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and 1960s sought to do iore than create civil rights and new job oppor-
tunities for men and women who had previously been mistreated and
excluded, important though these goals were. They also hoped that new
perspectives in the boardrooms and the halls of government would spread
greater openness throughout the society. The idea was both to diversify
the power elite and to shift some of its power to underrepresented groups
and social classes. The social movements of the 1960s were strikirigly suc-
cessful in increasing the individual rights and freedoms available to all
Americans, especially African Americans. As we have shown, they also
created pressures that led to openings at the top for individuals from
groups that had previously been ignored.

But as some individuals made it, and as the concerns of social move-
ments, political eaders, and the courts gradually came to focus more and
more on individual rights and individual advancement, the focus on “dis-
tributive justice;” general racial exclusion, and social class was lost. The
age-old American commitment to individualism, reinforced by tokenism
and reassurances from members of the power elite, won out over the
commitment to greater equality of income and wealth that had been one
strand of New Deal liberalism and a major emphasis of left-wing activism
in the 1960s.

We therefore conclude that the increased diversity in the power elite
has not generated any changes in an underlying class system in which the
top 1 percent of households (the upper class) own 33.4 percent of all mar-
ketable wealth, and the next 19 percent (the managerial, professional, and
small business stratum) have 51 percent, which means that just 20 percent
of the people own a remarkable 84 percent of the privately owned wealth
in the United States, leaving a mere 16 percent of the wealth for the bot-
tom 80 percent {(wage and salary workers)....

... These intertwined dilemmas of class and race lead to a nation that
celebrates individualism, equal opportunity, and diversity but is, in reality,
a bastion of class privilege, African American exclusion, and conserva-
tismm.
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duced a moment ago—to noncumulative or dispersed inequalities. This
point will grow clearer as we proceed. . ..

fn the political system of the patrician oligarchy, political resources
were marked by a cumulative inequality: when one individual was much
better off than another in one esource, such as wealth, he was usually bet-
ter off in almost every other resource—social standing, legitimacy, control
over religious and educational institutions, knowledge, office..In the po-
litical system of today, inequalities in political resources remain, but they
tend to be noncwmulative. The political system of New Haven, then, is one
of dispersed inequalitics. . . .

Within a century a political system dominated by one cohesive set of
leaders had given way to 2 system dominated by many different sets of
leaders, each having access to a different combination of political re-
sources. It was, in short, a pluralist system. If the pluralist system was very
far from being an oligarchy, it was also a long way from achieving the goal
of political equality advocated by the philosophers of democracy and in-
corporated into the creed of democracy and equality practically every
American professes to uphold.

An elite no longer rules New Haven. But in the strict democratic
sense, the disappearance of elite rule has not led to the emergence of rule
by the people. Who, then, rules in a pluralist democracy? . ..

One of the difficulties that confronts anyone who attenipts to answer
the question, *“Who rules in a pluralist democracy?” is the ambiguous re-
lationship of leaders to citizens.

Viewed from one position, leaders are enormously influentiab—so in-
fluential that if they are seen only in this perspective they might well be
considered a kind of ruling elite. Viewed from another position, however,
many influential leaders seem to be captives of their constituents. Like the
blind men with the elephant, different analysts have meticulously exam-
ined different aspects of the body politic and arrived at radically different
conclusions. To some, 2 pluralistic democracy with dispersed inequalities
is all head and no body; to others it is all body and no head. . ..

Two additional factors Lelp to account for this obscurity. First, among
all the persons who influence a decision, some do so more directly than
others in the sense that they are closer to the stage where concrete alcer-
natives are initiated or vetoed in an explicit and inumediate way. Indirect

influence might be very great but comparatively difficult to observe and
weigh. Yet to ignore indirect influence in analysis of the distribution of
influencé would be to exclude what might well prove to be a highly sig-
nificant process of control in a pluralistic democracy.

Second, the relationship between leaders and citizens in a pluralistic
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dlemocracy is frequently reciprocal: leaders influence the decisions of con-
sticuents, but the decisions of leaders are also determined in part by what
they think are, will be, or have been the preferences of their constituents.
Ordinarily it is much easier to observe and describe the distribution of
mfuence in a political system where the flow of influence is strongly in
¢me direction (an asymmetrical or unilateral system, as it is sometimes
called) than in a system marked by strong reciprocal relations. In a politi-
cal system with competitive elections, such as New Faven’, it is not un-
reasonable to expect that relationships between leaders and constituents
would normally be reciprocal. ...

In New Haven, as in other political systeins, a small stratum of indi~
viduals is much more highly involved in political thought, discussion, and
action than the rest of the population. These citizens constitute the politi-
il stratun,

Members of this stratum live in a political subculture that is partly but
not wholly shared by the great majority of citizens, Just as artists and in-
tellectuals are the principal bearers of the artistic, literary, and scientific
skills of a society, so the members of the political stratum are the main
heazers of political skills. If intellectuals were to vanish overnight,a society
would be reduced to artistic, literary, and scientific poverty, If the political
stratum were destroyed, the previous political institutions of the society
would temporarily stop finctioning. In both cases, the speed with which
the loss could be overcome would depend on the extent to which the
ciementary knowledge and basic attitudes of the elite had been diffused.
th an open society with widespread education and training in civic atti-
tudes, many citizens hitherto in the apolitical strata could doubiless step
o roles that had been filled by members of the political stratum. How-
cver, sharp discontinuities and important changes in the operation of the
political systen1 almost certainly would occur,

In New Haven, as in the United States, and indeed perhaps in all plu-
ralistic democracies, differences in the subcultures of the political and the
apolitical strata are marked, particularly at the extremes. In the political
stratum, politics is highly salient; among the apolitical strata, it is remote.
I the political stratum, individuals tend to be rather calculating in their

choice of strategies; members of the political stratum are, in a sense, rela-
hvely rational political beings. In the apolitical strata, people are notably
less caleulating; cheir political choices are more strongly influenced by
inertia, habit, unexamined loyalties, personal attachments, emotions, tran-
sient impulses. In the political stratum, an individual’s political beliefs tend
to fall into patterns that have a relatively high degree of coherence and
nmternal consistency; in the apolitical strata, political orientations are dis—
p
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organized, disconnected, and unideological. In the political stratum, infor-
mation about politics and the issues of the day is extensive; the apolitical
strata are poorly informed. Individuals in the political stratum tend to
participate rather actively in politics; in the apolitical strata citizens rarely
go beyond voting and many do not even vote. Individuals in the political
stratum exert a good deal of steady, direct, and active influence on govern-
ment palicy; in fact some individuals have a quite extraordinary amount
of influence. Individuals in the apolitical strata, on the other hand, have
much less direct or active influence on policies.

Comnunication within the political stratum tends to be rapid and
extensive. Members of the stratum read many of the same newspapers and
magazines; in New Haven, for example, they are likely to read the New
York Times or the Herald Tribune, and Tine or Newsweek. Much informa-
tion also passes by word of mouth. The political strata of different com-

‘munities and regions are linked in a national network of communications.

Even in small towns, one or two members of the local political stratum
usually are in touch with members of a state organization, and certain
members of the political stratum of a state or any large city maintain rela-
tions with members of organizations in other states and cities, or with
national figures. Moreover, many channels of communication not de-
signed specifically for political purposes—trade associations; professional
associations, and labor organizations, for example—serve as a part of the
network of the political stratum.

In many pluralistic systems, however, the political stratum is far from
being a closed or static group. In the United States the political stratum
does not constitute a homogeneous class with well-defined class interests.
In New Haven, in fact, the political stratum is easily penetrated by anyone
whose interests and concerns attract him to the distinctive political cul-
ture of the stratum. It is easily penetrated because (among other reasons)
elections and competitive parties give politicians a powerful motive for
expanding their coalitions and increasing their electoral followings.

In an open pluralistic system, where movement into the political stra-
tum is easy, the stratum embodies many of the most widely shared values
and goals in the society. If popular values are strongly pragmatic, then the
political stratum is likely to be pragmatic; if popular values prescribe rev-
erence toward the past, then the political stratum probably shares that
reverence; if popular values are oriented toward material gain and per-
sonal advancement, then the political stratum probably reflects these val-
ves; if popular values are particularly favorable to political, social, or eco-
nomic equality, then the political stratum is likely to emphasize equality.
The apolitical strata can be said to “govern™ as much through the sharing
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ol common values and goals with members of the political stratum as by
other means. However, if it were not for elections and competitive parties,
(his sharing would-—other things remaining the same—rapidly decline.

Not only is the political stratum in New Haven not a closed group,
but its “members” are far from united in their orientations and strategies.
There are many lines of cleavage. . . .

Because of the ease with which the political stratum can be penetrat-
ed, whenever dissatisfaction builds up in some segment of the electorate
party politicians will probably learn of the discontent and calculate
whether it might be converted into a political issue with an electoral pay-
off. If a party politician sees no payoff, his interest is likely to be small; if
lic foresees an adverse effect, he will avoid the issue if he can. As a result,
there is usually some conflict in the political stratum between intellectu-
als, experts, and others who formulate issues, and the party politicians
themselves, for the first group often demands attention to issues in which
the politicians see no profit and possibly even electoral damage.

The independence, penetrability, and heterogeneity of the various
scgments of the political stratum all but guarantee that any dissatisfied
wroup will find spokesmen in the political stratum, but to have a spokes-
man does not insure that the group’s problems will be solved by political
action. Politicians may not see how they can gain by taking a position on
an issue; action by government may scem to be wholly inappropriate;
policies intended to cope with dissatisfaction may be blocked; solutions
may be improperly designed; indeed, politicians may even find it politi-
cally profitable to maintain a shaky coalition by keeping tension and dis-
content alive and deflecting attention to irrelevant “solutions” or alterna-
tive issues, .

- . . In devising strategies for building coalitions and allocating rewards,
one must take into account a large number of different categories of citi-
zens. It would be dangerous to formulate strategies on the assumption
that most or all citizens can be divided into two or three categories, for a
successful political coalition necessarily rests upon a multiplicity of groups
and categoties. .. .*

... I defined the “normal” American political process as one in which
there is a high probability that an active and legitimate group in the pop-
ulation can make itself heard effectively at some crucial stage in the pro-
cess of decision. To be “heard” covers a wide range of activities, and I do

*At this point, the excerpt from Who Governs? ends, and the excerpt from A Preface to
P Xecrp P! C
Dentocratic Theory begins.—Eps. .




 When I say that a group is heard “effectively” | mean more than the
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not intend to define the word rigorously. Clearly, it does not mean that
every group has equal control over the outcome.

1n American politics, as in all other societies, control over decisions is
unevenly distributed; neither individuals nor groups are political equals.

simple fact that it makes a noise; 1 mean that one or more officials are not
only ready to listen to the noise, but expect to suffer in somne significant
way if they do not placate the group, its leaders, or its most vociferous
members. To satisfy the group may require one or more of a great variety
of actions by the responsive leader: pressure for substantive policies, ap-
pointments, graft, respect, expression of the appropriate emotions, or the
right combination of reciprocal noises.

Thus the making of governmental decisions is not a majestic march of
great majorities united uport certain matters of basic policy. It is the steady
appeasement of relatively small groups. . . .

To be sure, reformers with a tidy sense of order dislike it. Foreign ob-
servers, even sympathetic ones, are often astonished and confounded by it.
Many Americans are frequently dismayed by its paradoxes; indeed, few
Americans who look upon our political process attentively can fail, at
times, to feel deep frustration and angry resentment with a system that on
the surface has so litte order and so much chaos. .

For it is a markedly decentralized systern. Decisions are made by end-
less bargaining; perhaps in no other national palitical system in the world
is bargaining so basic a component of the political process. In an age
when the efficiencies of hierarchy have been re-emphasized on every
continent, no doubt the normal American political system is something
of an anomaly, if not, indeed, at times an atachronisii. For as a means to
highly integrated, consistent decisions in some important areas—foreign
policy, for example——it often appeats to operate in a creaking fashion
verging on total collapse. .

et we should not be too quick in our appraisal, for where its vices

stand out, its virtues are concealed to the hasty eye. Luckily the normal :
system has the virtues of its vices. With all its defects, it does nonetheless :
provide a high probability that any active and legitimate group will make -
itself heard effectively at some stage in the process of decision. This is no

mean thing in a political system.

It is not a static system. The normal American system has evolved, and
by evolving it has survived. It has evolved and survived from aristocracy to.
mass democracy, throngh slavery, civil war, the tentative uneasy reconcili-

ation of North and South, the repression of Negroes and their halting-
liberation; through two great wars of worldwide scope, meobilization, far- -
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flung E.ESQ enterprise, and return to hazardous peace; through numer-
ous periods of ¢economic instability and one prolonged depression with
mass unemployment, farm “holidays,” veterans’ Emp,nrnm.m tear mum. and even
Ecm.ﬁﬂ through two periods of postwar cynicism, mm“Emmomwn_ excesses
invasions of traditional liberties, and the groping, awkward, often sava n.
attempt to cope with problems of subversion, fear, and civil h_“m:mmos 5
Probably this strange hybrid, the normal American political s mﬁ.ﬂ.b is
not for export to others. But so long as the social prerequisites o%mman“nu
racy are substantially intact in this country, it appears to be a relativel
cm._mﬁs.ﬁ system for reinforcing agreement, encouraging moderation usw
naintaining social peace in a restless and immoderate people Oﬁon:m: a
giganic, .woénﬂmcr diversified, and incredibly complex society. ;
This Is no negligible contribution, then, that Americans have made to
:.ﬁ arts of government—and to that branch, which of all the arts of poli
tics is the most difficult, the art of democratic government. .




