaviourism is too qualiﬁed

ism - thatis, to the study (fovcrt ‘actual b behawoul . of which

‘ conc‘retc decmom n s1tuat10ns of conflict are seen as par adlg-

-m._._.,.ﬂ..k_w—.v_m..,...‘.._

dlterxlatlves whereas the’“ﬁaq of the system can be mob1117ed

rerated and reinforced 1 n ‘ways that are neltﬁmnsuousfy
chosen nor the intended result of particular indiiduals choices.

AsBachrach and Baratz themselves maintain, the domination of
defenders of the status quo may be so secure and pervasive that
they are unaware of any potential challengers to their position
and thus of any alternatives to the existing political process,
whose bias they work to maintain. As ‘students of power and its
consequences’, they write, ‘our main concern is not whether the

defenders of the status quo use their power consciously, but
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rather if and how they exercise it and what cffects it has on the
political process and other actors within the system’ (Bachrach
and Baratz 1970: 50).

Moreover, the bias of the system is not sustained simply by a
series of 1nd1v1dually chosen acts, but also, most 1mportantlv@_§by

the soetatty-structured an culturally patterne

groups, and pmctlccs of institutions, which may ‘Tndeed b(‘ man—_'

ifested by individuals’ inaction. Bachrach and Baratz follow the
piura.lists in adopting too methodologically individualist a view
of power. In this both parties follow in the steps of Max Weber,
for whom power was the probability of indwiduals realizing their

wills despite the resistance of others, whereas the power to con-
‘trol the agenda of politics and exclude potential issues cannot be
adequately analysed unless it 13 sccn as a function of collective
forces and social arrangem(‘nts " There are, in fact, two separ-
able cases here. 1F1rs€\ there is the phenomenon of collective
action, where the policy .9.{,.9“?%*3,,9&4 collectivity (whether a
group, c¢.g. a class, or an institution, e.g. a political party or an
industrial corporation) ijﬁy{n’inifcst but not_attributable to

particular individuals” decisions or hehaviour Se con‘@l there is
tle_phenomenon of * systermc or owamlauonal cﬂects wherf

th(‘ form ofordamzatlon ()t course, such. (‘OllCCllVltl( s and mga—
nizations arc mMade” Up 6l individuals — but the power they exer-
cise cannot be simply conceptualized in terms of individuals’
decisions or behaviour. As Marx succinety put it, ‘Men make
their own history but they do not make it just as they please;
they do not make it under circumstances chosen by them-
selves, but under Clrcumstanccs directly encountered, given and
transmitted from the past.® /g}

The second count on which the two- dimensional view of
power is inadequate 1s in 1t§ assoc1at10n of power with act
observable conflict. In this respect also the pluralists’ critics
follow their adversaries too closely” (and both in turn again
follow Weber, who, as we have seen, stressed the realization of
one’s will, despufe the resistance 0}‘ other. x) lh1s insi ctual

Conﬂlct as essentl

Power: A Radical View

The hrqt is that, on Bachrach and Baratz’s own analysis, two
of the typ_q of power may not involve such conﬂut‘namclv
mmupuhtlon and duthont} ~ which thcy conceive as ‘agree-
ment based upon reason’ (Bachrach and Baratz 1970:20),
though clsewhere they speak of it as involving a ‘possible conflict
of values’ (p. 37).

The second reason why the insistence on actual and observa-
ble Conﬂ;”?t“;vﬂfl"f HB?H'O 18 simply that it iq highly unmtisfactorxto

Fo put the matter shaxply, A may cxercise power over B by 5€t~
ting him to do what he does not want to do, but he also exercises

power over him by influencing, shaping or determining his very

wants. Indeed, s it not the supreme exercise of power to get

another or others to have the desires you want them to have —
that is, to secure their compliance by controlling their thoughts
and desires? One does not have to go to the lengths of talking
about Brave New World, or the world of B. F. Skinner, to sec this:
thought control takes many less total and more mundane forms,
through the control of information, through the mass media and
through the processes of socialization. Indeed, ironically, there
are some cxcellent descriptions of this phenomenon in Who
Governs? Consader the picture of the rule of the ‘patricians’ in the
carly nineteenth century: “T'he clite seems to have possessed that
most indispensable of all characteristics in a dominant group —
the sense, shared not only by themsclves but by the populace,
that their claim to govern was legitimate’ (Dahl 1961: 17). And
Dahl also sees this phenomenon at work under modern ‘plural-
ist’ conditions: leaders, he says, ‘do not merely respond to the pre-
ferences of constituents; leaders also shape references’ (p. 164},
and, again, ‘almost the entire adult population has been sub-

jected to some degree of indoctrination through the schools’

(p.317), ctc. The trouble seems to be that both Bachrach and
Baratz and the pluralists suppose_that because power, as they

1t, ' only shows up in cases of actual conﬂlct 1t fol-
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1gnorc the ¢ c1uc1al point that the most effective and m'ﬂdlous use
ofpowcr is to prevent such conflictrom arising in the. ﬁISt placc
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tual conflict 1s necessary to power. But thlS is to




Power

* The third count on which the two-dimensional view of power
is inadequate is closely linked to the second: namely, its insis-
tence that nondecmon maklng power only ex1st< wherc ther

then hc must assume there is a ‘genuine’ consensus on thc prL-
vailing allocation of values. To put this another way, it is here
assumed that t if people feel feel no drlevances then thcy have 1o

mterests that are harmed by the use of pe power “But this s also

5 grlcvancc —an ar Llculated dcmand bdst on polmcal knowl—
edge an undirected complaint arising out of everyday experi-
ence, a vague feeling of unease or sense of deprivation? (See

#_Lipsitz 1970. ;{Sﬁ:mcmgng;:égand more important, is it not the supreme
and most insidious exercise of power to prevent people, to what-
ever degree, from having grievances by shaping their percep-
tions, cognitions and preferences in such a way that they accept
their role in the existing order of things, either because they
can sec or imagine no alternative to it, or because they see it as
natural and unchangeable, or because they value it as divinely
ordained and beneficial? To assume that the absence of griev-
ancce ngal __gﬂenumc Consensus'

been successtully averted — though there remains here an 1mph-
cit reference to potential conflict. This potential, however, may
never in fact be actualized. What one may have here is a
ﬁaz‘e:Mg[lwt ,7wh1<:h consists in a contradiction between the inter-

’(. * ests of those se exercising power and the veal i znterem of thoqe they

exclude " These latter may not express or even be conscious of
thc1r interests, but, as I shall argue, the identification of those
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interests ultimately always rests on empirically supportable and
refutable hypotheses.
The distinctive features of the three views of power presented

above are summarized below.

F One-Dimensional View of Power

Focuson (a) behaviour
(b) dec181011,_maul>1ng
(c)  (key) issues
(d) observable (overt) conflict
(e) (s ub]gctlvcl interests, seen as policy preferences
revealed by political participation
& Two-Dimensional View of Power
(Qualified) critique of behavioural focus
Focus on (a)  decision-making and nondecision-making
(b) issues and po_t.cuti.a_l,,iS.s,ucs
(c)
(d) (s11”_lcm_t1vc~) 111ter€qts scen as pohcy preferences

or grle ances

Three-Dimenstonal View of Power
Critique of behavioural focus
Focuson (a)  decision-making and control over p,Q_ljtical

(b) issues es and pote ntml issues

(c)  observable (overtor Covcrt), and latent conflict

(d) Sub)CLUVC and rcal interests

5 The Underlying Concept of Power

One feature which these three views of power share is their
evaluative character: each arises out of and operates within a
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