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Question #1: What is politieal power?

In order to adequately answer this question, one must first
clarify some issues involving the definitions of political power.

Marvin Olsen, in his book, Power in Societieg, states a number of

propositions involving the concept.
1) power is ubiquitous(all interactions involve power).
2) power is a social process involving two or more actors
3) power is a’relationship
4) power is value-laden, often with unacknowledged assump-
tions.
5) power involves an actor A, that affects anether actor, B,
in some manner.
6) power is a generalized, rather than a limited capscity
7) the exercise of power necessitates overcoming resistance,
because it is a reciprocal process among all participants, and
- Ibrigyrarely determined by a single aetor, no matter how
uneqgual the situation is.
8) orgzanizations wield power more than individuals
9) for a person or entity to have power, it must have re-
sources at its dispossal,
The above 1ist gives one a fairly reasonable idea as to what
Olsen means by power. However,other theorists have their own def-

initions of the concept. I shall ouickly glve‘ﬂ#* other definitions
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posited by these theorists, and then move on to describe and define

more minutely different types of power,

M, Olsen- Fower is the ability to affect socisl activities.

S. Lukes- Fower involves or exists when A affects B in a manner
contrary to B*s interests,

M. Weber- Power is the probability that one actor within a social

relatienship wil be in s position to carry out his own will de-
gy | %



spite the resistance of others, regardless of the basis for that
power,

B. Russell- Power is the production of intended effects,

R, Dahl- A has power over B to the extent that he can get B to
do what he otherwise might not.

T. Parsons- Power is a specific mechanism operating to briq}about

changes in the action of other units, individuwal or collective,. in
the process of social interaction.

Before classifying the different types of power, five issues
need further elaboration.

1) Intentionality- Should the concept of pwer be limited to
activities intended to attain a desired gogl, or should it also be
applied to mctivities whose effects on others are unintended and
often indirect? According to Olsen, the answer to this question
simply depends on the phenomena under study.

2) Latency~ Power can be classified as elther a) potential,
(possersion of resources and employment of them if desired), or b)
active, ( when resources are committed into action). A problem oc-
curs here; how does one measure potential power?

3) Can social power be viewed as a positive factor in pro-
moting orsanized social l1ife, as well as a negative restriction?
Aceording to Olsen again, both sides of all power processes need
explaining.

%) Balance-Assymztry- Is social power being exerted when both
or all actors arc equal in strength? According to Mills, inequal-
1ty is a necessary precondition for any politieal activity. Olsen ar-
gues that the extent of power balancing is a separate guestion from

the degree of resistance in any situation,



5) Distributive analysis of power systems versus developmant-
al snalysisof power systems- a) the results of a distributive analy=-
sis are structural explanations of currently existing power dis-
tributions or historical shifts in power arrangements- the relative
distribution of power among the actors in a system may vary, even
though the total amount of power remains constant. This is what is
known as the zero-sum notion of power;e.g., it is a finite resouce,

b) According to the developmental an-
alysis, the total amount of power in a system can increase or de-
crease, while the relative distribution of power among the actors
remains stable- there is a foeus.. on the total organization or sys-
tem. This is known as the positive -sum notion of power, where the
total amount ef power is censtan%tly varying so that all actors tend

to gain or lose togeéther.

Finally in answering the question as to what power is, I shall
now describe the different analytical, ideal types of power.

The first type of power is what is known as force. According
to Olsen, to exert force, an actor must bring previously uneommite-
ted resources into the situation and either convert them into overt
pressure or at least convinecingly threaten to do so,. The power
wielder mgst invest new resources in the relationship beyend those

already employed, and be prepared to use them to back up his demands

“~and overcome resistsnce. The amount of force that any actor can use
- at a given time is a finite resource, and is thus very costly. Ac-
"cérq;ng to functionalist theorists, force is not power, because it

~doesen't give a.given subjeet any chdice, and in the Parsonian def-

inition of power, the subject must have the ability to choose. How-

ever, according to Weber, force is a type of power, and may be atl

the base of other kinds of power., Accordingly, conflict over norms
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in society may bring about the use of force by the state. Arendt,’
another functionalist, states that force is not a%g?éaxform of pow-
er because its effects are very short term. Force ié not norma-
tively acceptable, because as :. was already mentioned, it is a cost-
ly form of power, bringing upon the power wielder questions of legit-
imacy and resistance on the part of the subjeets. Easton distinguishe-
es between the threat of force, which may be seen as suthority, and
the actual use of force, where the individusl is compelled to obey.
The power wielder has to convince his subject that he is not only

capable of applying force, but will do so if he has to,

The next tvpe of power is what is celled suthority. Weber de-

fines authority ass the probability that commands from a glven source
will be obeyed by a given group. The source of the command is the
most important factor here, Simply pﬁ%:MB haénan obligation to obey
A. This is soc because as Olsen states, the actor who has power must
be granted legitimacy by those subject to his directions. For Olsen,
authority is the exercise of legitimacy, and is most commonly indi-
~ectly expressed, 2s one joins gn organization, remains a member, and
supports the actions of those who elaim legitimacy. There exist four
grounds on which authority rests. The first is what is czlled author-
ity based on tradition or custom. An example of this tupe of suthor-

ty is that held by the Pope or any monarch. The position is what is

sanctified, usua’ly on the grounds of divine right, and thus the person

holding that position is slsoc divinely blesseé}to rule. The seccnd

kind of authority is charismatic suthority. Here legitimaecy is grant-

ed because of some kind of personal, exceptional quality in the leader.

An examrle of a charismatic lesder would be someome like John F. Ken-

nedy or Mahatme Gandhi.,.The third kind of authority is called legal-
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rational authority. Here, belief in the legality of the position 1s
what is most important. Lezal prerogatives are established through
more or less rational agreements. A fourth type of authority rests up-
on the special expertise or knowledge required in certain situations.
Power or authority is held Dby the in&ividual because he has special

abllities and skills relative to specific situations.Here, 1t is clear

ey
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that knowledge’can be a form of power and authority.

The final typesof powercmz often not really looked upon as ' 1i-
deal type, " ;v*e*!lﬁany theorists classify them as sub-categories’ of
some other type of péwér,rl am referring here to what are known as
persussion and manipulation; Persuasion involves the changing of an
opinion of an acto?i"usually'through'the use of persuasive rhetoric
on the part of another actor. In manipulation, A hides something foh
B that eould very well influence B's decision, attitude or behavior.
Inherent in manipulation is a confliet of interest between the par-
ties involved.

Finally, Olsen lists several sub categories of power that are
really parts of other kinds of power. Here are a few.defihitions
of terms that he has defined for us in hils work.

1) Compensation- {(utilitaripan power) the power wislding actor pro-

vides others with desired objects or conditions in return for their

compliance.

2) Deprivation-(coercive power)-occurs when the actor applies punish-
ments or withholds expected benefits as a consequence of non-com-
pliance.

3) Dominance- to exert it, an actor must effectively perform his usual
roles and activities within an orranization or social system, but he

need not draw on additional resources. It involves an inter-dependency

type or relationship. %>\
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Question #2,

In answering the guestion pertaining to the different views of
"interests and their véry different conclusions regarding power dist-
ribution and exercise, I shall cite the issue of union organization a- y

g

mong migrant farm workers, specifically the efforts of Cesar Chavez 4
and the United Farmworker Union in California,
. Acecording to Isaac Balbus,.in his artiecle, "“The .Concept of

Interest in Pluralist and Marxist Analysis," there are two very gen-

e

eral types of interests, those that are subjective, and those that are
objective. Subjective interests are those that fall under the ind-
ividual's psychological state of liking something or having an int-
erest in it. By this,wz mean that the person is conscious of his de-
sires for specifie things. When we say that s person has sn objective
interest in something, we mean that he has a stake in it, or is some-
how affected by it. In this sense, the individual dees%p't have to be
aware that he has an interest. Objective interests are not contin-mmw_w'
gent'upon any psychological state of mind of the individusl. For BalbusLig
when a person is aware of his objective interests, he has conscious- |

negs. When .o person is not aware of his(ghjeet&veminterests, he either

suffers from a lack of consciousness or from false consciousness., A -

lack of consciousness occurs,in situations iﬁméhich"a group 1s affect-

A Attt

“ed by something. but unaware of the affects, and thus inarticualte a-

ﬁbout then, Falss consciousness entails not being aware of the true
effects of some éggision,‘e;;.- percieving something incorrectly.

In the struggle for uniocnization among migrant farm workers, Ce-
sar Chavez had to deal directly with the problems of objective and
subjeetive interests. It was clear to him that it was in the object-
ive 1lnterest of the workers to organize. Unionization would provide
them with afieguaste wagzes, better housing, and humane working con-

-
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ditions. However, many of the workers were unwilling to strike, be-
1+
cause they percievedias being contrary to their subjective interests,

{bosr
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For the migrant worker,' survival is all that really matters, and 1t
becomes very difficult to deal with long term lssues when one has a
family to feed. It was Chavez's goal to get the people to see what RX&
their objective interests were, and to work from there. On the other
side of the coin, the growers knew that it was in the objectlve in-
terests of the laborers to organize; thus they did all they could to
break ur the fight for organization. Clearly, the growers knew thg@r@aw
subjective interests. Simply put, it was to get the most work out
of the workers at the least amount of cost, thus increasing the
amount of profit that they could pocket. To the growers, Chavez was
a communist pig. To Chavez, the growers were capitalist pigs, un-
interested in the plight of the working peovle.

Although I have simplified the issue, it is fairly clear that

interests do play a major role in vpolitical and social 1sgpes, and

the way one percieves those issues is very important. iﬂ_
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The gquestion of interests is ultimately linked to the different

views of power discussed in class and in Steven Lukes' book Fower:

A Badical View. First I shall summarize the three different views of
power, along with the pros and con of each approach, and then apply
those views to the farmworker izsue. Hopefully. a better understanding

of the whole power process and its relation to interests will then

= [ .
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becomeéeaé§g§§£§;uﬁéerstand.ww

The first view of power, =2ccording to ILukes, 1s what is ealled
the one-dimensional approach. In this view, there exists an obser-
vable, concrete dezision to be made, with two or more sides to an is-
sue. In ascertasining who has power in the situation, one looks to

see which party prevalls, as in an election. In th¢ls view, one looks
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‘gbnly at the subjective interests of the parties involved, the deci-~
gsion making process must be 6bservab1e, actors must be aware of the con-
;flict, and they must make a decision. If the issue doesén't come. up
\1ntothe political arena, then you have no way of measuring DOWET, -é

The positive aspects of this apnroach include the fact that one can

,,fmeasure power as observable behavior, without having to make too
%gmany assumptions. However, this approach does not take into account
the fact that power may take Q@&giiforms other than observable be-.

havior. In the two dimensional view, decision msking and non- dec- /

ision making are both involved and studied. Here the study of power
allows for consideration of the ways in. which decisions are prevented
from being taken on as potential issues, over which there is an ob-
servable conflict of subjective interests, seen as ﬁmbodled‘in_ex- |
pressed policy preferences and sub-political grievances, To summariée
this view then, the two diﬁensional approach 1nvolves,fgrst of all
a qualified critique of the behavioral focus, and it focuses on the
following; 1) decision making and non-decision making

2) issues and potential issues

3) observable (overt and covert) conflict

L) subjective interests, seen as policy preferences or

grievances.
The positive aspects'of this approach include the fact that potential
issues are taken into account, as well as the way in which decisions

are kept out of the political arena. However, this view still focus-

€8 on behavior, and it does not take into consideration the way in

which power wielders may control -their subjects by the control of

gsocietal inetitutions. Also, as Lukes suggests, the two dimensional !

. View does not look at what he calls objective or resl Interests. - %

, =

Turning to the three dimensional approach, one finds that it involves
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a complete critique of the behavioral focus in measuring power. Here,

the study of power focuses on 1) decision making and control of the
polgfical arena; 2! issues and potential issues; 3) observable - fl
(overt and coverﬁ) and latent conflict- control of the agendas:; and 5?'

fonally, subjective and real interests. To summ arize using Lukes'

own words:; In summary, the three dimensional view of :.power involves a
thoroughgoing critique of the behavioral focﬁs of the first two views
as too individualistic, and allows for the consideration of the many
ways in which potential issues are kept out of pbxitics, whether
through the operation of socigl forces and institutional praetices or
through individual's decisions. This, moreover can éccur in the absence
ofiggyobservable conflict, which mav have been successfully averted.
This vpotential, however, may never in fact be actualized. Whgt one may
have here 1s latent conflict, which consists in a contradiction be-
tween the interests of those wielding power and the real interests,
LN

S
of those they exclude. These latter may not exrnress or even be con-\§2
i

scious of thelr interests, but the identification of those ihterestskmn”

)

ultimaﬁ§%? éifgys‘rests on empirically supportable and refutable hy- /}"*a
potheses, The positive aspects of the three dimensional approach are'f
that it takes into account r«al intersts and subjective interest;, a-
long with what are known as tdeological manipulation"and hegemony. How-
ever, the measurement of real or objective interests is very difficult.
/1n fact, it ultimately involves a value judgment of the part of the
theorists. This is so because in esbtablishing a counter-factual, odg/
rdoes not really know what a party would have done given differént
circumstances until after the fact. e
Turning to the farmworker issue,using the one dimensional ap-
prach, the fact that the workers chose to be employed by the growers

may be an important issue, Usually in the capitalist system, one has
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the rizht to choose whether or not he wishes to be employed by some-
one or not. The growers could use this argument in refusing to hire
uni;n workers. However, the real issue at heart was over unionization.
The workers had to decide whether or not they wanted a unfion. Power
in the one dimensional view would be seen as fought over by the union
and the growers, with the workers being pushed and pulled by both
parties. In many cases, beczause of its success overall, the new
union had more power, as when they won contraets. However, at other
times 1t was the growers who had the power, as when they broke con-
tracts or signed with the Teamsters Union. Power, then if seen in
the one dimensional view, may%ggg?rom one party to another, depend-
ing on the situation. What 1s looked at sre observable wins-losses
on both sides of the fence,

The two-dimenslional view would also look at the issues that the
one dimensional view looked at, but in addition it would also exa-

~fiine, how , un 'mtil the formation of the union, the growers kept

unionization from being an issue, It would look at the scare tactics,
for example; but: it would also look at the way in which child labdr
laws were being broken and how children were being kept from their
rights to an education. This example leads one to postulate ‘... that
the zrowers, if having employed the same migrant workers over a per-
iod of more than two generations,ﬁere.Gcnsleusly“KeepingftheCﬂeople?from
tc knowledge and thus keeping them from understanding thier economiieccess
rlight, Theywezrs then, causing the people to make non-decisions a=sot
bout their lives in general.
The three'dimensional view would look at all the above, but it

would examine more closely the sctual way in which the growers, by

virtue of their strength had the whole show under control until Chavez

came along. The three dimensional view would also examine the struct-

ural fremswork in which the migrent worker lives and compare it to
1=



to the luxury of the growersglives, Historically, the isnglo has

stolen the land from the people. In the three dimsensional view this
would be exsmined, ss would the historical development of the migrant
worker in relotion to the transfer of power from the Califorrnios to.
the Anglos to the lrorge corporations that own the l1land today. Finally,
the three dimensional view would look at the objective interests of

th
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workers, to see whether unioni ation was in thelr favor or not,

In conclusion, each view tends to focus on imwortant issues, hut
the two dimensional snd three dimensional views each 2dd 1lm.ortant
elements to the piecture. Surely., the three dimensional view seems like
the most thorough examination of the cower process, but again it is
often the most difficult to study beczuse of the assumptions needed
to be made when locking at power in this framework. One could go into
a -uch deever analyslis of the total power processes involved in the

<.

farmworker icsue. I sdmittedly have been biased in my assessment of

the situaticn, but if one studies the =ituation from 2 three dim-
ensional view, one should find a,similar kind of prosess of manipu-

lation on the part of those 1in power.

fT)

question #4 In ?nswar1ng this quesflo . £ s%aal flfét go:OQer.£héf”5
naredigms of the state posited by Alford, and then fit them with the
three views of power described by Lukes,

Alford proposes three different paradigms of the state. These paraw'
@%vms focus upon distinct socisl and political forces that shape the
state and legitimate its actions; individuals and groups for the plur-
alist paradiesm, bureau%@cratic organizations for the elite para-
disi., and social classes for the class paradigm. Also, each paradignm

gains its ex~lanatory

‘f‘f

ver by focusing upon apsvtic 12 r context of

getion: 2 situational context within whieh individuaslis and groups choose

to mobilize to iz

i

fluence politieal decisions for the pluralist para-

digm;:; an organigzastiocnal context within which buresucrseiss de-
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ploy resources, for the elite paradigm, and a societal context with-
in which social classes shape institutions that reinforce their rule,
for the class paradigm.

The first paradiem is the pluralist paradigm. This model as-
sumes that diverse groups and interests intermitently present de-
mands to political parties and other elite coalitions that in turn
aggrezate and represent those demands to leaders and officlals. In
this context, the state is seen as a multiplicity-of overlapping
jurisdictions, each ¢0mpeting for more resources, manpower functions,
and money. Each is 1linked to a private snl public constituency and
seeks to breaden its constituency to the maximum degree, while sgim-
ultaneously retaining maxiﬁum autonomy. The issues entering the pol-
itical arena for decision are relatively limited in number, scope . -
and 1ntenéity, beéause they occur within thenarrow boundaries of a
fundamental consensus among all social groups on basice walues and in-
stitutions embodying those values.,

The second paradigm, the elite paradigm,assumes that large scale.
complex organizations tend to form &n almostlevery sphere of social
1ife. All interest groups that exist must themselves become wnart of
the bureaucratic process, In this paradigm, the competition between or-

ganizational elites is held to be an essential requirement for dem-~-

ocratic politics 1in societies dominated by industrial and political
buresucracies, Power is held by those who hold dominant positions withe-
in the organizations which eontrol key resources. Finally, in this
context the state is scen a2s a cluster of large srals organizations,
each based upon a sepafate institutional sector, the elites of which

have come to manipulate and control their political base, not the other
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way around,
Finally, the class paradigm views neither the debates nor dec-
isions ocecuring in pluralistic political arenas nor the battles of
organizational elites to maintain their control over humsn resources
as exhausting the crucial facts about the relations between the state
and society. Both group interests and organizational ellites are o-
vrerating within a framework of economic appropriation and cultural
hegemony that seldom chsllenges the princinles defining the basic

structure of the society. lthese principles guarantee the continued
social product as well as its con-

of the society that constitutes

disproportionate allocation of the
those classes benefitting from the

trol to a relatively small portion

the ruling class. Poﬁer is held by
structure of soclety in a given historical period.

To summarize the three views and relate them to the three dimen-
sions of power, within the pluralist paradigm the core function of

the state is toachieve consensus, and thus social order through con-
bt

tinuous exchanges of demands and responses by social groups , govern-
Similar to

ment and a continuous sequence of bargaining porcesses.
~ the very

this paradigm, the one dimensional view of power 1ooks at

processes that the pluralist praradigm explains. For example, within

the rluralist model, what is looked at are the behaviors of those
in

in soecliety who are making demands to their governments, usually”
The process of anslysis is very

the form of voting ar lobbying.
for only observable behaviors that occur are studied,

Simple,
The elite paradigm corresponds closely to the two dimensional

rower in that bhoth deal with ways in which decisions are made
the decsions are made within the

interst groups

f/'/
! view of
{

' Only in this context,

and not made,
of burecaucracies. As was pointed out earlier,

context
must have access or become pasrt of the bureaucratic process itself in
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order to have thelr demands heard. In this sense, then, those groups
that are not allowed access or do not know how to enter the bureau-
cratic arena will not have their grievances heard. It follows then,
that non-decisions are made in this way.

Finally, the class paradigm and the three dimensional view of power
are similar in important ways, also. Both look at the total structure
of society and the way that structure was made, and both look at the -
processes in which control is kept over the political arena and

the goods of society, by those in power,

In conclusion, the three models of the s ate and the three views
of power are closely linked. However, the distinctions are not that
fine, and one could apply_, for example the pluralist model to the
two dimensional view of power if one so chose. Nevertheless, each
paradligm and each dimension of power add their own speclal properties
to the concept of power, and therefore each must be seen by itself

and in rdafn2° to the other models.




