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TWO FACES OF POWER?

PeTER BacHracH aND MorTON S, BaRATZ
Bryn Mawr College

The runcept of power remains elusive despite
the recent and prolific outpourings of case
studies an community power. Jts elusiveness is
dramalically demonstrated by the regularity of
disagveeilent as to the locus of community
power intween the sociologists and the political
scienti=t=. Sociologically ariented researchers
have consistentiy found that power is highly
cenfraliznd, while scholars trained in political
selghec bave just a5 regularly concluded that in
“thelr’ communities power is widely diffused.?
Pre=utnably, this explains why the latter group
styles ilsell “pluralist,’’ its counterpart “‘eli-
tist.”

There seems ne room for doubt that the
sharply divergent findings of the two groups are
the praduet, not of sheer coincidence, but of
funelatneatal differences in both their under-
lying a==umptions and researeh methodaology.
The political scientists have contended that
these diflerenees in findings can be explained by
tha faulty approach and presuppositions of the
socivlorists. We contend in this paper that the
plurali-t= thetselves have not grasped the
whole truth of the matter; that while their
eriticizins of the elitists are sound, they, like the
eliti=ts, utilize an approach and assumptions

UThi= paper is au outgrowth of 4 serminar in
Pral:lewis of Pawer in Contemporary Society,
conductod jaintly by the authors for graduate
students aud undergraduate majors in political
seletice tnd ceonormies.

2 Connsre, Tor example, the sociological studies
of Flovel 1Tunder, Community Power Struciure
{Chopel THL,  1953); Raoland Pellegrini and

Charles [T, Contes, “Absentee-Owned Corpora-
tion- wosd Comtunity Power Structure,” Awmer-
fenn Jornal of Seclolegy, Vol. 61 (March 1956),
pro. 413 1%; and Robert O, Schulze, “Economic
Domitanix aml Community Pawer Structure,”
Amerigin Secinlugieal Review, Vol. 23 (February
19538Y, 1ip. 3-9; with political science studies of
Wallace B, Sayre and Herbert Kaufman, Govern-
i New Yeark City (New York, 1960); Robert Al
DNuhl, Wihin Gorerng? (New Hawen, 1961); and
Norlon . Lang and George Belknap, “A Re-
search Program on Leadership and  Decision-
Miokiug in Metropolitan Areas” (New York,
Covernmental Affairs Inatitute, 1956). See also
Nelson W, Polshy, “How to Study Community
Powor: he Pluralist Alternative,'" Journal of
FPolities, Vol 27 {August, 1960), pp. 474-84.

which predetermine their conclusions. QOur
argument is cast within the frame of our central
thesis: that there are twa faces of power, nei-
ther of which the sociologists see and anly ane
of which the political scientists see,

I

Against the elitist approach to power saveral
criticisms may be, and have been levelled.? One
has to do with its hasie premise that in every
human institution there is an ordered system of
power, 3 ‘“‘power structure' which is an integral
part and the mitror image of the organization’s
stratification. This postulate the pluralists
emphatically—and, to our mind, correctly—
reject, on the ground that

nothing categorical can be assumed abaout power
in any community. . . . If anything, there seems
ta be an unspoken notion among pluralist re-
searchers that at bottom nobedy dominates in a
town, so that their first question is not likely to be,
“Who runs this community?,”! but rather, “Does
anyone at all run this community?”’ The first
query ia somewhat like, “Have you stopped beat-
ing your wife?,"” in that virtually any respouse
short. of tatal unwillingness to answer will supply
the researchers with a “power elite'" along the
lines presupposed by the stratification theory.*

Equally objectionable to the pluralists—and
ta us—is the sociclogists’ hypothesis that the
power structure tends to he atable over time.

Pluralists hold that power may be tied ta
issues, and issues can be fleeting or persistent, pro-
voking coalitions among interested groups and
citizens, ranging in their duration fram momen-
tary to semi-permanent. . . . To presume that the
set of coalitions which exists in the community at
any given time is a timelessly stable aspect of
social structure ia to introduce systematic insecu-
racies into one's description of social reality.?

A third criticism of the elitist model is that it
wrongly equates reputed with actual power:

If a man's major life work is banking, the pluralist
presumes he will spend his time at the bank, and
not in manipulating community deecisions. This
presumption holds until the banket’s activities
and participations indicate otherwise, ... If we

? Bee especially N, W. Polshy, op. eit., p. 475(.
« Ibid., pp. 476.
5 Ihid., pp. 478-79.
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presutue that the banker is “really’” engaged in
ronning the catnmunity, there is practically no
way ol dizeonlirming thiz notlon, even if it is
tetally erroneous. On the ather hand, it is easy to
sprot Livs hunker who really dees run community
alfuirs when we presume he doea not, because his
activitics witl make thiafact apparent.

Thia is nof an exhaustive bill of particulars;
there wran flaws other than these in the sociologi-
cal mndel and methodology™—ineluding some
whick the pluralists themselves have not
noticed. Thut to go into this would not materi-
ally sorve our current purposes. Suffice it sim-
ply to ohscrve that whatever the merits of their
own pproach to power, the pluralists have
effcetiv oly exposed the main weaknesses of the
elitist maodel.

As the forcgoing quotations make clear, the
pluralists concentrate their attention, not upon
the sources of power, but its exercise. Power to
them means “participation in decision-mak-
ing"* and can be analyzed only after “careful
examination of a series of concrete decisions.”’?
As a result, the pluralist researcher is uninter-
ested in the reputedly powerful. His concerns
instend are to (a) select for study a number of
“hay as opposed to ‘routine” political de-
cizins, (b) identify the people who took an
active part in the decision-making process, (c)
obtain a full account of their actual behavior
white the palicy conflict was heing resolved,
and () determine and analyze the specific out-
came of the conflict.

The advantages of this approach, relative to
the eiilist alternative, need no further exposi-
tion. The same may not be said, however, about
its defrats—two of which seem to us to be of
fwinlnnental importanee. One is that the model
talies no accaunt of the fact that power may be,
nnd often is, exercised by confining the scope of
decision-making to relatively “safe” igsues. The
other is that the model provides no objective
ariteria for distinguishing between “important™
and ‘unimportant' issues arising in the politi-
cal arena.

s [hid., pp. 480-81,

7 oo especially Robert A. Dahl, A Critique of
the Huling-Tiite Model,” this REVIEW, Vol 52
tJune 1958), pp. 463-69; and Lawrence J. R.
Herson, “In the Footsteps of Community
Power,"” this REview, Vol. 55 {December 1961},
pp. B17-31.

& )'his definition originated with Harold D.
Lasswell und Abrabam Kaplan, Power and Society
{New ITaven, 1950), p. 75.

# Rahert A. Dahl, “A Critique of the Ruling-
Elite Model' loe, git., p. 466.
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II

There iz no gainsaying that an analysis
grounded entirely upon what is specific and
visible to the outside observer is more “'seien-
tifie”’ than one hased upon pure speculation. To
put it another way,

If we can get our social life stated in terms of
activity, and of nothing else, we have not indeed
succeaded in measuring it, but we have at least
reached a2 foundation upen which a coberent sya-
tem of measurements can be built up. ... We
shall cease to be blocked by the intervention of
unmessurable elements, which claim to ke them-
gelves the real causes of all that is happening, and
which by their spook-like arbitrariness make im-
possible any progress toward dependable know-
ledge.10

The question is, however, how can one be cer-
tain in any given situation that the “unmeasur-
able elements' are inconsequential, are not of
decisive importance? Cast in slightly different
terms, can a sound concept of power be predi-
cated on the assumption that power is totally
emhadied and fully reflected in “concrete de-
cisions” or in activity bearing directly upon
their making?

We think not. Of course power is exercised
when A participates in the making of decisions
that affect B, But power is also exercized when
A devotes hig energies to creating ar 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 A 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
get, of preferences.!!

u Arthur Bentley, The Process of Government
{Ghicago, 1908), p. 202, quoted in Polzby, op. cil.,
p. 481n.

1t Ag is perhaps self-evident, there are similar-
itieg in both faces of power. In each, A participates
in decisions and thereby adversely affects B. But
there is an important difference between the fwo:
in the one case, A openly participates; in the other,
he participates only in the sense that he works to
sustain those values and rules of procedure that
help him keep certain issues out of the public do-
main. True enough, participation of the second
kind may 2t times be overt; that is the case, for
instance, in cloture fights in the Congress. But the
point ia that it need not he. In fact, when the
maneuver is mast successfully executed, it neither
involves nor can be identified with decisions
arrived at on specific issues.
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Situations of this kind are common, Con-
sider, lar examnple, the case—surely not un-
fursiline to this audience—of the discontented
ficulty member in an academic institution
headed by o tradition-bound executive. Ag-
gricved about a long-standing policy around
which a strong vested interest has developed,
the prolessor regsalves in the privacy of his office
to lauueh an attack upon the policy at the next
faculty meeting. But, when the moment of
trutl is at hand, he sits frozen in silence. Why?
Amaonyg the many possible reagons, one or more
of these eould have been of erucial importance:
{a) the professor was fearful that his intended
action would be interprefed as an expression of
his dizloyalty to the institution; or (b) he de-
cided that, given the beliefs and attitudes of his
eolleazues on the faculty, he would almost
certainlv constitute on this issue a minority of
ong; ar (¢} he concluded that, given the nature
of the buw-making process in the inatitution, his
prapuseid remaodies would be pigeonholed per-
manently. But whatever the case, the central
point to be made is the same: to the extent that
2 peérsan or group—consciously or uncon-
selously —ereates or reinforees barriers to the
publie wiring of policy conflicts, that person or
group has power. Or, as Professor Schatt-
schneider Lias so admirably put if:

All farnes of political aorganization have 4 bias in
favar of the exploitation of some kinds of conflict
and the ~uppression of others because organizalion
is the wwhilization of bigs. Some issues are organ-
izod into politics while others are organized out.?

Is siurh bias not relevant to the study of
pawer? Shuould not the student he continugusly
alert to its possible existence in the human
institution that he studies, and he ever pre-
pared to examine the forces whieh brought it
into being and sustain it? Can he safely ignore
the possibility, for instance, that an individual
ar groap in A comrmunity participates more
vigorou=ly {n supporting the nondecision-
making process than in participating in actual
decisions within the process? Stated differently,
can the researcher overlook the chance that
same person ot association eould limit decision-
maling to velatively non-controversial matters,
by influencing community values and political
pracedures and rituals, notwithstanding that
there wre in the community serious but latent
pawer conflicts™? To do so is, in our judgment,

BT, [, Schattachneider, The Semi-Sovereign
People ( New York, 1960}, p. 71.

1 'l partially concedes this point when he
ohserves {48 Critique of the Ruling-Elite Model,”
pr. G- 69) that “one could argue that even in a
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to overlook the less apparent, but nonetheless
extremely important, face of power.

ITt

In hig critique of the “ruling-elite model,”
Professor Dahl argues that ‘‘the hypothesis of
the existence of a ruling elite ean be strictly
tested anly if . .. [t] here is a fair sample of
cazes involving key political decisions in which
the preferences of the hypothetical ruling elite
run counter to those of any other likely group
that might be suggested.”* With this asgertion
we have two complaints. One we have already
discussed, viz., in erroneously assuming that
power is solely reflected in concrete decisions,
Dahl thereby excludes the possibility that in
the community in question there is a group
capable of preventing contests from arising on
issties of importance to it. Beyond that, how-
ever, by ignoring the less apparent face of
power Dahl and those who aceept his pluralist
approach are unable adequately to diffarentiate
between a “key’” and a “‘routine” political
decision.

Nelson Polsby, for example, proposes that
“by pre-selecting as issues for study those
which are generally agreed to be significant,
pluralist researchers can test stratification
theory.’'5 He i3 silent, however, on how the
regearcher iz to determine what issues are ‘‘gen-
erally agreed to be significant,’”” and on how the
researcher ia to appraise the reliability of the
agreement. In fact, Polaby is guilty here of the
same fault he himself has found with elitist
methodology: by presupposing that in any
community there are significant issues in the
political arena, he takes for granted the very
question which is in doubt. He accepts as issues
what are reputed to he issues. As a result, his
findings are fore-ordained. For even if there ig
no “truly’ significant issue in the community

society like ours a ruling elite might be so influ-
ential over ideas, attitudes, and opinions that a
kind of false conzensus will exist—not the phoany
consensus of a terrovistic totalitarian dictatorship
but the manipulated and superficially self-impaosed
adherence to the norms and goals of the elite by
broad sections of a community. . . . This ohjee-
tion points to the need to be eircumspect in inter-
preting the evidence.” But that he largely miszes
our peint is clear from the succeeding sentence:
“Yet here, tog, it seems to me that the hypothesis
cannot be satisfactorily confirmed without same-
thing equivalent to the test I have proposed,”
and that is “by an examination of a series of con-
crete cases wheve key decisons are made. . .. "

Y Op. cit., p. 466.

¥ 0p, cif., p. 478,
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under stuely, there is every likelihood that
Palshy for any like-minded researcher) will find
one or some and, after careful study, reach the
appropriste pluralistic conclusions.

Datil’s definition of “key political issues™ in
his essay an tiie ruling-elite model is open to the
same criticism. He states that it is “a necessary
although passibly not a sufficient condition that
the [kext igsue should involve actual disagree-
ment in preferences among two or mare
group=.""17 In qur view, this is an inadequate
characterization of a “key political issue,”
simply hevause groups can have disagreements
in prefercuces on unimportant as well as on
importint  issues. Elite preferences which
border on the indifferent are certainly not
significunt in determining whether a monolithic
or palviithie distribution of power prevailsin a
given community. Using Dahl’s definition of
“leey politienl igeues,” the researcher would
have livtle diffieulty in finding such in practi-
cally anv community; and it would net be sur-
prising then if he ultimately coneluded that
power in the community was widely diffused.

The  (listinction between important and
unimpertant issues, we helieve, cannot he made
intelligoutly in the absence of an analysis of the
“maghitization of bias” in the community; of the
dotninunt values and the political myths,
rituals, and institutions which tend to favor the
vestoel tuterests of one or more groups, relative
to others. Armed with this knowledge, one
eauld canelude that any challenge to the pre-
dominznd. values or to the established “rules of
the gone” would constitute an “important”
i=gue; wll else. unimportant. To be sure, judg-
rients of this kind cannot be entirely objective.
Pt to avold making them in a study of pawer
v hoth to negleet a highly significant aspect of
power and thereby to undermine the only
sound hasis for discriminating between “key"
and “rautine’ decisions. In effect, we contend,
the pturalists have made each of these mis-
takes: that is to say, they have done just that
for which Kaufman and Jones so severely taxed
Floyd THunter: they have begun “their struc-
tire uf the mezzanine without showing us a
luhby ar foundation,’*i.e., they have begun by
studying the issues rather than the values and
hiiases that are built into the political system
and that, for the student of power, give tesal

" Ax he pointd out, the expectations of the
pluenli=t. researchers ‘“have seldom been dis-
appointed.” (Jhid., p. 477).

Y (ip. cit., p. 467.

' [{irhart Kaufman and Vietor Jones, “The
Mystery of Power," Public Administration Re-
view, Val, T4 {Summer 1954}, p. 207.

THE AMERICAN POLITICAL SCIENCE REVIEW

meaning fo those issues whicli do enter the
political arena.

v

There is no better fulerum for our critique of
the pluralist madel than Dahl's recent study of
power in New Haven.!?

At the outset it may be observed that Dahl
does not attempt in this work to define his
cancept, “‘key political decision.” In asking
whether the “Notables” of New Haven are
“Influential overtly or cavertly in the making
of government decisions,” he simply states that
he will examine “three different ‘issue-greas’ in
which important public decisions are made:
nominations by the twa political parties, urban
redevelopment, and public education.” These
choices are justified on the grounds that “nomi-
nations determine which persons will hold
public office. The New Hawven redevelopment
program measured by its cost—present and
potential—is the largest in the country. Public
education, agide from its intrinsic importance,
iz the costliest item in the city's budget.”
Therefore, Dahl concludes, Tt is reasonable to
expect . . . that the relative influence over
public officials wielded by the ... Notables
would be revealed by an examination of their
participation in these three areas of activity.”’?®

The diffieulty with this latter statement is
that it is evident from Dahl's own account that
the Notables are in fact uninterested in two of
the three “key' decisions he has chosen. In
regard to the public school issue, for example,
Dahl paints out that many of the Notables live
in the suburbs and that those who do live in
New Haven choose in the main to send their
children to private schools. “As 2 conse-
quence,” he writes, “their interest in the public
schools is ordinarily rather slight.”*! Nomina-
tions by the two political parties as an impor-
tant “‘issue-area,’ is somewhat analogous to the
public schaols, in that the apparent lack of
interest among the Notables in this issue is
partially accounted for by their suburban resi-
dence—bhecause of which they are disqualified
fram holding public office in New Haven. In-
deed, Dahl himself concedes that with respect
ta both these issues the Notables are largely
indifferant: “Business leaders might ignore the
public schools or the political parties without
any sharp awareness that their indifference
wauld hurt their packethooks . . ."" He goes on,
haowever, to say that

1 Robert A. Dahl, Who Goperns? (New Haven,
1961).

20 fhid., p. 64.

2 Ibid., p. 70.
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the pro=peet of profound ehanges (43 a result of the
urban-redevelopment  program] in ownership,
physienl luyout, and usage of property in the
dawnlawn wren and the effects of these changes on
the conuncreinl and industrial prosperity of New
Flaven were wl) related in an obvious way to the
daity coneerns of businessmen

Thus, i{ one believes—as Professor Dahl did
when Lie wrote his eritique of the ruling-elite
madel--that an issue, to be considered as im-
portait, “should invelve actual disagreement
in prefecences among two or more groups,’’?
then clearly he has now for all practical pur-
poses written off public education and party
nominations a8 key “issue-areas.” But this
point aside, it appears somewhat dubious at
best that “the relative influence over public
officials wielded by the Social Notables' can be
revealed by an examination of their nonpartici-
pation in areas in which they were not inter-
ested.

TFurthermore, we would not rule out the pos-
sibility that even on those issues to which they
appear indifferent, the Notables may have a
significant degree of tndirest influence. We
woulld suggest, for example, that although they
send their children to private schools, the
Notahles de reeognize that public school ex-
panditures have a direet bearing upon their own
tax linhilities, This being so, and given their
strong representation on the New Haven Board
of Finanee,® the expeetation must be that it is
in their direct interest to play an active role in
fiscal puolicy-making, in the establishment of
the eclycational budget in particular. But as to
this, D)ahl is silent: he inquires not at all into
cither the decisions made by the Board of
Finanee with respect to education nor into
their tinpaet upon the public schools.® Let, it be

2y p Tl

B Oy oedd., e 467,

* Who Governs?, p. 82, Dahl pointa out that
“the main policy thrust of the Economic Notahles
is to appose tiuy ingreases; this leads them to ap-
pase expenditures for anything more than minimal
traditional eity services. In this effort their two
moast ¢Jueetive weapons ordinarily are the mayor
and the Board of Finance. The policies of the
Notablos wre most easily achieved under a strong
mayor if his policies coineide with theirs or under
a weik mayor if they have the support of the
Baoard of Finance. . .. New Haven mayors have
continned to find it expedient to ereate confidence
in their financial policies among husinessmen by
appointing them to the Board.” {pp. 81-2)

# Duhl does discuss in general terms (pp. 79-84)
changes in the level of tax rates and assessments

understood clearly that in making these points
we are not attempting to refute Dahl's conten-
tion that the Notables lack power in New
Haven, What we are saying, however, is that
this conclusion is not adequately suppaorted by
his analysis of the “issue-areas’ of publie edu-
cation and party nominations.

The same may not be said of redevelopment.
This issue is by any reasonable standard im-
portant for purposes of determining whether
New Haven is ruled by “the hidden hand of an
economic elite.”?® For the Economie Notables
have taken an active interest in the program
and, beyond that, the socio-economie implica-
tions of it are not necessarily in harmony with
the basic interests and values of businesses and
businessmen.

In an effart to assure that the redevelopment
program  would be acceptable to what he
dubhed ‘“the biggest muscles” in New Haven,
Mayor Lee c¢reated the Citizens Action Com-
mission {CAC) and appointed to it primarily
representatives of the economic elite. It was
given the function of overseeing the wark of the
mayor and other officials involved in redevelap-
ment, and, as well, the responsibility for organ-
izing and encouraging citizens' participation in
the program through an extensive committee
systen.

In order to weigh the relative influenee of the
mayor, other key officials, and the members of
the CAC, Dahl reconstruets ““all the impartant
decisions on redevelopment and renewal be-
tween 1950-5% . .. [to] determine which indi-
viduals most often initiated the proposals that
were finally adepted or most often successfully
vetoed the proposals of the others.”"” The
results of this test indicate that the mayor and
his development administrator were by far the
most influential, and that the “museles” on the
Commission, excepting in a few trivial in-
stances, ‘‘never directly initiated, opposed,
vetoed, or altered any proposal brought before
them. .. ."?

This finding is, in our view, unreliable, not so
much because Dahl was compelled to make a

in past vears, but not sctual decisions of the
Board of Finance or their effects on the publie
achool aystem.

% Jhid., p. 124.

7 Ibid. A rough test of a person's overt or
covert influence,” Dahl statea in the first section
of the baok, “is the frequency with which he
suceessfully initiates an important policy aver
the opposition of others, or vetoes policies ini-
tiated by others, or initiates a policy where no
opposition appears.’” (Ibid., p. 66)

w Jhid., p. 131.
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subjeutive seleetion of what constituted {mpor-
innt deeisions within what he felt to be an tm-
pertant lssue-area,’’ as becanse the finding was
bascd upan an excessively narrow test of influ-
enec. T measurs relative influence solely in
ternis of the ability to initiate and veto pro-
posals i= to ignare the possible exercise of influ=
ence or power in limiting the scope of initiation.
How, that is to say, ¢can a judgment be made as
to the relative influence of Mayor Lee and the
CAC without kuowing (through prior study of
the poiitical and social views of all concerned)
the proyosals that Lee did nof make because he
anticipated that they would provoke strenuous
oppasition and, perhaps, sanctions on the part
of the CAC?S

{1 =unn, since he does not recoghnize both faces
of power, Dahl is in no position to evaluate the
telative inflzence or power of the initiator and
decisinu-maker, on the one hand, and of those
persans, on the other, who may have been in-
directlv instrumental in preventing potentially
dangerans issues from being raised.® As a re-

2 Bant is, of course, aware of the “lawof antie-
ipated resctiona’ In the case of the mayor's rela-
tionship with the CAC, Dahl notes that Lee wag
“particnlarly skillful in estimating what the CAC
could he expected to support or rejeet.” (p. 137).
Howover, 1Jakl was not, interested in analyzing or
appraising to what extent the CAC limited Lee's
frendom af action. Beeause of his restricted con-
ceplh of pawer, I2ahl did not cansider that the CAC
might in this respect, have exercised power. That
the CCAC dlid not initiate or veto actual propossls
by the muayor was to Dah! evidence enough that,
the CAC was virtuslly powerleas; it might as
plausitly he evidence that the CAC waa (in itself
or in what it represented) so powerful that Lee
ventured nothing it would find worth quarreling
with.

# e fact that the initiator of decizions alas
refrains-- bHecause he anticipates adverse reae-
tions —from initiating other proposale does not
abviausly lessen the power of the agent who
limited his initintive powers. Dahl miassed thia
paint: “Tt is,'" he writes, “‘all the more improhahie,
then, th:t o secret cabal of Naotables dominates
the public life of New Haven through means sg
elandestine that not one of the fifty prominent
citizena irferviewed in the course of this study—
citizens who had participated extensively in
various decistons—hinted at the existence of such
4 eahal. o 7 (p. 185).

In coneeiving of elite domination exclusively in
the form of a canseious eabal exercizsing the power
of decisini-making and vetoing, he overlooks a
more subtle form of domination; one in which
those who aetunlly dominate are nat conacious of
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sult, he unduly emphasizes the importance of
initiating, deciding, and vetoing, and in the
process casts the pluralist coneclusions of his
study into serious doubt.

\Y

We have contended in this paper that a fresh
approach to the study of power is called for, an
approgach bhased upon a recognition of the two
faces of power. Under this approach the re-
searcher would hegin—not, as daes the saciolo-
gist who asks, “Who rules?” nor as does the
pluralist wha asks, “Does anyone have power?”
—but by investigating the particular “mobili-
zation of bias” in the institution under seru-
tiny. Then, having analyzed the dominant
values, the myths and the established political
procedures and rules of the game, he would
make a careful inquiry into which persons or
groups, if any, gain from the existing bias and
which, if any, are handicapped by it. Next, he
would investigate the dynamics of nondecision-
making; thatis, he would examine the extent to
which and the manner in which the stelus que
oriented parsons and groups influence those
community values and those palitical institu-
tions {as, e.g., the unanimity ‘rule’” of New
York City’s Board of Estimate®) which tend to
limit the scope of actual decision-making to
“zafe' issues. Finally, using his knowledge of
the restrictive face of power as a foundation for
analysis and as a standard for distinguishing
hetween “key’ and “‘routine’ political deci-
sions, the researcher would, after the manner of
the pluralists, analyze participation in decision-
making of concrete issues.

We reject in advance as unimpressive the
possible eriticism that this approach to the
study of power is likely to prove fruitless be-
cause it goes beyond an investigation of what is
objectively measurable. In reacting against the
subjective aspects of the sociological model of
power, the pluralists have, we believe, made the
mistake of discarding ‘“‘unmeasurable ele-
ments'' ag unreal. Itisironical that, by so doing,
they have expased themselves ta the same
fundamental criticlsm they have so forcefully
levelled against the elitists: their approach to
and assumptions about power predetermine
their findings and conclusions.

it themselves, simply because their position of
dominance has never seriously heenchallenged.

# Sayre and Kaufman, op. cit., p. 640, For per-
ceptive study of the ‘‘mobilization of bias"” in a
rural American community, see Arthur Vidieh and
Joseph Bensman, Small Toun in Mass Sociely
{Princeton, 1958).



